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- © ABSTRACT IR -

O'Shaughnggky'S‘ The will'argues for an origiﬁal view of the natuPe of
. bodily willing. Bodily willing is a brimitive phenomenon ethbited by
all animal kinds that is nevertheless voluntarist4€ in nature. Unlike
the tradition, the volition is not of a piece with thought. For
0'Shiughnessy, bodil;. willing is both a psychological -and physical
_phen&menon; it is tHe sole dual aspect'phenomenon} A priori, claims’
*O;Shadghnessy, one. knon that'(and~c$n argue that) the vo]ftion or‘
bodily action (since 0'Shaughnessy argues for such an identification)
<1 ‘a unique structure of a psychological "element" (a striving) which
; is non-disfinct from, but also non-identical with, a physical "element"
(an arm rise). Againsfzthisbtheory of the act of will, I argue that
~ 0'Shaughnessy may\ not be able to maintain tﬁe required ontological
identification of bodily willing as psychological non-mental. This
_identification' nbt beingjpossible”becaqse fhe"given' - which is"séid
to be an aWaréness of -the 1imb in a body-re]atiVe space as provided by
boﬁi]y sengafion - may be a thought-mediated phenomenon. That is, it
might be the case that sensations are projected onto the body as are
| visué] sensations - onto the world. If this were so, then the bodily
object ofzthe will would fall .in the higher ontological category of the
properly mentai and since Q'Shaughnessy accepts that bodily willing
requires a bodily object, it‘will follow that bodily willing mustv.be
itself a thought-mediated phenomenon and thus properly menﬁa]. Hence,
‘I think I can plausibly argqj;that 0'Shaughnessy cannot mainta®n his
desired idenfffication of the act of will with the act of body in the

bodily act-situation: the act of will falls in one ontological

iv
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'category, the act of body in énpther'. Arguing within 0"ShaUghnes§y's

own framework; [ take myself to have forced 0'Shaughnessy - 1in the -

»

absence of further a‘rgument - back to the traditional: conceptfo‘n ‘of the

13

.bodily will.” The thesis ends with some possible replies to the

criticisms made against the ‘intellectualist model' of bodily "w%]ling ‘

by such thinkers as Ryle and Searle.

-
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Introduction .

Before beginning Chapter I, which is an account of 0'Shaughnessy's
”’Zonception of the.bodily will, I would like to’orientate the reader to
the following chapter, and to 0'Shaughnessy's thesis itself. The Wil)
is a work iﬁ the philosophy of mind. It presents a theory of bodily
willing. Thus, the following pages concern volition theory and thus
action thgory but also, and just because a theory is being presented,
the mind-body problem, perception theory and ultimately, a metaphysic
of man. 1 say this last, because the dual-aspect nature of bodily

action that is O'Shaughnessy's thesis is designed to establish the

embodiment of man. Man as animal, and of the.earth, is the position in

the philosophy of man that is being advocated. 0'Shaughness, sees the
mind as the most elusive element of man's being in regard to this

stance. Hence, to show that mind is the mind of an animal {s this

-

work's pre-occupation. 0'Shaughnessy believes that it is bodily action
with its dual-aspectism which encases this insight. The high-profile
of the body then, in all that follows, is hereby explained. Such a
metaphysic has its intellectual heritage in Schopenhauer, Nietzsche and
Freud; all these thinkers Are very present in the pages of The Will.

In the broadest outline possible then, Chapter I should be seen as
forwarding that movement which is the naturalizatio;\g?\man. The
challenge to Descartes in this, is obvious. Not quite so obvious iﬁ
the case of Locke, since he saw no‘zontradiétion in "thjnking matter."
Still, Locke, following Descartes, subscrjbed to a vqlitionism that

0'Shaughnessy thinks mistaken in virtue of 1its intel]egﬁha]ity, i.e.,

its ontologi¢a1 parity with thought. 0'Shaughnessy-+believes that so
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regarding the wvolition, with its role of being the ultimate mental .
causé of bodily action, makes mind-body causal interaction - as it is
relevant to bodily action - a mystery. For how can something like a
thought cause controlled movement in a physical entity that is a body-
part? 0'Shaughnessy argues that any single aspect version of the
volition (or bodily éction itsel?) will always fail to capture how it
is that mind and body "mesh" together in bodily action. fo acéount for

the causal interaction exhibited in the bodily act-situation seme form

of dual-aspectism must be endorsed, thinks 0'Shaughnessy. However, to

understand 0'Shaughnessy's dual-aspectism, its difference from
traditional dual-aspect theories must be understood.

Cartesian dualism, with its ontological division of mind and body,
raises the question of how it is that a non;spatial, non-physical
system, the mind, could causally interact with a spatial, physical
system, the body. For the Cartesian, the pEoblem appears intractable.
In response to this difficulty, the Materialists argue that the mind is
a physical entity and thus there is no difficu]fy in understanding how
mind (a physical entity) interacts with body (another physical entity).
However, it is commonly thought that the solution to the problem leaves
no room for one of our most powerful intuitions - namely, mind is’hot
reducible to the physical. Then dual aspect théories of mind take this
intuition seriously butfhope also to overcome the interaction
difficulty. -In its ontological form, dual aspectism argues in two
ways. The mental and the physical are two aspects of some further
ontological category - persons, animals or nature. - Alternatively, dual

aspectism argues that the animal has bodily states and bodily states
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that are mental states, the causal mental properties of whtch arg
physical properties of these bodily states. In this scenario what s
not physical is the phenomenal inner aspect of  these mental/bodily
states that can oqu be known in the first person. These versions of
dual aspectism reaily need not concern us, since 0'Shaughnessy does not

subscribe to an .ontological but only, an epistemological dual

aspectism. 0'Shaughnessy insists that his version of the volition and
how 1t copes with causal interaction is a correct accounf of the bodily
act-situation irrespective of the truth value of physicalism. But any
dual aspectism makes a tacit‘ontological commitment - namely,
psychological entigies must be deemed a reality. Some versions of
physicalism aim to eradicate psych%ﬁogical entities altogether and thus
also, the causal interaction probipm. Thus, O'Shaughnessy is really
saying that at the level of ontology, any physicalism that is likely to
be true must not dispose of, through notions like identity, the
psychological. This much of an ontological commitment is made, even
giyen an epistemological dual aspectism. Clearly then, 0'Shaughnessy
seeks to synthesise the Cartesian insights into the mind with the
movement of naturalism. This is'most evident in 0'Shaughnessy's
method. Following Schopenhauer's distinction of the enquirer stand;ng
on the ‘inside' to some things but only on the 'outside' to others,

‘Shaughnessy claims that certain features of mind and Eydily action
are open to a priori investigation; standing on the 'inside’ ﬁakes this
a possibility. This is to make common cause with the deliverances of

introspection - just as Descartes did - but it is not to claim that the

mind is transparent to the "inward gazer." It does not follow, so far

.
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as T can see, that if one subscribes to'the usefulness of introspection

—— e e e e e )

and ‘thus a priori del1verances into the ng%hre oﬂ m1nd that one
1mmed1ate1y and categofically cuts empirical science out of the -
picture. ~O'Shaughness§ .in discussing the nature of. the concept of
physfta] action as glgjjggi a]]ows-}hat‘science must determine this
concept's precise excension, andlthfs beoause the body‘and its:
. mechanics "do not allow for (much?) g_ju:ﬁggi' investigation. 'Stiltl,
O'Shaughnessy c]aims: a Erioriyone canidecermine that science must have
a place in determining our know]édge-of thfs concept. By this method
O Shaughnessy establishes - the duat-aspectism of bod1]y action. It
seems to me that,Dennett does the same as regards reasonrng. ‘His
:> 'antique-example' goes from introspecting on the nature of#reasoning to
- c]aimfng that something is~missing! This is just wnat Freud'did-wftﬁ
ﬂ\\\cbe unconscious. Dennett a grior' discovers that information
| pro/e551ng, or at its weakest, some very fast non consc1ous ]og1ca1\a
process must occur if reason1ng is to be made sense of " s a necessary
-»component in the reasonwng process. ' Now;}Dennett and 0"Shaughnessy
might be wrong in their a pr1or1 c]alms as to what is go/pé on when
people reason or what is the concept of . bod11y act1on, but this is not'
to say that’the1r method is wrong. Dennett a Qr1or argues for the
need of cognitive $psycho]ogy, 0f§haughnessy. g_gr_io_ri argues for the
need of physio]ogy; or again, at its weakest, some form of Pmechanfst1c°
'explenation of body movement" and all because introspection- reueals
that both are required.r To subscribe tolDescartes' nethod is not to be
séddled with his results ...,Locke, Spinoza and Leibniz taughg us this
: ) 7 .

o= mUCh.
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0'Shaughnessy's dual aspect?sm concerning the bodily act arises:

out of this mebhed since bodily action is the only psychoiogical
phenomenon that sp]its - a prinri - into both a psychological
Jcompqnent" (a striving) and a-physicai bodily "component" (the surface
event of arm’rise) Q' Shaughnessy argues that we know this is the case

Just through know1ng what a bodi]y action is. This is not true of any

that a thought is the result of some physical occurrence in the brajn,

we do not know that this is so simply through knpwing abouﬁfour

thoughts. For this reason, thoughts are said to be Singie aspect
phenomena whiie bodiiy actions are said to be dual aspect phenomena.
This fact, claims O' Shaughnessy, is indicative of the speCial place tn
animal life occupied by bodily action; it is the mediator of the mind
onto.the world. Causal interactioh is thus openly on pispiay in bodily
action. In fact, in Chapter 1 of my thesis, the/épistemo]ogy which
bares this fact out, will be seen to give way to a/;etailed ontoiogy of
bodiiy action that equally well illustrates this fact. Then it is
obVinus that 0' Shaughnessy s dual- aspectysm is no grand general
onto]ogicai claim. It is limited to epistemology in the first instance
and secondly, to onto]ogy. The account gﬂien of the ontological status

of bodi]y action solves the causal interaction problem but obv;ousiy

only for bodily action - and more, it leaves on one side the further

ontoiogica] question of what in fact the inner aspect of bodily action

- the striving - amounts to. As noted earlier, the striving is

something psychological for 0' Shaughnessy and- so some measure of

.ontological commitment is here present but clearly not enough to’

V.

/

other psychological phenomenon.' While it is very likely to be true



establish a full-blown dual aspectism. I think the dual aspectxc]aims

\,
\

\\pf 0'Shaughnessy, should be seen as asserting no more than,a non-:
reductionist,principle, this of course ensuring that 0'Shaughnessy has

a problem to so]vea' Thus, when 1 cla1m that 0' Shaughneqsy ]

.

ep1stemo]og1&a] dua] aspectism g1ves way to an onto]og1ca1 dual

L

aspectism, this c1a1m should be understood in 11ght of the above .>

proviso. .
f{rstly then, in Chapter I, I show the radical bfeak}O'Shaughnessy
makes with traditional volitionism. Chapter 1 theh goes on to show the
(/ " 0'Shaughnessy's dual aspectism - though th1s is highlighted
thioughout the chapter - and then to spec1fy1ng the a- pr1or features
7 of the:;od11y act-situation as 0' SH

h'essy sees them. From here, a

ph1]os phical ana]ys1s of that concepsgexp]o1ts the 1n1t1a] pre4

‘philosophic 1ntu1t1ons concern1ng ‘that concept. At this ‘part of
Chapter I action theory proper takes over, 0 Shaughnessy attempt1ng to

‘ estab]ish that the try-event is omn1present in the bod11y act-event and
fyix;t tryings are volitions of a very spec1a1 ‘kind. This 1nqu1ry Teads
to the pos1t1ng of the structure of the bodily action and hence, to a
discussion of the ontological status of bodllgﬁactron. This Tlast
1s$ues in an important - and hfgh]y unusuanggﬁresolution to the
seemino‘paredoxes contained in O'Shaughnessy's version.of the rolition.
[ comp]ete Chapter I by noting §ome.oF#1'Shaughnessy's most fascinating

- thoughts on the natura]izeo'mind, and the solution to the mind body
problem that such a naturalization carries ‘with it. ,Chapter'I then,

0 ‘
closes wjth the mind of man being shown to be an animal mind..

[

?



In opposition to 0'Shaughnessy's conceptioh of the'bodi}y will 1
argue that the bodf]y will 1is not epistemo]ogically' related to its
bodily object in the pr1m1t1ve manner which 0' Shaughnessy believes to
be the case. " This pr1m1t1veness is centered upon the 'given' which is
crucial for the bodily object of the will being ep1stemo1ogica1ly
'there' for the bodily will. - The fgiyen' is composed of bodily
sensation which' is saidf to have as a logically necessary component
certain spatial data about the body.. This spatia]tinformation about

}the body or body part is sa1d to be a 1og1ca11y necessary condition Jfor
an act of will utilizing that body or body part - something w1th‘;h1ch
I do not,d1sagree. However, I disagree w1th 0 Shaughnessy that this
spatial information need be given primitively via bodily awareness; an
awareness that provides now]edge about the body without the
‘intercession of thought processes - one might say that it s
cogn1t1vely s1mp1e. That 0' Shaughnessy can ma1nta1n that the bod11y
object ot the will is 'there' for the bodily w111 in the sa1d manner is
abso]ute]y crucial since it is an essential component in establishing
that bodily willing is ‘of ontological - status psycho]og1ca1 non- mental.
If this is not so, then 0 Shaughnessy's identification of an act of“
will be1ng an act of body will be ruined; this is just the conclusion
drawn at the end of my Chapter I1I. Th1s:conc1usion can be drawn, for
in Chapter IT I argue that the 'giveh,' as characterized in Chapter I,
,;i not a necessary component of the bod11y act- s1tuat1on. That is,
bodily sensat1on’ I show, can Tlack- spat1a] data a]together or can be

possessed of some spatial data which need not 1nc1ude a body part in

body-relative physical space. 0'Shaughnessy denies either scenario is
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a possibility; he also defiies that ‘the foklowing ‘1s a possibility.

Bodily sensation, or feeling, is not required if one is to possess the

td . - .
requisite spatial information about the body that is necessary for

bodily willing. I arque for<4his last with my example of the

. , t )
'mathématical sense.' Out of these/examp]es, comes a view of the

o, '

: bodi]} will that is similar to Descartes' - whose view [ use to set the

égenda for'Chapter-II'; in stressing the‘heéa\for'the bodily object of
the will to‘be 'there' for the wi]l’viavthouéht-processed sensory data.
In this, I see a s1m1]ar1ty between Descartes and the cognitive
psycho]og1sts. |
Importantly, the results of Chapter If establish the possibi]%ty
of regarding:bedily sensations to\beljust 1ike,visua1 sensations‘in

being, first and fonemost1 set in psychological two-dimensional space,

thus composing a bodily sense-field, and secondanily, with the

abb]ication'of conceptsFand be]iefs; being projected onto the body in a
1/1 correlative manner. This is an important result for it can be said
to be internal to 0' Shaughnessy s conceptioh of the bodily !'.J. Then

what I show is that 1mmed1ate presence may not be a part of the

. bodily as&>situation and if this is so, then it follows that the bodily

will does not secure its bodily object ebistemo]ogically without the
assistance of thought-med1ated cognitions gpd thus, that bod11y w1111ng
must be thought -mediated and hence, not possibly the pr1m1t1ve
phenomenbn 0'Shaughnessy takes 1t to be. In light of this, I e1aim in
my conc]hsion to ChapteriIII that, in OTgh;ughneSSy's Ianguage; bodily
willing, since the bodily object is thought-mediated‘and”thus‘the

‘given' an attentional consciousness, must be a conceptual



‘consciousness - ,this being Descartes' position. In terms of
ontologtcal status, bod11y willing then proves not to be psycho]ogical
non- menta] but properly mental.

Before reaching this conc]uston, however, I must dispose of thht
cruciai class of action, so far as 0'Shaughnessy's thesis is cdncerned,
the sub-intentional act. ,Thjs [ a]so\do in Chapter III by establishing
the possibility of the unconscious thought process which allows me to
put a different "face" upon the 'unawares act.' These thought

prccesses are of two kinds: the Freud1an/"free f]oat1ng"“thoughts, as

I like to call them, which are no d1fferent bap their conscious,

status, from introspectib]e thought processes, and the rule-guided
thgught hrocesses of the cognitive bsycho]ogtsts. [t is these last,
which f believe ar requiréd if two Féatures of bodily action are to be
accounted for. Iz
-read hs something of a Cartesian at ! 1s/€oint, I suggest that thcse
rule governed information processiné thoughts - are necessary if the
ccmglexitx of act1ch, i.e., all the judgements etc. that go into

organisin

consciousness, and its naturalness, are to be explained. This

completes what the readér can eipect in the following pages.

It should be noted that the claims made in Chapter II-are couched
| ?n a "po sibi]ity language"; though this is less true of Chaptér III,
What I mean by fhis is the following. My critique of O'Shauchnessy
tries

that which he says must be the case. Thus, I try to show that

sensations might appear without a 16cation on/in the Esdy: that

o show that he has»hot provided sufficient arguments to support.

‘criticism of 0'Shaughnessy, ih*-~Chapter III, who ghe
>

the simplest of actions without any "swamping Oﬂ;if
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thought _jght be involved in the projection of bodily sensations onto
the body, etc. It seems to me that the logical status 0 Shaughnessy
attaches to some of his claims is not as warranted as he thinks. I
| argue not that things are the way I say they m1ght be, but simply, that
things may be the way I say they might be, and that 0'Shaughnessy has
not done enough to convince us that this is not so. The usefulness of |
this, is that it allows me to diminish the universal gtanding
0'Shaughnessy ascribet-to his claims about bodily willing and thus, to
claim that\the gggggg of bodily willing ha§ not been revealed to us in
0' Shaughn ssy 's writings. At most, I believe, O'Shaughnessy can show .
‘the nature of bodily willing in one of its contingent - forms. Though I
do regard my;elf as ofggring a few reasons why even this much mtght not
be tfue either.

L'shou1d note that Chapter [ is a detailed deschiption of much of
0'Shaughnessy's thought -but that I select for discussion a rather small
piece 6f thaﬁ overall picture.‘ This needs exp]anation. There can be
no doubt that 0' Shaughnessy s view of the bod11y will is both brilliant
and bizarre. As Nagel puts it, 0' Shaughnessy, "has worked by h1mshl?
largely outside of contemporary philosophical society, and these wild
and wonderful volumes reveal for the.first time with what intensity and
on‘What a sca]é he has worked oo™ Then I set myself the task of
trying to uhderstand thit theory ot the wi}l «+s how I have managed is
to-be judged from Chapter I. Also, it seems to me that this theory of
the will is.not to be "butchered"' its principal.parts need to hang
together otherwise one is likely to have rather silly reactlons. For

example, I descr1be at length the claim that trying is universal "in the
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act situation. It seems to mﬂ}that 0'Shaughnessy makes an extremely
strong case for this thesis/ﬁut%most people's reaction to the claim
would be predictable. This discussion of tn}ing is also a good example
of what I mean when I say that the different pa;ts need to be kept
together (as one might expect of any theory!), for it is integral to
showing the identification of,thé-act of‘yil1 with the act of bbdy. In
some such manner would I justify the length Qf Chapter I. I justify my
se]gction of a particularly small part of this theory - the ‘'given,'
‘location of sensation' and 'body image' concepts'- because bf their
importance,_ and the fact that, in criticising O“Shaughnessy's
understanding of them, one can develop a line of criticism égainst the
entire 0'Shaughnessign conception of the bodify will. It is one way to
undermine the edifice. This is the rationale behind ‘my selection. To
end this introduétion I will stress that though I sympathize wjth
Descartes' conception of the'will, 0'Shaughnessy's work is a con;tant
critique of Descartes and I attempt in no way to refute that critique.

Nor do I offer any solution to escaping the mind-body-interaction

difficulty that plagues any_"menta]istic"‘v1ew of the will.
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Volitionism: a radical departure

Brian 0'Shaughnessy is a vo]itionis;; he be]i?ves there exist
'acts of will.' However, it wjll become plain through the course of
Chapter I that O0'Shaughnessy is a very different kind of volition
theorist from Descartes and Locke. Basically, their view is this:
' wheneQer,a voluntary bodily action occurs that event is to be explained
by reference to an interior psychological event, a volition or act of
will, which is the cause of that exteriorvbodi1y event, the movement of
fhepbody,‘that is‘strictly §peaking the effect of the action - the
volition. The action then, being on an ontological par with thought.
0'Shaughnessy regards The‘wfﬁl és a refutation of this traditional viewr
of the volition, and what voluntary acts-amount to. Eefora.showing why
0'Shaughnessy takes himself to have refuted the traditional thesis, I
wish to present a éynthesis of volitionism feconstructed"a 12
0'Shaughnessy.

A]though‘O'Shaughnessy rejects the view that an act of will is
ontologically on a par with thought, believing instead that thought is
~of the ontological status, mental, an:'volitions of the ontological

status, merely psychological, he does maintain that all voluntary acts

are to be explained by reference to a volition. He avoids the schism
engendered by Locke and Descartgs between thg act and its surface event
- the body movement - by arguing that the bodily act itself has two
aspects to its nature. The bodily act has thiﬁ dual aspect because of
its unique place in animal life. It, and it alone, is responsible for

a concrete mediation Zjiyeen mind and environment. There is the

12
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volition - the striving non-autonomous psyhological part event of the

very inner nature possessed of t

\ physical. And the volition i::‘_ ek s
cdmp]etes itself, the bodily action of wa1k1ng, swimm1ng, etc. It
follows, because of the two aspects of its nature, always present in
success or failure, that any bodily manif%station of the volition is
not a distinct entity from the volition. Cdntra the Lockean model, the
volition is the syrface event of body movement as much as it is any
interior psychb]ogica] episode (which it never is cbmplepe]y). The
volition then, cannot be construed as the cause of the body movement,
at best it can on]y be thought of as the cause of later parts of
itself! Thus the surface event of arm rise is not the effect of the
volition but is the volition and hence, very plausibly, the physical
action also. This i§ all to leave traditional volitionism a long way
behind.

[ now turn to a consideration of the reasons and arguments that

- 0'Shaughnessy puts forward for his dual aspect theory of the volition

and bodily action, in near contradistinction to the traditional thesis.

Dual -aspectism and the possibility of a priori investigation.

For 0'Shaughnessy, dual-aspectism is based upon the possibility of

a_priori investigation. The concept of bodily action is amenable to
IV i W
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this manner of analysts. 0'Shaughnessy believes that there are
features of action which %ke ‘givens'; fhese édvens needing
philosophical etudication and not as such open tokscientific
investigation. This is to say that'the cohcept of physical action is a
priori, 0'Shaughnessy holding, that only this concept;s application
conditions reside in the domain of sciéqce. A most important feature
3amongst the a priori determinable features of this concept is that the
body is a limit upon the possible ebjects of'the bodily will. That is
to say, that the body a priori is an integral part of the concept of
physical action; a concebt whose other features are all psychologica].
This is the root of dual-aspectism: 1in a single concept, body and mind
“integrate without the reductien of either one to the other.
O'éhaughnéssy believes that bodily action is the sole dual-aspect
phenomenon. Of the referents of all other concepts, hwe are not a
priori - given, simply through knowing what x.is, that~some
determinately givih physical non-psychological item is part of it" (236

mnt. \

’

To show the possibility of a Qriori.investigation, O'Shanhnessy
makes a sharp revision in Putnam's sense and reference theory.
Putnam's major claim is that when a natural kind term is acquired one
does not also acquire a concept that determines the extension of
possible referents of the term. The extension of a natural kind
concept is determined by items satisfying certain ‘'epistemological
markers' that are traditiona4;y taken to be characteristic of the kind.
This “traditionally", is. important: an item's being gold today and for

a good many centuries past, is based upon that item's ;atisfying the

-
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'marke;s' that science ﬁodayjpakes to be indicative of gold. However,
those 'markers' can change wifh mutating scientific knowledge of the
nature of gold. 'Epistemological ﬁarkers,' in the case of natural’
kinds, are always only provisional. 0'Shaughnessy believes that this
is a striking difference between gold and other natural kinds and
bodily action. The advent of depth physical investigation may force
the present-day ‘'markers' of gold to be’abandonea: but it will not
force the 'markers' of bodily action to be abandoned. The reason for
this is that some of the 'markers' of bodily action are instances of an
a Eriori-giveh. They arelso because, as Schopenhauer pointed out, with
action we (self-conscious consciousnesses) are 'on the inner' but with
gold we are 'on the outer.' Thus some of the 'markers' are given
mentalistically and criterialessly, and this means, that it is - in
part- possible to determine the extension of the concept of phygical
action once the term is acquired. Unlike gold, where the 'markers' are
picked out socially or scientifically, physical action hus. an
'internal' and thus pre-scientific=set of 'markers.' Examples of such
‘markers' are: desire and intention as progenitors of action, certain
beliefs concerning the environment, certain seemings concerning bodily

movement (these given to consciousness through sensation), etc.

EY

Importantly though, bodily action does not have purely men él
criteria determining the referents of the term 'bodily actionf' This
is indicative of the dual aspect character of bodily action. Bodily
action is a priori the only psychological phenomenon that is known to
divide inyo a psycﬁo]ogica] and physical part. Thus it is the physical

aspect that provides the similariky with gold in-terms of its

-
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'markers,' and allows science to enter the inquiry into the nature of
physical action. The physical element in bodily action is limb
movement ggg the operation of an act-mechanism. Limb movement is
dependent upon a mechanism and the actual operation of this mechanism
is a physical matter for science to discover. As a physical matter, it
can neve; be mentatistically known if this chdition of physical action
is satisfied, and thus if indeed the item under investigation falls
under the éxtension of the term 'physical action.' Quicklx then,
bodily action is like gold in that the term can only be aﬁglied to
certain items with the aid of depth physical inquiry; some of its
‘markers' will be on the 'same footing' as gold's ‘'markers.' Yet,
while the 'markers' could shift from physiology to electronics in the
case of the act mechanism and thus what might constitute a part of the

body - paralleled with gold and celluloid gold - such change in some of

the other 'markers' of bodily action is not a possibility - namely,

with those 'markers' dubed 'internal.' It is these last which
establish physical action as an a priori, and thus philosophical, field
of inquiry.

Is

The a priori concept of physical action: its principal constituents

The dual-aspect nature of bodily action, its inner and outer
faces, and its uniqueness in this regard, has, to some extent, been
explained. Through this explanation, some of the principal a Qrior%
features of bodily action “"surfaced.” Limb movement and tfe obfaining
of an act-mechanism, along with the satisfaction of certain cognitive

"and originating conditions, are amongst those features. These features
\ .
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\are worth consideration for they constitute a pre-philosophical
understanding of bodily action; thgy;are the basis of the philosophical
investigatibn into the concepf. ' k

0'Shaughnessy examines the ‘interéal' features of bodily action in

some detail. Some of the 'markers' of bodily action then are: a

matchi?g of intention and desire with the desired effect that often

obtains, an apparent causal immediacy between the progenitors of action

and their bodily effects. further, bodily actions have the feature of

an absence of surprise at the occurrence of the desired effect (though

the kind of absence of surprise must not be founded on systematic
observation). There is a know[nge of the future that follows upon any
firm decision to there and then execute an intention. This knowledge
is of the just know variety, i.e., one }ustﬂknows that‘one is going to
put one's hand in the air. This knowledge i; 1nmediate because of its

N

intention origin. And the character of thé‘knowing as the 'just know'

variety 1is a formal consequence of the intention origin. For if |
firmly intend to do some action then [ cannot help 'just believ{ng'
that that action will thus occuf and the same 1is true of knowledge
concerning the intention. This*{§ the case even though this knowledge
depends - in part - upon the empirically founded knowledge that my arm
aﬁd body are in working order and that I can act. This last 1s
important for\it introduces mechanism with its air of regularity. One
knows that the intended action will occur in a 'just know' way because
a mechanism is known to obtain: if one doubted this, or the knowledge
was statistical in nature, one could at most 'lay bets' that the action
would occur. Thus mechanism makes its presence felt as an a priorf

-

«



feature of the concept of “bodily action. : .
Mechanism, for\O‘Shaughnessy, is. a 'principal p]ayer 1n the
concept of bod11y action but it is also prob]emat1c because vo]1t1on1sm

p

‘and mechan1$m appear to clash over the responSJb111ty for an action.

‘The physiologist will ‘say, “contraction of the muscles brought about ~

the movement of his head," and contra this, the person will say, "I

moved‘my head‘to look at something "~ Here, a psycholog1ca1 sourc; has

the field but for the phys1o]og1st 1t is the physical that is in the

\ ascendant. If attent1on 1s pa1d to speech pragmat1cs, a way out of

4

Cthis difficulty can be found. If a person were to say, "my muscles d;ﬁ

2O

3

that," peop]e would deduce that he/she did not do the moving of the

arm. However, if. th1s person were a phys1o1og1st no such conc]us1on

. ®
would be drawn; the phys1o1og1st would stil] be credited with the

moying of the arm. Thus, context 1s.1mportant, and one sees that,

"while it is true that my arm rose because the muscle contracted, this

- . - D .
does not make muscle contraction the source of £he movement in

oggOsition to me." (112 I) Person‘and muscles are jointly responsib]e
for arm movement. Not that this is to say that. oﬁe person and his, or
-her, musc]es are causa]]y Jo1nt1y respons1b1e, muscle contract1on is a
suff1c1ent condition of arm rise, and needs no causal contr1but1on from.
the agent. Rather, 0! Shaughnessy 1ns1sts, the agent effects through
the mechanism's effect1ng._ This - is to say, ‘the contraction -of one's
fuscles enables one to move one's head bit does not conStitute'one's
moving one's head. "The reason be1ng that one would not say, “if those
muscles ‘had contracted it wou]d have brought about my moving my head."

rn the act situation then, muscle contraction is seen as a necessary
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though not sufficient cond1t10n of head movement. Thus room must be
made for’ the efficacy of the agent - in some manner - and yet not in
oppos1t1§n to the physical elements involved in the action.
/0! Shaughnessy suggests that if the physical elements are thought of as
mere cogs' that do n%g rob -the agent of his/her choosing powers, and

W

thus of the agent's deeds either, then the tension is resolved. For it
foi]qws in attrfbg}ihg the‘ mevement of an arm to some;he that that
person.have power - exhibited in conditionals - to stop the movement of

. the arm, alter the direction and speed of the movement, etc. Thus a
Tegitima® act-mechanism i's one over which the agenf exercises contrel.
Again, thisrhs heve]atory of the aai aspec;ism of action. The ;puter
face' o} action - hechanism'- me 5 unison with the 'inner face' -
the psychological determinants cons.itutive of;choice.

Before drawing out the signiffcadce of all these different
features of action I want to&mention another very important feeture of
the concept of bodily action:’ feeling. O'Shaughnessy/lelieves that
one can only move a limb if one has a feeling- bgﬁed imhediate

- awareness2

of both Timb and its péeition. o' Shaughne\xy be11eves it

simply Seff11ng that someone might write even though that person ‘has nB\
fee11ng in his/her arm. For 0'Shaughnessy then, there 1s a d1rece>
- connection between feeling and power, and thus between feeling and</he
will itself. ' .

’Here are the elements that must be incliuded in any cohcept of
physical action - the ‘'markers' of the concept.. This is not yet to
have stated the preeise nature of a physical act, rather it is the

surface phenomenon that we, at the pre-phi]osobhicv]evel, have access
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"to in our understanding of bodily action. What I have so far provided

b, . :
of 0'Shaughnessy's. view is enough 'to help establish an important limit

upon tﬁé'will's object, or in another terminology, the exténsion of the
concept and the poésible referents of the term 'bodily action.’

It appears'that a table could not be the object of the wi]].“Two
vital features wou]d“be'missinéz chhanism and feeling. This is not
to say that an elec¢tronic attachment to the body could not be the
object of the wi]l; Indeed, 0'Shaughnessy notes that it could but
insightfully, he further notes, that such an electronic attachment,
instantiating a methanistic.link and simulated fee]ing, wod]d be a mere
body-part ‘substitute. This showing that thg bodykdr\&ome body-part -
substitute is a boundarx'of the will. This is no sma]]icahclusion: it
is obvious that dual-aspectism needs this cbnc]usion; aftgr all,
O‘Shaughnessyi§ volitionism establishe; the act of{body as the reverse

side of the act of will. -Also, the ontological import of this

conclusion shall be brought out later.

The philosophicai elucidation of the concept of bo&ileaction: the

6bject of théJboqi]y will via 'immediate presence.'

This section, throughout Chapters-II.and [IT of my tﬁesis, 1 c]ajm
to be 6f utmost importanée to O'Shaughnessy‘s'thesis on the
primitiveness of the bodily will. It is the thoughts of this section
that I shall be arguing against, and later in this section I focus in
on the prime premise which) must be capabTe of being maintained by
Q'ShAUghnessy if he s to have hi§ thesjs-of the act of will being the

act of body.
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The will has two objects: there is the goal event, for example,
the opening of a door and a primary object, the body or some body-part.
The concept, 'the point of application of the will' demands that the
object or 'point of application' be epistemo]ogicaf]y available to the
wille In terms of the primary object then,. the bbdz must be 'there'
fof the will. An éxamination,of the epistemology of the body is of
crucial importance in understandi;g the re]ation between the bo&{f%

'wi]T and its immediate or primary object. 0'Shaughnessy argues thaf

bodily, willing logically necessitates the _occurrence of 3 distinct

iy

g§ychdlo§ica1AphenomenonAputativediimb-awareness. Limb awareness then,

makes‘po;;ib]erhe phenomenon‘of bodily willings

The object of the bodily will must be 'immediately present' to the
subject - thfs fs a necessary though not_syfficient’condition of
willing bodily phenomena. 0'Shaughnessy believesxthig feature of
'immediate brésencé' to be primitive. By this, 0'Shaughnessy means,
that the phenomenon is not thought—media;ed (i.e., the bodily object of
the will is not a material objeét of an intentional coﬁécibusnéss). i
will now provide some of fhe reasons 0'Shaughnessy offers for the
position:that 'imhediaté pres;nce' i's not thought-mediated but rathef,

"a fallibly immédiate seeming-to-be-there that is someh?w or other at

Teast partially base%%ypon feeling in the 1jmb." (151 I) .
‘J“ f -2

Feeling is a mode of awareness rather than a thought-mediated
cognitive relation, i;e., awareness of one's body is not knowledge of
one's body.3 0'Shaughnessy offers the following thought experihent to
show that awareness of one's body is a rea1 experience and in so doing

.shows it to be different from kndw]edge of one's body. Thus one could
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have all one's nervous sygtem de-sensitized and yet continue to know
that one's body still existed or at the very least, that certain
essential, elements of one's body still exited. With this knowledge
pertainfng; Qne's body could be re-sensitized andlfhe degﬁaration, "my
body seems to be there!", would Eeveal'an experience of one's body that
was”known to be distinct from a knowledge of'one's body. 0'Shaughnessy

showing that there is a very real awareness of body that ma} fall

olitside of the domain of thought-mediated,tognitive relations. Thisx

phenomenon 0'Shaughnessy dubs 'immediate presence' and it is it which
0'Shaughnessy believes provides the wil], with its bodily object. This
Jast is supported by the following argument. |

Indicated in the thoughf experiment is that via feeling one khows
of the body's existénce and possibly also, its spatial and température

properties. Further; it is suggestéd that *htese thihgs are known

immediately through a relation of awareness of ...:ch is sensuous. That.

this is how the bodily object of the will is given to the will -is shown
by the following. The will must relate to its bodily object
independently of the distribution and objects of the“subject's

attention. As an illustration of this 0'Shaughnessy offers the example

of a man tapping his foot to the sound track of a movie while engrossed
in the martial events taking place on the screen before him.

0'Shaughnessy argueé that thfs man'muét know of the position of his

foot if he performs such an act yet he must know of his foot's pousition

without noticing the position of his foot, i.e., his foot's position

does not enter consciousness at its higher levels wherein reside the

concept and memory systems. The position of the foot escapes the

Forue
e e

eV
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attention and thus the knowledge of the foot's position cannot bé a
thought-mediated cognition. Therefore, if the‘knowledge that obtains
is not a thought-mediated cognition this leaves a primitive bodily
awareness as the provider of the knowledge; the awareness being
composed from feeling.
This characteristically pre-attentive feeling, O'Shaughnessy
names, the 'given.' ffs nature is next to be disclosed. At first, it
- might be thought that ‘'immediate presenge' amounts to the presentation
of some pure ggglg of feeling. But\inspection reveals that bodily
'sensations always come as at some pface. For has there ever been a

pain as from nowhere, floating aimlessly through space? The 'given'

then, is not just feeling but fee]ing;at-afpjace. Spatial {ocation is
intrinsic to feeling. It is always possiblé, if pos§esseé of a pain,
to give some rough indication of where the pain is. Further, will not
that place‘be a part of the body? Do sensations not apbearfﬁg_gg a
place, say, 'in the arm'? More still, if those feelings were to move
would not the person_whose.feelings they were be able to say, “the pain
to my'right is moving over to my left"? However, "whf]e I can be
conscious of the movement of my hand from knee to face, and conscious
of feelings in that hand as it moves, I am not.glég conscious of ﬁhe
mbvement of the pain in my thumb from knee td face." (1§0-161 [). The
thought here being that the movement of feelings is to be explained by
reference to the limb in Which the sensatibns inhere, i.e., é chéhge in
the 1océtion of the sensa;ions is due to a change in the part of the
bod} that harbours the séngations, A]] parts of the body afe 1ocatéd

in a body-relative space; thus as a sensation moves from one part of

s
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the bédy to another we come to be able to talk of sensations in a body-
relati?e language. The intuition being that it is not plausible to
account for the body-relative information possessed by our feelings in
terms of those feeling§ themselves. What sense can be made of ]eft-
side sensations and right-side sensations? The account must be given
in terms of the sensation inhering in a body part that is indeed in a -
body-relative physical space. Thus the 1imb or body part features as
an inherent part of the bodiTy sénSation.

Hence, the 'given' is said, by 0'Shaughnessy, to be a rich

amalgam: fee]ihg-in-a-gertain-]imb-that-is-at-a-point-in-body—relative-

physical-space. The 'given' is a unitary-whole such that if, there is

feeling there afe also these other experiential proberties and if there
are these experiential propefties then there is feeling; the two are a
bonded package.‘ More important]f, the 'gjven‘ proyides the presence
and spatial properties of the limb and the location of the very
sensations that ensure such a 'given.' Thus the will's objéct - the
body - is "ineXtricab]y linked with”;he gfvenness of the location of
just those sensations that heTp to make it thus ‘given'" (167 I). Thus
discovering how a sensation comes to have a bodily ]ocation}wf11
expTafn how, and in the needed primitive and immediate manner, the will
obtains its qui]y iject. ‘The next concept toélae‘ examined is the -
‘Tocation of sensation.'

O'Shaughnessy; in order to locate exactly which part of the human
bodx harbours sensations, makes use of the aftér-image phenomenon,
thereby exposing the important concept - 'projectiOn;' After-fmages,

- with ‘eyes open, are ]ocated onbwalls and floors and yet,,since the
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. after-image is a psychological pﬁgnomenon its actual physical location
must surely be in the brain. Howéver, as noted, after-images appear as
on walls and floors. This same disparity is true of sensations. The
concept, the 'location of sensation,' is not complete when it is noted
thet the sensation as a . psychological phenomenon has its home in the
brain. ‘There is still yet the experiential fact to be accounted for -
the sehéation.appearing as at some body part. 0'Shaughnessy offers the
phenomenon of projection as the explanation.
: Projection allows for some "psycho]ogica]:item to be experienced
as inhabiting something that lives withoJl the mind of the
experiencer." Projection is the key to limb awareness. It fis
responsible for a body part being brought to consciousness and at the
same time is the‘reason why. a sensation projectively 'lands' on the
"projective sustainer" i.e., some body part. Projection éip]ains both
these features of the bodily sensation, for there is a\causal story
underwriting the psychological story. | v ’

To understand the role of phjsica] causality in the phenoménon of ~
projection it will be useful to consider one of 0'Shaughnessy's

examples concerning projective illusions: we shall use the example of

'‘cross-patchwork' or, referred pains: A pain has i*s o+ ~ical cause in
one part of the body but appears as at another di- of the
body. The causal explanation runs: there is a pai "l causes

a further interior bodily event, pj3, where P3 happes e *

" physical cause of movement in the braim that is respotig x”‘?rﬁcausing
the mental event, 'pain gg_g£ p1.' Thus when p3 is stimulated the

cause of the pain is usually at py- However, on such occasions as .
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these, the pain is at p; and hence, the place of the sensation will be

incorrectly fdent1f1ed, i.e., phenomenéﬁogy diverges from causality.

This raises the fséue of whether the location of the sensation shou]d
be identified with its phenomenal appearance or its cause: why favour
locating the place of the sensation at the pqint of its physical cause
rather than where it appears as at? Until this is settled it is not
really correct to say that the place of the sensation - in this case -
has been ncorrect1z identified! In reso]ut1on of this tension,
0'Shaughnessy writes, "projection rests upon the foundation of a
regular neurologically founded connection between the deepest physical
cause of the sensation and its projective site" (197 I) In other
words, in looking to discover the location of a sensation it is towards
the deepest physical cause that we must look, and it will always be
found that the place where the sensation appears gg_gﬁ is nomically
bound to the sensation's deepest physica]"cause. Therefore,.the
superficial cause may or may not bé the site of where gﬁe projected
sensation lands. Phenomenology then, is in unison with deep physical
causes. | )

It is now time to give 0'Shaughnessy's insistence that projection

--is-a psychological concept E:f not merely causal. The “regu]ar 1ink"

above is said to be dependent upon the character of one's experiencés.

0'Shaughnessy formalizes tHe above causal story in the following nomic

schema. C(auses at) (p3)4-}S(.eems to be at) (p)lePP(osition at)

(ps)e It is the middle element then, the seeming to be at some part of

the owner's body, that is said to ensure that the concept of the

LS
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‘location of sensation' must portray a 'trade-off' between causality
and phenomenology.4

In exam?ning what this seemjhg amounts to O'Shaughnessy wonders if
the bodily sensation - with its characteristics of the ‘given' -

obtains those characteristics through standing, via psychological

space, in psychological spatial relations that match 1/1 the spatial
relations of the body. Psychological space then, would be the
explanation of a sensatibn appearing as_at some body part. One would

have a sense perception of the body via bodily sensation analogous to a

sense perception of the world via perception proper! This must not be

the case for 0'Shaughnessy. It would, in short, make his

characterisation of the will largely untenable. Perception is a

mediated relation with the world; the mediation comes through vigual

sensétions. Thus .the psychological phenomenon of perception is a

composite of visual sensations and intentionalist seeings, where these
\ A \ -

latter are to be understood as the concept system (in the guise of the

attention) taking notice of the data in the organism's visual field (a

two-dimensional psychological space for 0'Shaughnessy). That is to
say, the instantiation of a thought -mediated relation between concepts
and visual sensations. Explained earlier, however, was 0'Shaughnessy's
position that the bodily will must be capable of a relation to its
object at a pre-attentional level, and that is to say for
0'Shaughnessy, in a manner unrelated to thought. The body was
epistemologically ‘there' for the will in a non-thought-mediated
cognitive manner. All this is just another way of saying that the

will's bodily object must be given to the will immediately. For if it

~
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ts not, the remaining alternative is mediately, and that demands a
composite relation along the lines exhibited by perception, i.e., a

composite of sensation and thought. Thus it is absolutely imperative

that 0'Shaughnessy be capable of showing that bodily sensations do not,
cannot, appear as_at some body part due to bodily sensations inhering

% .
in a bodily sZnse-field, the spatially arranged contents of which, map,

1/1, onto the body w:th its spatial layout. If 0'Shaughnessy cannot
meet this task then his characterisation of the bodily Will obtaining
its object in a primitive manner via feeling is shattered. For he will
have failed to showﬁ£hat the bodily will must relate 1mmedfate1y to its
bodily object and hence, that the bodily will does not relate to the
_body in a thoyght-mediated cognitive relation.

Since Chapter II of my thesis is devoted to showing that
0'Shaughnessy cannbt meet this task [ intend to leave the details of
the above position till then. Before discussihg the nature of bodily
willing itself it will be usefu)l to reiterate why 0'Shaughnessy views
feeling as the ideal medium for the bodily will's objects.

Having analyzed the 'given,' two logically necessary conditions
for the exercise of intentional bodily action are seen to reside in

feeling: awareness of the sheer presence of the bodily object of the

will and the spatial properties of the bodily object of the will. But

as noted above, it is not that bodily sensation can brovide this
information that is of crucial importance to 0'Shaughnessy but rather,
that the nature of bodily sensation is such that the "posture and
dynamics of the limb" can be 'immediately present' to the bodily will

and thus the agent also.
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The philosophical elucidation of the concept of bodily action: ige
"

identification of physical strivings with physical actions.

0'Shaughnessy notes that a feature of bodily action is that it

does not distance itself from its owner. As 0'Shaughnessy puts it

doing is in my world, what is done is in the world. Since observation
apprises us of the world it follows that we cannot observe our own
acts. Yet, it is through action that we fnteract concretely with the
wortd. It is in action that the world of meaning - my world - meets
kgipe sterile world. It is for this reason that action is Janus-faced;
inner and oute; conjoin in action. This 1is important for it reveals
that action seems to parai]el thought in its interiority but does so,
not because of itself, but rather because of it§ intention origin.‘ The
intention, "integrates the act into that intelligible intefnally
consistent network - even as the act manages ontologically to slip

through the net" (XXII II). The action being of my world, and

therefore not open to observation ... but not really of my world. What

exéct]y the‘bodily act does amount to, what exactly is its ontological
status and thus its true interiority, is to be discussed now.
0'Shaughnessy argues that a bddily action is a bodily striving and
bodily strivings, for 0'Shaughnessy, are Jkts of will, Thu§, the
discussion of the'try-event should be "understood to be a discussion
about the nature of bodily willing. To begin the argument for this
identification, 0'Shaughnessy considers the following two questions:
What is trying? Are all actions tryings? If one considers the speech-
conditions governing the use of ‘try' then tryings are a very small

sub-class of the class of actions. This is what Wittgenstein thought.

»
ay
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O'Shaughneséy believes that the speech-conditions of 'try' are not this
term's truth-conditions.

One can desire-to-try, decide-to-try, intend-to-try, choose-to-
try, and one can,vﬂnn‘ordered, stop trying. Moreover, tryings come as
no erprise to us and we can give our reasons for trying. This is
enough to establish that tryings have the status of action and event.
Our speech conventions would permit us to say that ‘someone was trying
if the following three conditions were satisfied. The trying issued
from a desire and intention. For the instrumental act a possibility
condition would havé to be satisfied, i.e., one would only attribute an
intentional trying to someone if that person believed that there was a
possibility of his/her doing x. 'Basic' acts cannot be restricted in
the same way, for you might attribute a trying to raise his/her arm to

a person whd knew that his/her‘érm*was_para]yzed. Further, a doubt or

failure condition would need to be satisfied. Thus if a person

effortlessly ané complacently did some act one would not say that this
person tried; the agent must be doubtful concerning the 6utcome of the
attempt. |
Taking the example ®of the instrumental trying, 0'Shaughnessy tests
whether the spéech-conditions are in fact the truth conditions of the
try event. If they are not, one needs a context where\ the speech-
coqditions (1isted above) do not obtain (or rather, any one of them)
yet a trying is evidently taking place. An instrumental trying is done
out of the belief that what is done is a possible way of engendering x.
0'Shaughnessy claims that the agent's believing some particu]ar-gct is

a possible cause of x is consistent with thé‘agent's being certain that
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this particular act is a cause of «x. Ht~cla1ms that a strong claim of
certainty can be co-present with a weak claim of possibility. This
passing from the stronger to the weaker claim is exhibited by such
pairs as knewing and believing, seeing and seeming-to-see, and these
are to be joined, clgims 0'Shaughnessy, by the pair action and trying.
When an intentional instrumehtal act is pefformed in a confident frame
of mind there is a transition from the strong knowledge - because of
the said entailment - 'it is certain that what I do must cause x,' to
the weaker belief, 'it is possible that what [ do will céuse x.' Thus
the criteria of the intentional instrumental action is seen to entail
the criteria of the intentional instrumental trybng. At the very ledst
then, acting and trying are co-present when an instrumental act is
performed.

QJShaughnessy's thesis 1is that all actions are tryings or
strivings, and that these tryings' are not merely co-present in any
action. .Thus 0'Shaughnessy has a long way to go yet given that 'basic’

acts and ‘'sub-intentional' acts must be discussed and instrumental

acting shown-to be instrumental trying. To show all this,

0'Shaughnessy tries to establisﬁ, as an integral part of his project,

that we stand epigtemo]ogic%}f;’to tryings as we do to sensations.
Before illustrating hgw 0'Shaughnessy establishes thfs_tenet, it
is worth noting that thia issue is not directly related to the
discussion of 'immediate pre%ence.' This tenet is importfnt, however,
to my thesis, particu]ar]y’a;\it is presented in Chapte;“III. [t is
not so much this tenet that i% important to my thesis as rather, the

general discussion of epistemoﬁbgica] types. Of especial interest to

; -
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w

| .me is the' fact that O'Shaughnessy allows intentions and motives to
{ ) .

reside in the unconsc1ous, for this allows one to pressure h1m into
. w

accepting the unconscious thought process. Indeed, I try to show that
0'Shaughnessy has 1itf1e choice but to accept such thought processes,
Ghd that this has serious ramifications for his conception bf‘bodi]y '
willing. Thus, what follows is important to my thesis ae a beilding
b]eEk‘of my critique of 0'Shaughnessy. ' P “
Descartes thought that_we‘stobd in a sfng]e'epistemofegica]
re]ation to the conteets of our minds. This idea was shattered by
Freud, ane o' ShaudhneSSy be]ieves'there are no less than four distinct‘
o EIN

eplstemo]og1ca1 types obta1n1ng w1th1n the mind. Nevertheless,:ﬁe will

defend a not1on of privileged access,’Condrt1ona] Cartesianigm,"that is

an 1nteracfien of psychological Eigg and psychological settihg.

The first\epistemo]ogicaﬁ type 13 provfde&Aby forgettrng.processes
which do not register in immedfete awareness at any time; they are
hecessarily unconscious. The second, includes intentions and motires,
and examp]es of th1s type cdn be conscious but they can a]so res1de in
'the Freud1an Uncensc1ous. when 1dea1 ep1stemo1og1ca1 conditions obtain
“w1th1n the mind they can either be accessible’ to 1mmed1ate awareness or%“
1nacce551b1e. ' Pa1ns; and other sensat1ons, instanstiate the. third
type. Though 1tems of th1s ‘type can be erred over, this }s only
possibLe "at the necessary cost of some form of schism»in or
unavailabflity of the attention.” Thue when fdeel epistemo]ogfca1‘
condjtfons obtain one is neces§ari1y imméﬁiately eware‘of one's

sensations. Finally, mental images - as an.example.of the fourth type

W
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- are "more or less" fated to enter consciousness. One is
' N .
- unconditionally necessarily immediately aware of one's®mental images.
\]
Conditional Cartesianism holds of the latter two menta? types;

: . s . - s
that is, when certain conditions of’meﬂtal-settiqg,are satisfied. Such

conditions are sanity, wakefulness, atLention not grossly overwhelmed,
etc. In such copditions pains and mental images must cause knowledge
of themselves, immediately and no-how and this knowledge must be

Y

strongly known to be knowledge. This is O'SHaughnessy"_statemeﬁf of a
Cartesian privileged access. b

Tryings, sometimes, satisfy the conditions of Conditionali
Caftesianism. 0'Shaughnessy's example is a man with a paralyzed 1imb
who is strenuously trying to move it -7611 his attentive powefs focused
on the attempt. This is a man who would clearly be aware of any
intentiona] tryiﬁg that might. ensue. Thus tryings are not necessari]j’
opaque to consciousness and therefore are un]ike‘foﬂgetting processes
in their epistemological relations to.their owner. Nor are they akin
to mental images in this ‘regard for they are not fated to reg1ster in
consc1ousness. This 1eaves the possibilities of striving or try1ng
being of ‘the ep1stemo1og1ca1 types - mot1ves and intentions and/or _
sensations. It was shown above that there certainly are some instances
of tryings be1na of the same epistemological type as sensations but,
they can also v of the_type; motives and intentions. For one could

unconsciously try to drive someone mad over a period of ten years.

Thus 0'Shaughnessy holds that here and now bodily strivings are of the

gpfstémo]bgica] type: sensations. 0'Shauglfessy cafTs\this, Princig]e'
Ao . ‘ \\ ‘

a-
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This principle formally runs: if Conditional Cartesianism (Cq)

prevails and it seems to a person that he/she is physically striving
then he/she must strongly know he/she is engaging ‘in a physical
striving; for in 'Cy conditions, any physical striving is necessarily
give& to awareness. |

The foi]owing diagram makes‘vivid the epistemological distinctions

drawn within the mind by 0'Shaughnessy.

Figure l_does.pot éppear for lack of copyright permissfon. The figure
- is ‘an i]]u;tration of 0'Shaughnessy's that systematizes in a diagram
the epistemo]ogica]_d%stinctians drawn within the mind by
0'Shaughnessy. The discussion of these distinctions is‘to be found on
my pages 27 through to 30. :Thé original diagram is Figure 24 6n page
81 of 0'Shaughnessy's The Will, Volume LI

Fig. 1

Carryihg on the discussion now of the co-presence of trying in the

intentional jnstrumggtgl act-sifuati?n OSShaughnessy jttempts to reveal
that the pragmatic speech-conditfons obscure the more fundamental
truth-conditions of trying. It-was shown earlier that the first two
Conditions (aﬁd very likely the thfrd) governing the application of
'trying} to the act s1tuat1oﬁ are in fact entailed by the act-
s1tuat12n. This ggesting the co-presence of try1ng and act1ng

0! Shaughnessy tack]es those who would insist that th1s is not so

because the doubt or failure condition is not satisfied. O0' Shaughnessy

gives an exampie to show that even though»this condition is not
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fdtisfied still one has a try event. He does so by notiﬁg'that usually
the interest of speaker/listener in uttering/hearing 'he/she triéd' is
~whether the act was performéd confidently. Thus one alters the
interest 1in uttering/hearing 'he/she tried' sﬁch that the. doubt or
failure condition is not relevant, and by so doing, one sho&s that the
speech-conditions already listed are not universal, and thus not truth-
conditions governing 'he/she tried.' 0'Shaughnessy gives the example
of some safe breakers 1ook1ng out of their Jall house windows at the
fateful safe when X comes a]ong to 'have a go at,' 'have a shot at,'
opening the safe. . He claims - plausibly - that these safe breakers
"have no interest in whether X will perform the act_confidently but
merely whether X is the next to try. : - .
ﬁhv1ng shown that the everyday speech-conditions govern1ng
‘trying' . are not its truth- -conditions, Q Shaughnessy goes on - v]a .
Princip]e A - to show that try'is omniprésent in int‘enti\o.na]
instrumental act1on.,w |

From Pr1nc1p1e A%Me knowr if Conditional CartesianiSm obtains

‘tﬁgn if one intentionally tries to do X then one must be immediaté]y
aware of thié trying. Ahd, given those conditions, if it seems to some

person6 that he/she is try1ng to do X then he/she must be performing a

rx1ng act where th1s act at least fa]]s under the descr1pt1on, try1ng
to do a seeming x agt.

Uti]ising'this latter fact and an evil demon scenarfo, one

- convinces a person that though he/she tﬁought he/she acted - and in

fact he/she did - this was not the case. In this act il]usion the

person would still have recourse to insisting, 'Stili, I tried.'
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Principle A guarantees that the person knows this. This shows that in
the instrumental act-sjtuation one does ih fact try. For if this

person - and granting Conditional Cartesianism - believes that he/she

performed a trying then it must have been the case‘that a trying to do
a_seeming x‘0ccurred, and if so, and on the assumption‘that bhysica]
conditjons were sympathgtic to the attempt, then indeed a trying must
havekOCCUrred only one now believes fa]sély - because of the demon -
that the attempt fa?ﬁed.' A'similar scenario and a similar conclusion -
one‘tries when one acts - is true of the 'basic' act-situation. '

/ 0'Shaughnessy has the conclusion that‘all intentionaT acts,
whethef basic or 1nsfrumenta1, we strive or try to perform. Howevef,
O'ShaUghnéssy also believes in the existence of the subwintentional
act. Simply, these are acts which are not intentiona] uﬁder any
description. As én examblevof such'an act b'Shaughnessy c{%es the
coming to notice-thaf one is 1dly maying one's’tongﬁe. Thé reason the
act is sub-intentional is that the act issues from no reason that is
”gggliyréason for movfng'one's tongue. 0'Shaughnessy accepts Davidson's
account that belief and desire together go to make for the causal
reasons of any act. However, in the éase of idle tongue moving, the
desire to alter the posture of one's tongue, and the belief .concerning
the position of one's tongue, simply are not sufficient to be regarded
as one's reason for moving one's tongue. 0'Shaughnessy writes, "the
bond linking act with belief when one acts out of one's reason, is at
once rationai and causal, whereas here it is g@;glx causal" (61 II).
Merely causal because, “idie tongue moving is neither rational through

one's having rational aims, rational through being judged
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unobjectionable, nor rational through one's employing means suitable
for the fulfilment of those aims" (61 II). 0'Shaughnessy says a good
deal more about the sub-intentional éct but this is enough at this
stage to establish the nafure of. this class of act. In terms of
0'Shaughnessy's overalT thésis its import is obvious from what I said
earlier about the nature of the bodily will and its capabiliﬁy to
locate jts object in total isolation from thought-mediated cognitive
processes. The existence of.this class of act will turn out to be
crucial in determining the ontological status-of action and thus the
bodily will. Hénce, this elass of act will‘be discussed in great
detail by me in Chapter I1I of this thesis. |

To return to 0'Shaughnessy's attempt to show that wé‘try to
perform af] actions.. The acts just «described cannot suppoft an
intention for they are done fdr no reason that is a reason of their
owners.. It follows then that striving or trying'cannot be as such
"directéd towards the unrealised future," but that phis featgre of
?ﬁtriving, as we normally know it, is to be accounted fpr by the.ﬁormal
intentional status of action. 0'Shaughnessy»gives reasons for
believing that striving is present in the sub-intentional act-.
situation."By the following example, O'Shaughnéssy shows that we
sometimes sub-intentionally strive. , | |

Scientists are armed (suppose) with an 'inhibitoh machine,' and as
the neural firings and muscle tensionings of some person's idle tongue
Amoying take piace the machine robsathat person of the very ]ift event
in thét sub-intentional act-situation - namely, the event of tongue

movement. A1l that can be said is that this person strove to move
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hfs/her tongue  for -he/she did not move it and more than mere motor
mechanism firing océurred. Second]y; since all actions are
psychological events (we shall see why later) whét here did occur must
itself have been.-a psychological eveqt; for no event can derive its
psychologicality from mefe'tongue movemeht. Thefefore, somel
psycho]ogi;a} event must_ﬁave occurred énd if the 'inhibitor machine'
~ had not been present a tongue moving act would have occurred, and thus
‘the psychological event that did takeﬁpigéé must havé been active in
natﬁre for again, no event could obtain active status from mere tongue
movement.

A further "strong proof" that we sometimes sub-intentionaﬁ]y
strive is offered‘by 0'Shaughnessy (97-99 II), but I shall move on -
since the above considerations are good support for his contention - to
“the discussfon of the "omnipresence of trying in sub-intentional
action." The fo]Towing argument is based upon Principle A and the
‘conclusion reached just before: that we sometimes strive sub-
intentidna]]y.- Take the exa@p]e of: a person sub-intentionally
straightening his/her leg and suppose that this person is successful in
'sordoing. waever,rengineered in this person is the "internal
situation" of this‘person trying to straighten his/her leg but failing.
Assume that this person comes to gggigg this sub-intentional event, and
granting Condit%ona] Cartesianigm, the phenomenology this person will
light upon is that of trying and fail}ng; However, by Principal A, we
know that if a trying to do a seemfng straightening of the leg occurs
theg indeed a trying to do a straighté:ing of the leg is ‘occurring -

assumihg,.of course,.physical_gormality. With this argument,
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0'Shaughnessy takes himself to have shown that Whenever we sub-
intentionally act we strive. For it is a theoretical possibility to
repeat the above scenario with any sub-inténtional act. Thus; an even
grander conclusion follows: O0'Shaughnessy has now shown of
inéﬁrumental, 'basic' ‘and sub-Gntentional acts, that whenever we
perform anyone of these a;ts we also strive.

It can now be shown that not only do we strive when we perform

physical actions but that all physical actions are some physical

‘striving or othér. This is established once Princigle B is
established. This principle Euns: if one tries to do x and succeeds
in doing x, then the act of trying to do x and the act:of doing xiare
identical. THe problem 1ﬁ estab1fshing this thesis revolves around the
fact that it is ngtura1 to view tryings as interior évents, after all,
we relate to them as we do to sensations! However, physical actions
inc]uqe things 1ike arm movement, and arm movement_certainiy is not of
the 'inner ]ife.”l Therefore, a bodily action cannot be identical with
some trying. Principle B must be false. We shall seevthat
0'Shaughnessy insists that‘the two phenbmenon &re identical and accepts
that this must,mean that tryings canhot be interior events and that
thisdadm{ssioh is dintegral to Q'Shgughnessy being a dual aspect
theorist coﬁté}nj:?*the volition! )

| To showfthat th striving to do an instrumental act is the
instrumenf;hfact thatvsuéceeds, O'ShaUghnessy argues as fo]lon. A man
tries.to!bgéﬁ a door by pushing. The act this man tries to do is the
pgshing.-{Tﬁe trying to open the door is the’pushing act. Assume that

the man' is successful and the door opens. ‘How does one identify the

v
&
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successful act, i.e., the act of door opening? 0'Shaughnessy accepts
the thesis of Anscombe and Davidson that the instrumental act is the
~act of making“the bodily movements. Therefore, the act of opening the
door is the 'basic' bodily act of giving a bush, and this is the act
that was done in tfying to oben the dobr. Therefore, the instrumental
act and the trying that succeeded afe identical. Physical strivings
then are the acts of opening doors and shoving pianps. - Therefore, in
no way is a trying an interior event as are thoughts.. Tryings, or
strivings, are acts of will for O0'Shaughnessy therefore, a Lockean
model of the will as ontoTogica]]y on a par with thought is an error,
‘and strongly objectionable, so far as 0'Shaughnessy is concerned.

The above identification depends upon a trying being the
successful 'basic' act of pushing. In 0'Shaughhessy's example itnis
hard to see what else the trying to open the door might amount to, but
a proof that the physical stfiving to perform a 'basic' act is the
‘basic' act that succeeds is given. We know what whenever a ‘basic’
act'oécurs so also does a trying. If the trying and the act that
succeeds are not'identical then in the normal 'basic' act-situation
there must be two acts performéd; a physicai striving that is non-
identical with the successful 'basic' act. However, it is surely
unlikely that two acts are pgrformed! Indeed, the two acts share the
same act progenitors, thersipgieffectf_anq tpe same predicates. Thus
if the attémpt is rash and wicked so too is the act. It is clear then,
that the trying act that succeeds is the act that we manage to do. So
agaln, a trying cannot be an interior event as is the thought event for

the try1ng will encompass such th1ngs as the movement of arms, and such
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movements are not of the interior! The same holds for the sub-
intentional act which is just like the 'basic' act exceptin? the
intentional status. 0'Shaughnessy takes himself to have now~shown that
gll_physical acts are some physical striving or other.

Earlier we saw that the doubt or failure condition was not one of

the truth—éonditions of the try event. Now we have'seen that a sub-
intentional act is a striving. Therefore, part of the first condition
that was to govern the try event - that the trying issue from an
intention and d%sire - must also be dropped from the truth-conditions.
That is, that the trying be intentional. Further, the sub-intentional

act that is some striving or other, tells us that belief as the ground

of the possibility condition ig not necessary either‘and thus, only

desire remains of the original conditions said to be the truth-

conditions of trying. That trying must be the expression of some
. desire is the only remaining speech-condition that can possib]y(Lank 3.
a truth-condition of trying. .Indeed, a logically necessary and
sufficient condition of trying, claims O'Shaughneésy, is that a desire
to do x shouldltause some act such that that act counts as the

expression of that desire. Thus trying is nothing more than the

immZdiate event effect of a desire to act. "It is will moving in a

~Certain direction. That, and nd more" (115 II). Therefore, "all®
bodily strivings are at once identical with basic act strivings and the
expression of act-desire" (116 II).
0'Shaughnessy goes on to say exactly what is the 'expression of
actedesire;‘ The expression of a desire must be éeparated/from its

satisfaction. The ‘expression of a desire "is the immediate causing by
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the desire of the act that it is in absolutely any act-mechanism
condition necessarily tendin§ to cause" (117 II). The satisfaction of
a desire is, "the immediate causing by the desire of an act of the type
of 1its object" (117 Il). Thus, "the basic act-desire must find both
\ ~

expression and satisfaction when the basic act occurs as a result of
that desire; but will find expression alone when the desire causes no
more than a striving to do that basic act" (117 II). These quotations
give the "“flavour" of physical striving, and the following Tlengthy
quotation captures its nature.

The phenomenon of striving is a phenomenon much akin to the

embryo or the bud. For it is such that, in the conditions

standardly appointed by nature, it naturally develops into

the entity that is the object or goal of the origin entity.

In short, we here single out the desire's expression through

a law-1jke developmental property linking it with the
desire'§\satisfaction. (117-118 IT)

waever, instrumental desire has no natural tendency to generate
the'type of item that is it§ object, and this is just because its
object is beyond the closed system of fhe animal. "This ensures that
the instrumental act-desire has a merely anomalous relatiomﬁto its Mn

active satisfaction" (118 II). But this type of act-desire must have a

natural tendency to causes something. The clue is given by the purpose .

L

of the instrumental act, an act which relates-animal to environment., :

\Be]ief must be operative such that the body relates causally to the
~inétrumentaf object. The 'something' then is, "a basic act endowed
with a certain special property, viz. that of so relating to the belief
system as to ensure that it itself appears in consciousness as at least
.a possible cause of Q' [the ins{?umental act]" (119-1I1). The

instrumental act-desire then is joined by a ‘'basic' act-desire such

L.
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tha{\}henbasic act issuing from the basic act-désire, and tius its
expression, Will also be the éxpression of tﬁg instrumental act-desire.
This would be consistent with the definition of trying which was given |
above, but a‘prob]em seems to be that it is really only Ehe bds{c act-

desire that finds expression for the instrumental act-desire- does not

have an immediate active expression and therefore, there would be no

physical striving which was the physical gg}i ing that is the immediate
active expression of an instrumental ézrfdggire, and this is to
contradict the above claim that instrupental acts are a physical
striving. This last then, does not lodk to be possible because the
instrumental act-desire has no expressfon that is consistent with &e
definition of trying. In solut{on, 0'Shaughnessy makes some . subtle
scholastic manoeuvers (120-126 II), and maintains that fﬁe expression
of the basic act-desire is the expression of the instrumentalact-
desire. The reason being thaf the two desires are non-distinct, and
since 0'Shaughnessy rejects the thesis that there are only causal
-relations between distinCt entities, he can maintain that b%équﬁe the
desires are non-distinct whatever is immediately caused by the basic
act-desire is also immediately caused by the instrumental act-desire..
[t is in this way that he ensures that the instrumenfal act-desire has
an immediate active expression and thus that the instrumental act is no
counter-example to the thesis that all bodily acts are some strivingJor
other. |

As was noted, maintaining this thesis commits one to an odd set of-
bedfellows. There is the strivihg to which we stand as we do to a

sensation and this striving is a physical act that encompasses arm
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movement and pigno shoving! The seeds of dual-aspectism are here
present. It is now time to describe the relation between the
psychological striving and the non;psychological surface goal event,
the physical ;rm rise. The precise relation can only ée described once
a discussfon of the ontological status of bodily action is given. For
how. 0'Shaughnessy prov{des a reductio to show that the two cannot be
distinéi. Thus, assume an arm raising is a distinct event frgm arm
rise. | )

If this is so, then it will follow that arm-raising is the cause
of arm rise. Thus acts of walking will cause movement of legs. This
means that éétions like walkings, swimmings, and pushings will all
occur in the brain and thus the act of pushing the piafo will never
immediately cause movement in tﬁe piano object but only mediately so
through the bodily effects of the actioﬁs that occur in the brain. And
it follows from this, that strictly speaking, basic acts will be
instrumental acts since theicerebral event of kicking causes movement
in the leg. All these entailments of the assumed distinctness of act
from surfaée effect are absurd. Therefore, it must be assumed that, in
some sense, an arm raising includes or encompasses an arm pige. All
the above absurdities are avogged and add1t1ona1 reasons for the
correctness of this identification can be advanced. The origin of the
surface effect nomically '‘projects' the co-presence of trying-to-do,

the surface effect, and the successful act. That is, basic-act-desire

and basic-act-intention are "like seeds essentially and regularly

directed towards a basic Q act of g-making and hence also towards q"

(129 I1).

”
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This nomic bond is.a powerful reason for believing that
0'Shaughnessy's identification is Correct. Moreover, there are nomic
links between the 6asic-act~try-q—make, q (the surface effect, e.g.,
arm rise) and the successful arm raising (Q) such that a physically
healthy body in a state of physical liberty instantiates an act-
mechanism that is a series of linked events only completed by the

occurrence of the surface effect (q). Thus, “try Q, q, Q are nomically

linked togethe *;n themselves; as well as being nomically linked to

their origi;f . As bough, trunk, tree are linked together in
themse]ves,u. 1 as to their originating seed - so it is with
action"(129-130 II).

This is 0'Shaughnessy's case for the assumption that in some
manner arm raising encompasses arm rise. The exact relation can only
be discovered once the ontological status of action is addressed.
There is firstly, the intuition that trying to cut down a tree is
grossly ontologically dissimilar from trying to remember a name yet
both are actions. Secondly, we relate to physical strivings
epigtemologically as we do to our sensations yet, physical strivings
are physical actions and physical actions are non-distinct from their
surface effects which are plainly non-psychological. LNhatever

0'Shaughnessy says about the ontological status of bodily action must

confront and placate these two issues.

The ontological status of bodily action.

. This is an important section for my thesis for a number of
reasons. 0'Shaughnessy sets out to show that bodily sensations are of,

AN
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ontological status, merely psycho]dgica]. Since tryings . are of the

Same epistemo]og1ca1 type as sensations, it follows. that bodily
str1v1ngs are of onto1og1ca] status, merely psychological. My
conclusion in Chapter 11 will argue .tfat this is not so and just

because in Chapter I1.I show how bodily sensation can be 3iewed as an

attentive consciousness at all times, and this 'irrespective of the

~

'state.of'the attention. However if the bodily obJect of the bod11y
w11] is an attent1ve consc1ousness and thus has as a part of its
" genesis, thought, bodily Willing must be a conceptual consciousness and

ae’O'Shaughnessy's arguments show, if some ‘tem is~5'conceptua1

consciousness then'it'has ah‘onto]ogicalﬁstatus, properly mental. . If

1t proves to be the'case that body willing is of mental status then”

0' Shaughnessy s 1dent1f1cat1on of the act of will and act of body
cannot be ma1nta1ned‘- the body will be in ‘one 01tolog1ca1 category,

the will in another.

In grand metaphysical style O'Shaughnessy claims there is an’

0ntoTogicelydivide;within the mind itself. The divide is "between'the{f

\merelz psycho]ogiga]‘ahd the properly mental sub-sector of the

-

psycho]ogica]" (138 1I).  To begin the'eluéidatﬁoh‘of this-division

Q' Shaughnessy 1ists the character1st1cs of the parad1gm of the mental

the thought event.. These character1st1cs (138-9 11) are notable for

two reaéons; The first is the p]ace of h@nour accorded to the feature'

of 1ntent1ona11ty. The second is the statement that?the thought event

is a .content of the stream of conscioUsness and'menta]isticall

immediate]y cognisable.6 0 Shaughnessy says that these Nast twﬁ"

conditions are not necessary to the cate?ory%bf the mental but thatt K
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almost a]ways they are a feature of any x::tal item. As a counter-

examb]e he picks out the forgetting proce§s. This’ indicating that

0'Shaughnessy believes these two conditions of self-conscious

consciousness to be always pertaining totthe thought event. ~

In c&htrast'to the thought event, sensations are:not

intensionalist nor mentalistically immediately cognisable,'claims

0'Shaughnessy. The cognized sensation event has two paﬁts. There is

the seeming-to-have which is psycho]ogica] and intensionalist and there

ié also the material object of‘this phenomenon, the sensétibn itself,
which is_psycho]ogiea] and extensionalist. The fact that the cegnized
sensation event splits into two pafts sﬁo@s that a §ensatibn is not
Tmenta]istica]]y immediate]y cognizab]e. That is, the cogniied

.sensat1on event is a sensation coming to one' S awareness such that the

sensation 1s not1ced and. attended to. It will te seen_that it is a

mark of the merely psycho]og1;a1 that an jteh of this nature is a

possible immediate material object of the attention and thus not an

ﬁtem_that:is mente%isticaily immediately canizab]e. Thoughts, and the
-properly mental, being just the opposite, for 0'Shaughnessy asks, "is
it not certain that I cannot ﬂgtlgg_ang hence cannot attend to my
, th&ﬁghts or-my mental 1mages?" (158 II)

psyéholog1ca1 is declared "primitive and . 1ndef1nable." 0' Shaughnessy
be11eves that we know what falls inside and outside this category -
‘anxiety‘inside;‘digeétion outside - and this is about all. It follows
that eTT‘properly mental 1tems fall within the category -

.

psycho]ogica].‘ This Tack of definition will be put to use in making a

P

o Y

0! Shaughnéssy proceeds to try to define both categor1es. The
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clever twist Tlater on in 0¢Shaughnessy's thesis. Qur concern, then, is
with, as 1s-O‘Shaughnessy's, the definition of the mental. |

0'Shaughnessy thinks it clear that psychologicality ana
intentionality‘aﬁe constitutive conditions of the mental.: Though the
Satfsfactién of these two conditiens Ts necessary ff an item is to be
of the ontological status, mental, it is not sufficient. O0'Shaughnessy
considers a possible third cohdition ; an item's being a
.'consciouSness-of' i.e.; a slice out of 'the stream of consciousness.’

A consideration of the attention will take us some way to

understanding what it is for an item to bé a 'conscibusnesé%of.' The
»phenomenon of perception is a classic example of the a;tention and its
-workings. O'ShaughneSsy holds to a representationa]ist‘théor} of
pefception, thus he believes that the immediate objetts of perception

are visual sensations. Then the attention i; first and foremost such

Ose’nsations coming to stand in the relation of being,noticed - and.this

is the phenomenan seeing. 'Being noticed is the type of event which

occurs when concepts are applied to visual sensations thfohgh the

~

thinking process such that a thought isgues with an intentional object
N ¥ ’ .

and thus as ... the seeing of an orangé, say. Thus the visual
sensation.Ts senseless: "It is neither 'made out of' concepts, nor

'made by goncébgs. It is one mi ght Eherefdre say a mere meaningless

it! ..}f Yl?b . éytcontraét,Aseeing is, "constitutively dependent
é;ggpéﬁ,theﬁponcepxsgrgiﬁdent in the mind of its owner, is always of the
:,Mgﬁém; geéuggyﬁm." (170-171 I). That is, the attention, in its many,

- varied forms,®is an intentionalist phenomenon. 0'Shaughnessy writes:

PN
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items 1ike Sensations of contact must when noticed by given
as of a body part that need not exist, and under a preferred
description, they do not themselves as such fall under a

., preferred description, unlike a visual impression; and this
s because their owner's concept-system plays no part in
their genesis. In short, it is the noticing of them, not
they themselvesy that exhibits intentionality. (142 II)

Being’noticed, is the‘éVént which brings concepts and’sensations into a
"cognitive relation. But a complexity should be noted. 0'Shaughnessy .
holds that;phgﬁ;jsda1 sensation can be noticed simpliciter. Indeed, !
wou}de&&§%§&¢§§qt 0'Shaughnessy holds the noticing eventdto always

amount to at least this much. But it can amount to more. For one' can .

vbe thinking about what one\noticesva1so, and this is noticjng-that. fo}ﬂ
‘ exp]icate’this'difference think of staring. .0'Shaughnessy must Holq‘;.
that when one is staring‘at a wall there is.the intgﬁfionalfﬁt
phenomenon, 'seemingly-of-a-wall.' For staring js}: percéﬁj'ﬁ.ivisual
- event andwtherefore is ‘as ... and therefore instantiates:the relation.
remarked above. MWhat the noticing - that evept améunté to must be this "
- much, and a bit mdfe. One is jo]Eedqfrom oné's\gazing by the quesziqp,”'
"What are you staring at?" A split second later, immediately gollow?ng 1‘
thinking about what is in one's visué] field, the reply.foTlows, "a
wall." This sophisticatibn is not just the thinking process
functioning - f6r this is téue of the notﬁcingégimpliciter - but the
think{ng proceSs made comp]ex;by the Subject making explicit
connections and rejeétingAOChers. This might be called, 'ac&ive‘*
thinking' and it is surely this phenomenon we pick‘out by the ta(@/
'se]f-consciousﬁess.' Note: this is my @ccoqnt of what 0'§haughnessy

is saying concerning the attention.

What is it for an item to be a 'consciousness-of' then? The:



O | 50
phenomenon of the atténtion gives to consciousness an inténtional
‘object. Some mental items are intrinsically the giving to
consciousness o; an intentional objéct. Thoughts, désires, menta1
images are a]l examples of such items, and for this reoson they must
necessari]y not be possib]e'objects of the attention. With such items
the attention would be runn1ng its head up aga1nst a brick wa]l' Here
is an important clue to onto]bglca] d1spar1ty. Sensations, because
they can function ao theiimmediote material objects. of the attention,

aré;not examples of,itemé that exhibit the property of ;;onsciousness-

of. 0' Shaughnessy offers a soph1st1cated test for discovering exactly
which_ 1tems do exhipit this prope;ty but th1s property is u1t1mate1y
reJected as a third const1tut1ve cond1t1onJof the proper]y mental.

I now g1ve“an exp11cat1on of O Shaughnessy s 'The Dream Test.'
;0 Shaughnessy TFists two general categor1es of waking exper1énce
thoughts, des1res, emot1ons are all examples of what 0O Shaughnessy
‘calls conceptua] consc1ousnessesh "those in which the experience-of
is d1rected towards its object solely through the useﬁbf concepts" (160
IT). This type of wak1ng exper1ence has its nature illustrated 7in

" 0'Shaughnessy's Fig. 30.

Figure 2 doe\ not appear for lack of.copyright permission. The figure
is an illustratiom of 0'Shaughnessy's that depicts the relation Ho]ding
betweenca type of mental content and an objeoE:in-the-world that is the
subject-matter of that mental item. The original illustration of the
'conoetha] consciousness' is Figure 30 to be found on page 161 of

0'Shaughnessy's The Will, Volume II.-
‘ Fig. 2
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There are also; 'those experiences-of where in_the attention takes

an intuitional object" (160 II). These are 0'Shaughnessy's ‘attentive
consciousnesses,' and sensations are the paradigm of this type. To
avoid a possible confusion in what fq]]ows it should be remembered that
eér]iér their thought- and’concept-dependent nature was clearly
delineated. 'Attentive conscioguhesses' have for a part of their
nature intentiona]istbseemings;'this is imbortant. 0'Shaughnessy

illustrates their nature in Fig. 29.

Figure 3 does not appear for lack of‘copyright permission. The figure
s an;illustration of 0*Shaughnessy's that depicts the relation holding
between a type of mental content and aﬁ object-in-the-world that is the
subject-matter of that mental item. The original i]]ustra@ion,of the
'attentive consciousness' is Figure 29 to be found onbpage 160 of
0'Shaughnessy's The Will, Volume II.

Fig. 3

The dfeam state begins as the attention 'shuts down' énd thﬁs the
dream is not composed of attentive édnsciousness: “Therefore the‘dream
must be constituted out of nothing but conceptual consciousnesses: one
ha]fvof which are so to say 'originals,' the other half consisting of
mutations fn this tropic atmosphere of attentive into éonceptua]
consciousness"” (162.11).' This is entirely consistent with the
composife .nature of the 'attentive consciousness' that I described
earlier: in the dream one is only left with the seeming ... a.thoﬁghtA

mediated intentionalist phenomenon; these seemings are ;he conceptual
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consciousnesses O}Shaughnessy here talks Oft)

This fact is utilised in 'The Dream Test.' It runs:" Those

- psychological items that can without-mutation or else without ceasing

to be seemings of some kind appear in dreams must be consciousness-of.”

This iékthé test that must be passed, what are its mechanics?
O‘Shaughnessy's thought lis that thoughts, desifes and emotiﬁgs “can
sd}vivebintéct both in the dream hot house and the world at large" (162
Il). That is, if in a dream one had the thought '7+2=9' or felt sexuai-
desire theﬁ iﬂdeéd, one gig have that thought and gig fe;1 sexual
desire. This feature of thought, desire and emoting, that éne desires.
and thinks in dreams\just as_one desires amﬂ%thinks in Qag%ng life, is
quite general. For,thé formaliied dream tést run; thus: |

(In his/her dream he/she experienced a T phenomenon

a T-phenomenon occurred in him/her as he/she élept)

T is a mental type R (163‘115
fhose items thén that are such that if they are present in a dream the}
must in fact have occurred are items that ethbit the pfoperty of being
a 'consciousness;of.f The contrast with pains and other sensations
makes the force of this argument felt. So far, those items that can
appear in dreams with%gt mutation haVe been considered. Thé 6ther
possibility for an item to be sﬁown to be a ‘consciousness-of' by this
. test is iflfhaf item can appear in the dream as a seeming of some" kind.
This is to deal with attentive consciosunesses.' It will be
remembered that they arc a uamposife of an intentionalist seeming and a
~ sensation, Then what € *haughnessy.claims is this: that the

formg]ization_of the dream test reveals that'though I may dream that I
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am in pain it need not be the case that in fact I really did have a
— S

pain - and this is, of course, as we have Just seen, in
contradistinction to what is in fact the case if I dream of sexual
desire. This seems plain enough: certainly we have all dreamt of
being in horrific pain at somebtime or anbthef/égj yet awoken fresh fof
another day in the mornjng! Thus, whi]e I cah dream of being in pain,
it does not aétgal]y fol]dw that I am in -pain. Pains then, are unlike
thoughts and otégﬁx“conceptual consciosunesses' in this regard, and -
thus afe not>examp1es of items that exhibit the property of Being
'consciousneés-of.': Hence, we see now that pains are merely
psychological and thoughts are propef]y mental. However, this still
leaves seemings unaccounted for. When I'dream [ am in pain the
exberience is 'a seeming to be attentively seeming to be in pain.' We
hgve just seen phat with such an experience it does not follow that I
actual1x;p§;;;»bé{n. However, it does follow, a la Descartes, that if
it seems to mevthat I ah in pain then there is an experience I am
certainly having - namely, the seenﬁng'tp beqin pain. Thus, in dream
experience attentive seemings mutate;fhfo seemings. This s exactly
what one_on]d suspect from the composite structure of the attentive
experience.  Simply, when the attention 'shuts down' access to the
visual sensation ceases and one is left with the intentionalist
seeming,‘dhd its nature sis that of the-other 'concep{:;ﬁ
consciosuﬁes;es' only ‘that in ‘most Waking experience it.caaés to us as
a hybrid of concept and sensaéionﬁ{?qhus, as 0'Shaughnessy rightly
acknowledges, a Cartesian ploy will reveal to us those items which are

exampies of ‘consciousness-of,' and those that are not. As the
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formalization of the dream test indicates those items that do possess
the propefty pf being a 'consciousness-of' are of ontological status,
properly mental.

However, it is not a necessary condition that an item, if it is to
be of ontological status, mental, must pass the dream test and thus be
a 'consciousness-of.; For, the forgetting process is properly mental
but because it is not, necessarily, an éxperienciab]e item it cannot
even surface to take the test. At'beét then, being a 'consciousness-

of ' can be a third necessary condition of mentalism only if the item in

questioh is experienceable. The conditional nature of this condition

makes it unsuitable, thinks O'Shaughnessy, for making a distinction of
ontological import. Thus he offers the condition of being immanence-

less as the third and final condition needing to be satisfied by an

item with pretensions to being of onto]ogica]'status, mental. - This

last argument is complex and ﬁeeds both'embe]]ishment and comment.
0'Shaughnessy sets out to show that mental items, unlike merely

psychological items, lack 'psychic matter' or, what O'Shauéhnessy

calls, an analogue of matter. To show this, 0'Shaughnessy must

illustrate that there exists no '&"that is psycho]ogical‘such that
that 'x' plays a role in mental items that is analogous to the role
played by matter in material objects. Roughly, if there exists some
object (x) which is dependent upon some z for some of its properties
and relations then z is an analogue of matter’f@r (k).

0'Shaughnessy's claim is that there is no analogue of matter for
mental items but there is for psychological items. Psychologica] items

are immanent in ‘'sensuous métter,' mental items are not - so the claim

.
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goes. Mental items are said to be purely intentionalist.

To see how one might determine an analogue of matter consider the
fo]]oying example: a gold statuette is flattened with a hammer, and a
new object is created from the gold. Later, this new object is
flattened and the gold returned to its former shape as the gold
stdtuette. That this is possible indicates that thére is some z which
persists through the different structural changes and thus thesé two
_6bjects.are said to be po§sessed of some analogue of matter, z. It is
;the persisting, through structural changes, etc., of some properties
possessed by some 6ne object and capable of being cultivated by
another, thatAis the key to 0'Shaughnessy's argument. Roughly then,
one takes some objecf (x), Tist its properties and if those properties
- are capable of being split into two such that some prqperties pertain
to (x) alone while other properties of (x) can continue to exist and be
instanstiated in some other object (y), then it follows that some of
the properties that pertain to both (x) and (y) are possessed by
sométhing further, z, and (x) and (y) are immanent in z because
degendent upon z for some of their properttes. Hence, (x) and (y) have

a matter analogue.

0'Shaughnessy goes on to show - I think successfully - that visual
sensations have a matter analogue. A psychic tattoo artist places
thousands of Tittle dots - using some chemical - on the retina of an
eye. These dots go to form visual sensations in the shape‘of Lincoln;
a visual sénse portrait. The analogue of matter can be shown as
follows. The co]durs of this portrait'can be separated from the

shapes. It would be possible for the psychic tattoo artist to elongate
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the shape of Lincoln while keeping the qS]our the same or change the
colour while the shape stays constant. -Thus the categories of colour
and brightness can be separated from those of shape‘ and structure.
Transformations such as thgse being possible while the image remains of
Lincoln or the constituent sensations are re-modelled into another
imége ajtogether. The parallel with the gold example is clear: Ehere
is here some z capable of being re-modelled into numg?ous
representations indicating that the sense portrait has features that
are constitutive of a matter analogue, and thus the Lincoln visual
image is immanent in some 'sensuous matter,' the sensations.

The subtlety of this argument ought not to be missed. It is akin
to a micro/macro divisfon, but it is such a division within the
phenomenological! The importance of this will be shown later. First,
let me illustrate the subtlety involved here. At first blush, one
wants to say the following: "An analogue of matter does exist for
visual sensations but this is because of their inherent spatiality and
hence similarity to material objects themselves. Moreover, this is
true of bodily sensations since they come to consciousness necessarily
as_at some body part. Thus,their spatiality is inherent also, and this
allows forrchanges in the spatial location of the pain while the
texture of the pain, its‘"dullness,“ remains constant and vice versa.
This being equivalent to a &ﬁange in the structure of the pain (the
shape of Lincoln altering) and fhe “face" of the pain remainihg the
same (the image remainin§ the image of, Lincoln). ‘All this is granted}
but where is the analogue of matter for items such as the auditory or

olfactory sené%tion? Can some set of properties be distinguished in
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these kinds of sensations to allow the argument to go through? Since

auditory sensations do not come as at some spatial location their

&

By

intensity or texture is not Qoing to be able to be dz éingu@shté*from
anything else. And if this option is not open then nothingwséémingly
js. ‘For certainly the sound cannot be separated from its pitch since
the pitch of a sound defines\that gound. Just the same is true of an
olfactory sensation: there is no inherent spatiality and the pungency
of a smell is inseparable from the smelT itself. Nor is the following
thought a counter-example to this lack of separable properties with
these two types of sensations. While ¢ nitch or pungency cannot be

separated off from a sound or an odour, the loudness or'stren tr can.

‘ Is there not a parallel in that these last two properti

feature of some sound or odour - are capable of acting the

"structure" of a sound or an odour in just the same way as the shape of
Lincoln contributes to the image of Lincoln. After all, the volume of
the newscaster on television can be increased justuas Lincoln can be
elongated. But the parallel is. not the sape. Question: whenAthe
volume is turned up on the television do you have more of the same
sound or more sounds of the same kind? Now, I know nothing about
_ physics, but I doubt the sound in some way "expands," but rather that
the rate of emission of the sound of the voice increases. Thus what
you have is an increase in the number of sounds of the same kind. To
see this, consider the example of a dead body. It is an unpleasant
fact that a dead body begins to smell as it decomposes - and this smell

increases as time goes on. The reason it increases, is that more of

“the body decomposes, more smells are emitted. This fact puté paid to



‘ 58
%;v & '

the suggested analogy. Therefore, visual and bodily sensatjons but not
auditory and olfactory sensations do possess a matter analogue.
!Thgnefore, some sensaaéons, but not all, are immanence-less.
-0'Shaughnessy's putative ontological divide does not exist."

However,' and here is the subtle move 0'Shaughnessy makes, the
issue is not individual sensations but rather complexes built from
individual sensations. By an appeal to the intentionality involved in
a visual image, O‘Shaughnessy wants to pe ab]e to show that the

sensations themselves are 'sensuous matter.' The parallel for an

auditory sensation would be a psychic tattoo artist "composing" a
symphony on one's eardrum with chemicals and- then re- -arranging those

same chemicals into a dlfferent symphony Thrs reveal1ng that the

k-4

macro structure is not just 1ntent1ona}1ty bup“a psychologlcal K.

/

phenomenon with a picro structure bul?t odt of d1f
this m?cro structure being capable of humerOus=conngur

, / “ “},;J P

configuration issuing in a dlfferent macro structure.g Th1s !

meant when I sald that the d1st1nctipn 0 Shaughnaggg ,
f‘th 5

within the phenomenological. There are the”fzsua1”sensatfons and the1r; ‘

configuration, th1s configuration presentin twiconsctousness an rmage,_

a symphony or the smell of a sausage. Thi A-a11hg that there s a

%s sychologﬁca] ”Thef,
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macro-micro division within the psycholog?ea
é
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contrast can be made w1th Searle when {g

o
;tandi the d1fference between

cusses the m1nd body -

problem. Searle saying that we should unde

0'Shaughnessy is suggesting that this soFts mage will helpius sort
‘ . - ".(,‘ : "; . Z’ "
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out what is actually happening when we hear the church bells ringing.
This sort of de-composition of the mental has to first take place
within the mental and then possibly be carried through a la Searle once
the constitueﬁts are identified. éut hgre now is 0'Shaughnessy's
point: this will not be possible of the properly mental. This is what
the argument from immanence-less-ness is designed to show.
O'Shaughne%sy's claim is that the properly mental knows no de-
composition within the mental for it is not constiﬁuted out of
'sensJBUS matter'; it)is altogether different from sensations. Take
the example of a mental memory image of Lincoln: can differing sets of
properties be discovered that constitute this mental image? As
0'Shaughnessy points out, one's first inclination is just to repeat
what one did for the nguay;image - the blue can be sepirated from the
shape, the brightnessﬁfﬁo#%tﬁe structure, etc. - 0'Shaughnessy claims

that this is to confuse the mental image of blue with blue itself. |

think he can show this quite convincingly.

The visual image of Lincoln, if it is veridical, should possess
the same colour value as the external object (in this case the
chemicals on the retina) and thus the sensations themselves are some
colour - blue, in this case. I do not find any difficulty with the
idea that my visual sensations can themselves be coloured. This is the
intuition 0'Shaughnessy is gambling on. More, accepting this is just
to admit fhat a sensation of blue is in fact en-mattered. But it seems
unintelligible to suppose that a mental memory image of Lincoln is
possessed of the same colour value as Lincoln himself, if the 1mdge

were in the first i%stance provided naturally, or the same colour value

i gl
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as the chémica]s, if provided by the tattoo artisf, 'For this would
" mean ‘that the image rgcent}y sé]ected from one‘s,_memofy was itself.
'Slue!!! The:same fs true of shape, of course. Tbg'only:difference
being that not even the sensations come as square or circular! The
sensations” are spatiaily ‘affénged within the fwo;dimensional sense-
field. Shape, unlike colour, i§ a function of the reiations between
different seh§at10ns in the sense field.

0'Shaughnessy ihen would appear to have his point. A mental
memory image is not aanll like some macro struéture composéd'form
1ndfvidua1isensatidns. If;this is t;ﬁe, then it’is @yre]y
intentionalist, and the qrgument‘to show that thé mgnta} memory imdge.
*"is immanent 1in 'psychic matter' wi]].not be able to go through. .The >'
de-composition of the image'jnto its constitutiVé parf§ that are
themselves possessed of colour and capable of standing in épatial
relations to other sensations is not a possib{lity; andvit is this that
. is crucial to the argument. Note furthér,«that.becausekthe de—‘
composition must be made within the ﬁenta] or phenomenological, it is
no good arguiﬁb a la Searle that the constitutive brain states of the
mental memory imégevcan themselves be revcohstituted'so Aé to‘propfde‘
anofﬁefﬁmenta] image: an é]ongatgd Linco]ﬁ, for insiance.
0'Shaughnessy does not doubt tﬁis, but it is at a level too low to be

relevant. The issue is whether the psychological coﬁstituents of the

v

image are en-mattered. . There is no question that brain state§~g£g
enmattered!!!, and one has, anyway, left the reaim of the subjective.
0'Shaughnessy does seem to have picked(odt a génﬁine difference

between the visual image and the mental memory.image. More, I suggest
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that if one read aughnessy's argument in a certain way - the way I

k""

think it is 1ntended ope is also in a posttion to see that it is true

,of“Visual, auditory and ol gary sensations alike{ #An ontological

divide is all but estabf Pwithin the mental: sensations arrayed

agajnst mental images, dB res, emotings and thoughts; However, a
fiha] objection might bérproffered. oo ,

‘Bodily sensations initablly'seem to be a counter-example to this
ontological divide. The naive interpretation of this argument accepts
that bod11y sensations "fit the bil1" for having separable properties.
But now that the argument is understood as offering a macro/micro
distinction within the nhenomenologﬁcal, this does not appear to be so.-
For what analogous to the symphony is possible of bodily sensations?
Before showing a p]ausible candidate, it might be hoted that the quale
[ offer in Chapter II - stripped of all its spatiality - while be1ng a
counter -example to the naive conception of this argument, s1nce in this
case there would be.no spatiality to be differentiated from the quale -
i; no oOunter-examp]e to this "dual-level" understanding. For a
pladsible candidate for a phenomeno]og1cal macro-micro distinction is
a pure gugl__sensat1on of silk, say. It seems plaus1ble that the
phenomenology of 511k cou]d be de-constructed and 1ts sensuous e]ements
re-a]1gneq”tov1ssue in the phenoménology of rayon, say. If something
f}ke this;is poes{b1e then 0'Shaughnessy has his point. All sensations
do allow for a matter analogue: ’and 1ftthisrjs true, then
O'Shaughnessy's ontOTogical‘divide would be genuine.

Thus, O'Shaughnessy thinks he can show that a visual image is not

o o Y

ihtentiona]ity pure and simple by the following considerations. -The

3 N T M '4 '
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sensations in the configuration that make up the visual image of

Lincoln may have supported a dlfﬂErent 1nterpretat1on altogether if the

W

., |\f
‘art1st had 1ntended an 1mage of Lincoln's doub]e or no 1ntent1ona11ty

at all may have been exHibited by these sensations if the v1sua1 image
had been engineered’ nathra&1st1ca1]y upon Lincoln or Lincoln's doub]e
entering the v1sua1 field of the eye in question. ‘The crucial point
being that this conf1gurat1on of sensat1ons, remaining -constant in 1ts
arrangement can support a number ofﬂlntent1ona1 interpretations, or
none whatsoever. This tinkering with the intentionality of the.visual

image is possible because the 'sensuous matter' - the sensations - can
g 3

' . - < ) ) : , )
be tinkered with. This is, for reasons. already stated, not possible

with properly méntal items and thus .0'Shaughnessy thinks that it
follows that whatever a thought or mental image is about it is

ssent1a11x and thus 1ntr1ns1cal]y about that thlng, for there. simply

are ho features, other than those which the thought possesses, that

enter into the-thought or mental image such that there are "left overs"”

-

once the thought departs.

Th1s long- argument provides the support for the claim that 1f an

item 1s’Tmmanence-]ess then ’ifls of ontolog1ca] status proper]y

i,ﬁ»jf
mental. This comp]etes the necessary and suff1c1ent cond1t1ons for an

1tem s being of this ontological status as opposed to the merely
psycho]ogica]. These conditions are: an item is properly menta] if it

1s psycholog1ca1, 1ntent1ona11st and purely 1ntent1ona11st, 1 e., non-

psychplog1cal 1mmanent or ‘“sheer 1ntent10nal1ty phenomenalised" or *

i tr\ns1ca11y essentially intentiona]ist. These,conditiohs are. true of .

'

thoughts, forgettings, emotings and desires but not true of sensations

TR X

K
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and bodily strivings. Thus 0'Shaughnessy's arguments - which appear to
" be both.c1ever and sound - do seem to mark-off a genuine ontological
divide within the "mind.” Note: Mind, is understood by 0'Shaughnessy
to be the‘logical)container of meﬁtal items that are:of ontological
status proper]y mental._'ThUE; thoughts,_desires, emotings, eto. are
'a11 items pertaining tg the'mfnd However, sensations and bodily
actions be1ng merely psychological are not strictly items of the mind. -

but rather items of the Domain of the Psychologdca1.7 Again, this is a

Togical container, and because 0'Shaughnessy does not believe we hove
any conception of what‘ig the psychological - it is “primitive and
indefinable" - his c1aim,-to be described in a moment, that bodily arm
rise in an essential pagt of a psycho]ngcal event should not be seen
as "turning on its head" some conception of the psychological. This
faot, help; establish the psychologisation of the body.

-

The structure of bodily action or the;psychologisation of the animal

body

This ontological quest into the menté] began in theehope of

~explaining the 1ntu1t1on that the act, try1ng to remember a name, must
be ontologically d1ss1m1lar from the act of trying to chop down a tree.

This intuition is explained by argu1ng that the f1rst IS proper]y

mental, the latter, psycho]og1ca1" The second d1ff1culty needs a more . -

¥

substantial exp]anat10n. Before going onto this exﬁﬂanat1on a question
wh1ch 0' Shaughnessy d1s@bsse§bshou1d be noted. Can one ontological
category cover such i‘”dwerse phenomena as the éub-ihtentionalm :
intentional-acting-trying? Botg-possess,the same onto1ogica].stétus,

gl . - .
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o)
claims 0'Shaughnessy, the mentalistic character of the intentional
trylng acting be1ng a 'shadow"of its intentioha] mental origfn. To
think that origin might effect . onto]og1ca1 status, argues
0 Shaughnessy, is to suppose that the mentalism of mental items is not

intrinsic to or constitutive of those items. Yet this is very

unlikely: for could something indistinguishable from a thonght or
image fail so be\menta]'in'onto]ogical status? If not, whj should
things be different for actions? Thus whatever the onto]ﬁgica] status
. of the sub-intenta]land intentional trying/astinguthey must both be of
%be same ontological status for the one is internally 1nd1st1ngu1shab1e
F%om the other. Thus, since the sub intentional action can e1ude the
attention and so is not a consQ'busness-of gngbfa1ls to exhibit a
bé]iéf or-concept dependence and thus is not intentionalist, its
~ontological status can Ibé none otner fhan merely psycno1ogica1 and
hence, the onto]og1ca1 status of the intentional act must be merely-
psycho]og1ca1 also. 0'Shaughnessy concludes that bodi}i‘ants are

onto]gg1ca];ﬁstatus, psychological, and since bodily act%is are ‘bodily

sﬁrf?fngs]it'fp]lbws'that bodily willing is onto]ogica1 status,

psjchologjcal.

?

Our second difficulty can now be resolved and 0'Shaughnessy

regards this as the problem of the unique structure of bodi]x;gction.

‘As has been shown 0' Shauﬁhnessy argues that the act of kicking -
psycho]og1ca] in onto]og1ca1 status - encompasses the event of leg
movement that its occurrence entails. However, while the act is.
psycho]og1Ca1 the 1ég movement is plainly physical. | How is it;gnat'a

psycho]og1ca1 event encompasses a non-psychological event? How is the
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relation of "encompasses' to be analyzed? 0'Shaughnessy argues -the
‘following: kicking analyses into two parts - the leg movement and
whatever remains 6nCe the leg movement is separated 6ff. This

remaining part is psychological and cannot be identical with the

kicking since the kicking includes the non- psycho1og1ca1 1eg movement .
Before exam1n1ng the relation between the two, 0'Shaughnessy notes that
this structure is un1que.' No other item of the mind divides into such
a priori determinable parts of such ontological dissimilarity. Action
(bodily) is the only such instance and this ts significant, and
warrants O'Shaughnesey's claim that it is action (bodily) which is the
bridge between inner and outer. For action is a psychological event
that is at once endowed with an immediate mental cause (very often at
least) and yet has as a part a sqrface goe1 event'that is merely

physical. This structure (to be spelled out exact]y below) indicates

that mind has in bod11y action an immediate mediator between it and the

Eaed
d

rest of nature. : g.[
Certain things follow from what has been said,.and with the claim
in mind that the bodily will has its 1mmed1ate object g1ven to it

sensuously, what follows can be called, 'The psychologisation of the

entire animal body.' Psychological events cannot - occur outside of the
brain. However, some psychological events, bodity actions, have as
essential ﬁerts, events, occurring outside of the brain, that are

nevertheless immediately experienced psychological events. To see

O'Shaughnessy's thought here one has to see the action from the inside.

What does .one find on doing so? One finds the trying event, the/act of

will, as it were, stretchhng out before one 1nto the extremities of

v 3 ﬁif*"”
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one's odx<\:;e., the Will takes its objecttsensuous]y and the
eedba k' ne acts amounts to one's body becom1ng phenomena11sed.

e know that this feature is a possibility due to the phenomenon of

‘grojection.‘ So what one has is the fol]owing.‘ Theretis a
’psycht]ogica] event striving that has -a priori- as a part, a physical
event. The two are non-distinct but also nonfidentieal. If the
striving is successful, that striving part event will have set into
motion'a'series of physiological processes that extend down the arm and

that ultimately, if all is working well, climax in the surface event of

arm rise. All the while sensuous data are constituting the successful

"trying seen from the inside. Not that this -is an accurate account pf
just -how successful the trying is, how far it extends throughout the
bédy, for there simply is not sensuous 'feedback' through the distance
of the arm. If you like, underneath the sensuous data that bring parts
of the_bodyxinto the trying, and thus account for parts{of the. body
being experienced immediately as psychological events - and thus for
the psycho]ogisation of the body - there is also a physical story °
ruminating belew and itself cons?ﬁt%ting the hodi]y action trom thev

outside, as it were. The imagery of dua]-aspectism"is vital to

v understanding the thesis. Schopenhauer claimed 'that the act oftwill is
the act of body, and that ‘we witness the. act from the inside, but that

‘lt ‘also has an outside. These are the 1n51ghts that 0'Shaughnessy hﬂ!

- redcreated for us ip what he terms, 'The psycho]og}sat1on of_ the ent1re '”

van1ma1 body..ﬁaﬁir us the actfon is a psycho]og1ca1 eVent

1ndee¢ of psychblog1ca1 ontodéglcal status -as shown above

begins with, i ¥1n1shes w1th © a str1v1ng_eyep§.whe
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dominate. There is the‘seeming of having tried (see 265 [l for
0'Shaughnessy's thoughtAexperiment); and there are also‘the‘seemings of
having failed or succeeded, and these are provided by sensation,
However, the physical is a silent undercurrent in all this. For as
0' Shaughnessy has shown, the striving is the bodily action that
succeeds and from thlS one knows that a priori- striving is dividable.

into its psycholog1ca1 and physica] .components such that, one also

knows that when a striving does not issue in the successful bodily act

of psychological status, still the striving to whatever extent it was
SUccessfdl Wi]Tdinc]ude the psychOIOgical part event and the'physicai
part event.~ A word on these oart events: since it ts obvious that
one's arm or muscles can move without one's having -moved them, these
part events of the bodily act must be autonomous and whole events - for
they can exist quite apart'fnomnthe striving. However, the
psychological part event of the\stnt?ing event is not an autonomous
part of the»striving event for we know that no matter how unsuccessful
the str1v1ng - even if it were to be snuffed out in the brain - still

it must include a part that is mere]y phys1ca1 These facts help

- constitute the Esycho]ogjstat1on of the body. The psycho109ica1_
beginnings of the striving confers upon,the whole bodily event the

character of being psychological. And wethave'seen that this character

is made concréte by the seemings that constitute the trying for us. It
is because we relate to our tryings as we do to our sensations, and
~because we know that a trying that succeeds 1s a successful bodily act

'that we know bod1]y acts are psychologzca] v§h thoug they have event-

aT‘aspect character of

parts that are\not. This introduces the
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bodily action ahd a bridge over the causal problem of mind-body
‘interaction. The body and mind are intertwined in the bodily act
" itself! This is important: the body éurface event is not at a "causal
rémove" from the trying itself since the body is "part and.parcel" of
the trying itself; it is its fruition. “

Thus we come to understand that bodily willing itself incarnates a
causal bond between the psychological and the phy§1cal; mind and body.
0'Shaughnessy illuminates at ‘length this causal interactioh of mind and
body and goes further in.that he unite; fhe intention and striving
ugder psycho-physical law. = Thus makingvclear the path from the
anﬁecedents of actfon, to the willing, to the movement of the body.
For my purposes, it is énough to point out with the following quote
ju;t how tightly bdund are striving and body: “Thus, a primitive
element of anima] conscioug%ess, the trying ;o perform a physical act,
has as object that which both is that act of trying itself and change
in what necessari]y harbours a potential for being the immedfate

‘vehicle of such tryings" (353 II).

The mind naturalized

I want ‘to close this discussion of 0'Shaughnessy's overall
position by pointing out that his entire ph11osophy of action, and thus
his theory on the nature of the w111 is an atﬁgmpt to understand the

phenomenon of mind as a feature of the an1ma1a g"Shaughnessy be11eves

vy
(‘ .

that if we_are to understand the nature qf gur minds then the first
' % T

necessary realization is that our minds~ag§ those of animals, i.e., the

mind and body must net be put in‘quositibnf. The clues to the nature
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of m1nd reside in the animal body, in particular, in the needs of the
an1ma1 He#@e 0’ Shaughnessy S pre-occupation with bodily action.
Bodﬁly action 1s the external manifestation of the animal's needs and
thus it, and its nature, can be expected to abound inviﬁsights into the
nature of those phénogéna directiy responsible for the co-ordination
_.and 1nstant1at1on of this most vital of phenomenon of the animal world
. the animal mind 15, and all its mysterious are, to be accessed via-
bod11y action.

With the rationale of h1s ent1re project understood it is fitting
to descr1be some of 0 Shaughnessy s most fascinating comments. All
have the feature of drawing mlnd and body together, of explaining why,
in genera] tehmg, the mind is the way it is. One often hears the
cpmment‘that though scientists and philosophers can tell us hgﬁ the
world comes to be as it is, they cannot tell us why. [ suggest that
the following, in this sense, constitutes the "Death of God"
concerning the mind.

0'Shaughnessy accepts that there is a real distinction between

mind and body but believes they have been put in false opposition. The

~reason that a division between mind and body does not entail an
opposition between ‘mind and body is because the mind itself - or more
strictly for O'Shaughnessy, the Domain of the Psychological - knows of

divisions and just because of the body! The first division noted is

that between the mental and the merely psycho]ogica]. A major
dlfference, not yet noted, which pertains to this divide is the lack of
tlght ﬁsycho -physical law obtaining within the properly mental -

0' Shaughneﬁsy accepts Davidson's thesis here8~- yet a necessary
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condition of an item's being of ontological status, pﬁychological“is
that item's falling under a tight psycho-physical law. Earlier, a very |
rough ﬁketch was given to show 0'Shaughnessy's claims to this effect
concerning the bodily act but it is also graphically true of the bodily
sensation and visual sensation.

Sensations - because of the needs gf the animal system - must be
systematically causally .sensitive to the environment. Sensations, and
their bodily causes, must - in general - either structurally or
qualitatively match the simple structure or qualities~obtaining in
certain external physical phenomehon. For this reason, and ultimately
because of the needs of the animal, a part of the mind - in fact the

merely psychologicgl - must be facing outwards to the physical®

environment. And this part of the mind is noteworthy for, "the -

obtaining of type-type psycho-physical law, which is the primary
encroachiment of the bo&y into the mind" (225 II). Hence, one can say
that ‘'the mind has a body,' and conversely, 'the body has a mind,"'
since it is also true that certain extra-psychologica] events in the
bbdy are attuned to the psychological.

Moreover, one can also say that 'the mind's mind has a body,' and
this because, within the mind, the logical container of the properly
mental for 0'Shaughnessy, there is a division into items such’as
thoughts, images, etc. and a]sb, desires-to-(bodily) - do and
intentions-of- (bodily) - doing. These last are necessitated: by ‘the
causal interaction that must take place between the animal'aﬁd ffs

environment. By contrast to those items then, is that region of the

mind the items of which are not devoted to the extra-psychological at
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all; these items being mental images and general beliefs. Thus, 'the
mind's mind has a mind.' ‘ |

To complete this naturalism of the mind, and its upshot of
tightening the bound between mind and body, O'Shaughnessy’notes that

there is an internal influence of animal body on the mind. A solely

sufficient condition of animality, we are told, is the possession of
psychological non-mgntal items. It will follow from the above tﬁa(ﬂsﬁl
which possess such psychological items will possess, or harbour the
pbtential for possessing, properly mental items. This, of course,
being necessitated by the faculties of agency and perception, and these
necessitated by the very concept of animality itself. Thus, the mind
can be seen to bear the mark of its evolutionary history. The
developed body must have preceded the fully developed mind yet the body
automatica]iy.requires a 'mind's body' withj}/the animal mind, and this
in turn demands the capacity to harbour intenfions and seemings.... It
follows then that the psychological non-mental is the pigt of the
species in the mind, and "the intrinsic pr-sence of the bééf in thé

mind ig the intrinsic presence of the body in the mind" (225 II).



. CHAPTER 11 . .
/ :
/

~ An altbrnative to 0’ Shaughnessy's conception of the will: a statement

and first thoughts
- 0'Shaughnessy claims that the will is given its bodily object in
an immediate sensuous non-thought-medfated manner. A first suggestion
in cpposition to this claim might be to point to the Bill Denby's of
this world who, with two artificial legs beginning just below the
thighs, play brilliant basketball as well as any person with natural
limbs. The will is certainly operative, and in a manner- not accounted
for by 0'Shaughnessy, since there is -obviously no sensuous relation
between agent and limb. Thi; first thonght, drives one away from
0'Shaughnessy's poéition to a more Cartesian orientation, according to
which the will relates to its bodily object via some.thought-mediated
relation. Since Bill Denby's will must relate to its bodily object
without the aid of any sensuous.awareness of his limbs, then
notwithstanding the pbssessinn of feeling in ; natural limb, may it not:
be the case that people do fn fact relate to their limbs as does Bill
Denby to his?

Descartes' view of the will was something like the following.
Inc]uged in Descartes' definition of 'thought; are thoughts,
1ma§inings, sensations and willings; all then, are on an ontological
'par.9 Thought divides into two categories: ideas and valitions or

“judgements. Ffor Descartes, items of both categories are

intentionalist. In the III Meditation Descartes writes, "when 1 will,

am dfraid; assert or deny, there is always something nhich I take as

i‘ the subject of my thought."lO The division of tnought into these:tqu

-



¢

. #

4

N
h

£

DY
3 .

' agent. Conc]hsionsxof s éme variety are reached by the intellect for
,'\ N

hi

4
L1
iy

-
E

A .
ol § - . !
‘ {judge to be the case differs from‘what they really understand to be-the

Ty

' résides in the intellect where concept-using thought processes provide

\\\\\~ 13
i J\

categories is in fact a division of the mental into two faculties.
There is the intellect, the faculty of knowing, whove function it is to
perceive ideas for judgement by the will, the faculty of choosing.
Interestingly‘then, judgements are acts of will and for my purposes
what is important is that Descartes maintains t#at acts of wil]l are
performed with reference to the intellect. The intellect is the secat
of knowledge and so for the act-situation one can assume something Tike
&h@ fol1owing is a fairly accurate account of how a voluntary bodily
fﬁbéﬂtqpes to be performed.

Rnowledge of the body is given by the senses, this knowledge

an understanding of the’environment in the immediate vicinity of the

: , ¢
Des@grtesvwrixes in a letter, "I have frequently observed that what men

'i‘gase."’ These @pnc]usions then are judged for their truth or falsity by

. the will and fn’so doing, the will embarks upon a course of action. [t

~should be noted that Descartes rega}dS-thfs Jast stage of the process

;o'be“ad‘unknown. That is, we know the will does provide for'bodily'
action th we do noﬁ know how; we possess only a 'primitive notion.'
0'Shaughnessy denies that this is a 'primiti?e notion' and Chapter
I illustrated in detai]hhow 0'Shaughnessy regards this "last stage of
the process.”" Descartes' motivation for c]aiming that how the will
causes bodily action is an unknown is just that it is here ghat the

problem of mind-body-interaction is at its most prominent - as’

0'Shaughnessy points out. Descartes never faced up to this problem. I

of

-

Yh
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thint it is a major philosophical achjevement that 0'Shaughnessy's

versiontbf the volition overcomes this probiem withott any reduction of
one'om other of thebeiements of mjnd or body. |
'The bodily object of the will then, is presented to the will via
‘uthe inte]]edt, andvbasiﬁ'upon conc]usions about thg body and
”enyironment in the intel]ect, the- will chooses, and'in so doing,
1mp1ements a‘series“of‘physiolbgical deve]opments.that ultimate]y issue
“in bodily movement. Thi's is.the Cartesian act-situation story..
) DesCartesacan‘cope with the Bif] Denby examp]e for a]1 he need claim is-
‘that 1nferences about the body and 1ts 1ocat1on are made from the
visual sensations, say, rece%ved in the 1nte]1ect and since mechan1sm )
of a k1nd 15 operat1ve, any Judgement made by the will can be

‘ o
1mp1emented o _

l-__

0! Shaughnesg% cou]d surplant the need for the Cartesian:
- .
exp]anatlon by argu1ng that th \e basketball p]ayer actua]]y re]ates to

 his art1f1c1a1 11mbs only med1ate1y via the feelings of his thighs and .
- the- feel1ng 1nformat1on that h1s torso carmes'11 Denby fcould on]y

play basbetba]] fhen because the fee]1ngs in h1s natdya] body

4
or1entate him and not because of any cogn1t1ve relat1on.ho1d1ng between

J -

K the agent and hls 1imbs. Th1s rep]y enab]es 0 Shaughnessx to ma1nta1nf'

that fee11ng is. the way in wh1ch we - relate to our bodwes 1nmed1ate1y :
. /
1n the case of our natura] 11mbs, medlately in the case of our

< L]
’ 1

artificial hmbs.12 _
‘ ‘The B1ll Denby example ddES not troub]e 0 Shaughnessy E pos1t1on"
: fbut_90551b1y'thebnext example‘w111 encourage us to»vmew theew1]1 aS"

‘mohe inté[ﬂectua]istic,than:O‘ShaughneSSy.wou1d7a]]6w;, As we know by
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L feel1ng in h1s/her llmbs? If balance is a funct1on of hearlng I cannot

r’
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now, 0'Shaughnessy believes that the‘willlhas its bodily objects given:

to it through'feeling. Imagine a de- sen51t1zed body such that feeling

e

in thd% body no Tongér -exists though sight and hear1ng remain active.

The person with the de sens1tdzed body is placed on a beam-and told to

reta1n his/her balance on“the beam for as long as possible. Ba)ance is’

‘a function of hear1ng Thus, ‘there is l1ttle %eason to think that the

de- sens1t1zed body would s1mply crumple 1n a heap on the floor.ethe

person's legs noth1ng short -of JellyI wqgjd not;ah1§\person Just. stand @

there trying to keep his/her balahce eueg,thowgg he7%he possessed-nov_?

-

see why this person would not just stand there for as long as':
poss1ble.13 But 1f this is so, then the will 1s operative even though'
1ts obJect the body, and the pos1t1on of the person s legs and arms.f
1s not g1ven to it v1a feel1ng.- The descriptions 'standing there and
'keeptng balance "are act1ve descr1pt1ons for th1s person as much as

; any- other, thus the will s operatlve but, opq;at1ve without the: ald of -
S g ¥,

wfg%rhng on&gﬁﬁus awareness”f Therefore, frof th1s example, 1t
gppears that‘i‘ will® bod1ly obJe‘ct need not ‘be 'g1ven to it by

feeling.- Hen in llght of this example, we should possibly begin to

u th1nk of the w1ll as’ relatlng to the body through thought-medlated

. knowledge of the body and its exercise a matter of thought.
clh1s does seem to me to be a plaus1ble example but some may side
w1th 9 Shaughnessy and maintain that 1f all one had was a de sensltized
body then any act of will  would s1mply e 1mpotent. I €h1nk we dbn
asafely gay that the confllct1ng 1ntu1t10ns here are "the. follow1ng.

Descartes would say that grant1ng a mechanlsm and someksjj"
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examolee‘Tater will even doubt thé need for this - though not feeling
of course, the wiTT,can operate since the_niTT and know]edge of its
.bodily object afe’thought-mediatedu‘ The?neceesary'connéCtionS’can all
be made without feeling and thus there 1s no reason to th1nk the w1TT
1mpotent w1thoutnfee11ng. Those who dlsagree must take 0 Shaughnessy S
mguggestion of the need for a_ power-line seriously; that the w1TT a
iaphenomenon bound up with a sensuous awareness;of one's quy; To dec1delf
, this matter it is necessany to inSbect‘cToseTy O’Shaughnessy'S‘thesie\
that the bodily ohject of_the'ijT is given to the will Tmmediate]y‘via

sensation.

ﬁ Establishing theé’ poss1b111ty of some bodt]y sensat1ons not aEEearlng as

at some bodx,part.v : - @

In Chapter I we saw that 1t 1s 0' Shaughnessy s c1a1m that if there >
is feeling then there is also the foTTow1ng 1nfoﬂm6t10n that such
feeling is in a certain Tlimb and that the limb is lTocated at a po1nt

'_.:1n.body-re1ative physical space. The reverse is also trye; that if
th1s information’ 1s given to the consc1ousness ‘of an an1maT then
fee11ng obta1ns.f The two come in a bonded Lagkage. I WTTT argue that
1t is mot necessarz that feeT1ng obtain if one is to pOSSESS knowledge
‘about- one's limbs and the1r pos1t1on in a body relative Space. Indeed,
wh11e 1 shaTT f1rst of alT c1a1m that some other sense would do just &s-.

v

weTT I w1TT ftnally claim that a mathemat1cal sense,’ rad1ca11y

~unlike- the senses.we now pgssess, could do the job aTso. I shall also

<argue, that it is not necessarily true that if one has feeling -then .

Y that {ee11ng must contatn knowTedge of sogs limb and 1ts spat1a1
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properties. 1 shall begin these arguments dealing with this last

- 7: Q
first.

I offer the following thought t\o"show that we @an conceive of a
sensation as appearing as at no place. 0 Shaughnessy be]ieves his
treatment of the 'given is correct irrespective of .the truth- vaiu: o;

‘physicaiiSm. Now, I doubt this. If certain forms of physicalism are
true, then at sometime in the future it' will be possibie to iocate a
sensation in the“brain. Once we. have managed to pinepoint a sensation
we might expect to find that different neurons go to make different
parts: of the sensation. why not? Won't the sensation be something

akin to a machnne w1th components& And Just as different parts og a

machine prggg

different features of the machine why should the same
v} : [ 38

o a sensation? Then I think it~ conceivabie that a

;. d separate off from the main body of the sensation those

“?eatures r3§p0n51bie for giVing orientation to the ggal_. And if this

'is possible, then it would be po551bie to have.a'sensation'experienced

as zugpureAggglg; a sensation simplkciter. withoot %rientation_thea
sensation wouid appear as spaceiess as though nowhere.

| But wouid it? Might it not Just be a feeling in the head because

*actually physically 1ocated in the brain? WOuideevnot just have an

example of a_headache? It is'possibiy}for‘this reason that
.O‘Shaughnessy says that the location of a sensation gg_gt seme place is -
| true irrespective oft the truth 'vaiue of ph_ysicaiism. If we are to’

settle this difficuity we ‘must consider the concept the 'iocation of
vsensation. © Thus it is not truly settied,if 0~Shaughnessy has, or has |

not., given’us an accurate account of"the»'given' in this respect.
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_ Pro’jection was seen to play a vital role in understanding the

concept -of the '1ocation,of. sen*sationt' It will be remembered that

-

‘projecti'on'_aﬂows some item to be experienced as at. Thus\, though a
~ sensation is actually physically located in.the brain it appears as at

some body part. Projection is a psychological phenomenon and it enters
¥ . '\‘ .

as one part of the explanation for how it is that a sensation comes to

have a"location. In Chapter I, I made explicit the causa] part of this
: ¢ . ) Y ] ) : £
"explanation and omitted discussion of the psychological part. I wish

Y

to remedy th]S omission, now, an.o 0, SO as to h1ghl1ght a tension in

'(

O‘Shaughnessy s concept of the "Tocation of sensatwn, a tensidn’ ﬁlat

.
ecﬂ;ourages one to view the psycho]og1ca] aspect of the concept as

redundant "me the importance of this is that the w] -out* from so

doing w1H 1n&1’ade‘,the poss1b111tyuof a sensat1on appear1ng as at at -
; RN

nowhere. ‘ i ' o _" oo

4
In exam1n1ng 0' Shaugh#esay svcommentk‘ppn the pos‘51b1]1ty of\ S

=) :
prOJect1ve 111us1ons we sa*that progectwn both brough\ a body part ‘!‘o h}

o
consc1ousness and progectwe]y ‘landed' on that bddy part because there

@
R

is a causa] story determ1n1ng that th1s be so.' The 1I1us1on ﬁf

< referred pa1ns 1§ in fact exp]amed by 0' Shaughnesey at the 1eve] of W
physica] causes. The superf1c1a1 cause of a sensat1on connects
/u;correctlx with the deep phys1ca1 cause’ of a sensat1on and this deep
phys1ca1 causeﬂs so 'wired' as to conswstent]y cause some sensation
that, because"of 4 rfeguiar nomic 11’hk betweeo this deep physical cause
and some ..pa"rt-o‘f: the body jsurface di‘sti’hct from t‘he..superfi_cial cause
of. the pain, always aopears as_at so'meotﬁer part of the body.. Thu.s '
phenomenofgy diverts from cause. | : L

. e
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, | .  # o | o
In Chapter I, I said that the concept of the 'location of

sensation' was, a psychologfcal concept because it a]so'inc]u‘lﬁ in its

- formula seem1ng . However I do not believe that this ‘s real]y very

4,

*unmen%oned .yet .Shaughnessy "]a‘yS X
bodity w1111ng.p¢ .

e

-a”physical'ob"

g

N .

1nstruct1ve as ‘to why 0 Shaughnessy th1nks of this concept - inﬂparg -
as a psychological concept. I will now give my reasonsvfor why

0'Shaughnessy regards projection as a psychological cohcept ~and
' )

gradua]]y the .root of the tension-. ‘”2@3‘% ncept should make its

presence fe]t.

‘QWe psvcho1og1ca1 concept 0 WMo a8 inage has so far gone

a necessary cond1t1on of willing change in
'fthat it be 1ncorporated inta the body image"
(231 I). O'Shaio”u.sy s redson for say1ng this is that he believes
any animal if it is to-act at all must appear as a determinate shape to-
1tse]f. The body image prov1des this, for it is "a form of physical

self-consciousness." (O'Shau

gessy's argument for this content1on is
on 239 I) An a _ pr1or featu:: of any an1ma] then, 1s that its body be”‘
eemlnglx present and as a spatially determinate object. 0' Shaughnessy
be11eves that‘%h1s 1;?;e is const1tuted by one s deeds. A 'practica?\
photograph' of‘our bodies islcomposed over time through our acting such |
that "we all of u3 have knowledgg of our 11mb S spat1a] possibiTnt1es,
-s0 .that .a man will 1ntroduce his hand 1nto a cupboard but will no
attempt to insert 1t 1nto a thimble!" (225 I) | '—””m‘~~—fﬂnyff~*)
What quzm part1cu]ar1y 1ntere§§ed in, is how th1s psycho]ogical
phéﬂimenon f1ts”1nto the COncept 'the ']ocat1on of sensat1on. [t does
so by underwr1t1ng the psycholog1ca1 concept of prOJection. By his_

’: ¥

‘/ ‘ o .
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! &
' ¥

graft-exampte (233 1), 0'Shaughnessy shows thgti‘if one did not have a
body 1mage, and thus the body not appear as a Qetermmate entity, the
animal' s life purposes would be severe]y hampered For the pain of a

new graft would appear as at -some po1nt close to the qraft on the

or1glnal body since, 0' Shaughnessy beheves, 1t 1s very unhke]f th\gt.',

s

R

' this new grat’t wou]' make itself, its extent and shape," 1mmed1a’t§1y % |

felt to the subJect ﬁose graft it is. On]y once this graft. has been s

1ncluded in the body image over a.number of years w11] nove]

expeménces of the kind, 'as a i a po1nt on the graft ' be felt. Thus
20

only when a part of oneself b%mes a determfnate part of onese]f via

the‘ body image will that” bo partﬁ) be able to receive sensat1on

‘projects.’ Thus, the m1nd projects in v1rtue of the sensat1on,
[3 % "

"landing on an image surface ®hat is a veridieal 1nterna11zat1o_n of the

body&gpart that lies 'there,‘,and therebytlan'zﬁ"on the ‘fle'sh itself"
(238.1)s. 0'Shaughne$sy writes further, prOJect1on requires the

exisgtence of the 1nterna11sed' spa’uaHy~ g1ven bodyf art that is to

rece1_ve the project. Th1s is the body- 1mage.7 very concept

. 1ocation of a sénsétioh, necessitates such a some 1ngP (238 39 I)

| Qu1te clearly then, the causal’ story of Chapter I is not a
sufficient cond1t1on of gpsensat1ons appear1ng as at some body part.
However, one's natura] :nc11nat1on is to wonder why this is so if ghe
1llus1on of referred parns can be exp1a1ned in terms of 1ncorrect

{tﬂ
phys1o]ogica1 connect1ons a]onex : Is there nat a- sense gf th1s

v -‘ ]\' b
- 1nternahzat1on of the body part" be1ng unneoessary? ‘Has n’bt o

‘0 Shaughnessy 1nvoked two explanations of t&e‘same phenomenon? ‘One
. A

"might ‘think that all o' Shaughnessy jr1s do1ng here is giving two

v

.
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o ' ' B
compatib]e éxplanations of a éingle’phenomenon'at two levels of
descr1pt1on. This may be so‘\fut the inter- -dependence which
. b

0 Shaughnessy stresses to exist between the two, and this enters into
the very fonma]12at1on of the concept the '1ocat1on of sensation'
itself, wou]d* seelr&to ;nd1cate that lﬁbra is gomg on. So far as [ can
¥

tel] 0 Shaughnessy enterea1ns th1s uneasy re]ationship between a

causal exp]anat1on of the phenomenon of prOJect1on and a psychological -

a& ..‘
Lﬁo k Tanat1on of the phenomenon of prOJect1on because he does not be11eve

that the causa] exp]anat7on can exp]a1n aP? the prOJective 111usions.
52

Ct gl e i «r s IV vy ;
In particular, he s1ng]es out the ‘netoriois phgntom 11mb' phendmenon
e .

& for espec1a1 exp]anaaipn-v1a the body 1m£be (225 I)

o
a

The 'phantom .dimb" phenomenon is explained by the fact that the

1oqg-tdﬁn body image, ‘assembled over years of many-deeds, has yet to
> jnto account that the arm once possessed is no longer possessed.

And since the body image is an internal representat1on of our bod1es as

relevant to our deeds it can take years to amend, via our actions, to a

more realistic representation. 4t is the body image which provides the_

-

,1and1ng lattice for the prOJected sensations. Thus with theCcase of.
Ehe phantom,Jimb the sensation is projected onto a no longer aCdérate'

image. of the body and *thus the sensat1on appedrs as at a no 1onger

*

exvst1ng body.part. If this is 0 Shaughnessy's reason for be11ev1ng

“two exp]anat1ons to exist - name]y, both are requ1red to exp1a1n all

At

the d1fferent kinds of projective illusions there’-are - then if a
& .

-‘causaL”exp]anation along similar lines to that of O?ShaUghnessyfs can
. .' . . ‘ . . K
account for the 'phantom 1imb' 'bhenomenon, then certainly the body

. image-entering into the exolanqtion\of the projection phenomenon, . ard
. Y

Y
)
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then the particular insistence that projection is a psychological
4

phenomenon, will be a redundant and an untenabhe position to hold.
This 1s not to say that the body image as a psychological phenomenon in
'bodi1y action is a redundant feature of -the animal mind. Very

"Siply, it is the case that an animal . must appear determ1nate to

‘gtself and that th1s determiacy must be éonst1tuted out of seem1ngs.
ALE TR

rﬂhqt [ have here td say passes no judgement upon th1§'but it will

Mo

o §W'g£%the end ‘of Chapter LI that the body . image need not be
il
: t@onstltuted out of sensuous 'seemings.' '

. ;4,Then is there an alternative explanation’along causal ]1nes of the
2
' 1imb" =phenomenon?  There is .indeed, one from Descartes no, *

hffjﬂégﬁ! lln accounting for the phantom limb' phenomenon, Descartes in
’ .

;if“t e VI Med1tat1on14 gave an account remarkably similar to
. : s ’ .
! l"‘0 Shaughnessy\s?‘~ﬂg,4mag1ned the nerve- relevant to the arm, say, - as

-
™ a Chorg, mth points ABCD. Normally, when the present and healthy arm

is- damaged at D the message’(carried'by’the animal spirits, ér
' *'passle? tens1on) is_ carried through p01nts CBA and transformed 1nto

the mental event of pain as at at D, But says Descartes, if either A, B

-

or C Were act1vateo, the same. message pain‘as at' D, wou]d issue forth
in the mind."This'1s equivalent to 0'Shaughnessy's deepest physical
cause :scenario but note, the ‘phantom ltmb' phenonenon ti-s}plained-in
causal terms alone, there is no need for recoursg to the body tmage'to

svekp]ain'how it is that'the sensation appears as_at D. Simply, if any
point on the re]evant nerve is actlvated e same,sensationvissues; the
nerve uld be act1vated in the bra1n anosghe body not exist, but stili

the senfjation will appear as at some’ point 1n/on the arm. If

»
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Descartes' account is accepted, a causal rendition is possible of the

?J

'phantom 1imb'’ phenomenon and the causal story here is consistent with

L4

* 0'Shaughnessy's. There simply is no need to bring into the explanation

the cohtept of the body image. Explanation in terms of the body image

just seems to be redundant. Not only does'#t seem that the body image
# ’ _

is a redundant concept, but it follows that talk of projection as a

psychological concept seems redundant. Does not the causal story reign

supreme in exp]anat1on of the location of sensation? And if it does:'
will it not follow that it is possible - with a physicalistic progranme
assumed-to so doctor a sensation and its causal antecedents such that

9 . ‘
projection‘wou]d ndt take place at all? Then returning to my earlier.

examp]e of the de-orientated sensat1& being experienced as .in the head
- maybe we can now settle the issue. On 0' §H%ughnessy S»thesis even to

appear as in the head would require projection, but now we can env1sage

"
- with the causal story understood - the poss1b111ty of projection

itself being sheared from our scientifically engineered sensation. o

It shoer be noted that Descartes,,tn offering a causal
explanation of :he '‘phantom 1imb' phenomenon, is not just exﬁlainjng
projective i]}hﬁfbn but? projection itself. Descartes is telling us

that the very character of our sensat1ons appearing as at Qifferent

‘body parts i¥%® to be exglained by his chord theory, and that the

"location of sensation' is to be understood in causal/phys1cal terms.

It seems to me that Descartes' thepry is sufficient, and so 1 reject

H

- 0'Shaughnessy's insistenCe‘that for a sensation to appear as at some

'quy*part this seeming must .relate in a quaSi-sense-field_like manner

to an internal seeming image of the body. It follows from this
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rejection, and the imagined eausally doctored sensation, that a
sensat}on could appear as_at nowhere. |
In fact; even if O'Shaughnessy could show that the causal story
was not suffieientwfor projection and that indeed, the body image is
required, L¥do not think this Would gain him very much. [ ‘think it
much easier to 1ma§ine?the possibility of a sensation appearing as at
nd body part if the body 1mage is #nV51ved.ﬁn the phenomenon of
arggectioh!ganr I think it‘tonceivable,*a la brain-in-the-vat
_scenarios, to take a newly‘formed brain from an infant and d?ovide via

e]ectcodes‘a sensation stimulus to the brain such that the quale is -

there waiting to'be projected. Howe t ie to be projected ex

hzgotheS?ithere is need-of(g body image;' evet,-this iﬁter?alﬁebject‘

of "the body sﬁhb]y wi11'56%§2xist in this case. Thus, there'Qi1ﬁ be o

conception of body-relative space so as to allow tHequaie to be ™ *

projected - not even in the head, or brain, rather. Here would be an
example, I thfnk, of a eensation as_at nowhere.

| The first dent in 0'Shaughnessy's position is now made. The

'given' is not as he-claims. It is possible for: there to be feeling -

- given by sensation - yet there to be no spatial infor%ation brought to

. fonsciousness with that feeling; for we have just argued for the

N S@s?ﬂbility that;there could be-such a thing as a seasatioe‘appEaring

) as_at nowhere. Before going on to show that'O‘Shaughnessy is also

,m1staken‘about the reverse claim - namely, that if one has spat1a1

.1nformat1on about one's 11mbs then fee11ng is present - I want to show

how the result justeobtained, can be used to show that the bod1]y will

may not relate to its bodily object i mmed1ate]xvv1a bod1]y sensation.

*r
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¢ .
-Showing that bodily sensation may relate the subject to hjs/her-body

mediately after the intercession of thought. at

OfShaughnessy argues at length against an altehnative conception
of how it is that'bodily sensations appear as at some body part. ]he
alternative conception to his 'given' is that bodily -sensations re1ate'
to the body in a similar fdshion to how it isuthat>visua1 sensations
relate to the world and more, that just as visual sense perception is a
thought-mediated phenomenon so too, is body sense perception. This
a]tepnatiye conception is a representationalist theory of‘bodily sense',
perception. O'Shaughnessy conception is quite different: the 'given'
brings i mmedlatelz to consciousness the limb and its position in body-
relative phys1cal space. I shall now try to show that bodily sense
perception may'be of 4 representative‘natuhe and not at all dissimilar
to 0'Shaughnessy's conception of visual sense perception.

- ' [
I will now outline 0'Shaughnessy's - very briefly, since I did the

+ same in Chapter I - of sense peq@eptfon. Visual sensations

reside in a two-di onal psycho]ogical space that stands sensations

L4

re]ations such as ‘next-to,' 'further away-from' and

. g ‘ '

" the like, ho]dﬁng between individual sensations. . 0’ Shaughnessy does
R e

not be1neve that the psycho]og1ca1 space can be ofe- dimensiona] since

all v1suET—e;per1ence presents not only colour but shape and nor is

three d1mens1ona1 psycho]og1ca1 space a poss1b111ty

psycho]og1ca] factors“l1ke concepts play a causal rpre,

b,

of visual’ depth exper1enc (171 I). | The place of c{@éepts‘in

> J -
generat1on of v1sug] experténce is 1mportant for my. purposes,

Percept1on is a compos1te of visual sensat1on and 1ntentionalist
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:seeings, these jast resulting from concepts and thought.
1ntercession of thought that is so damaging to 0' Shaughnes' ‘ sition
on the bodily will. If bodily sense perception can ba \ ;“éd in
similar manner to visual sense pehception the path is cl’gﬁ or arguing
that the bodily object of the will is a thought-medﬁﬁhenomenonb
ui:e., knowledge of the limb and its placg in body-relative physical
;space is thg'resulf. of bodily sensation anokintensionalist seemings -
always. In 0'Shaughnessy language, bodily sense pérception‘wodld be an
)gttentlve consciousness and the bodily will would have to function by

x N> gt
~tutitizing the knowledge therein and thus without more ado would be of

’ onto]ogfca] status, mgntal. % ’

o ) O'Shaughneés; argues théfqthere are five differences-between »
boquy and visual sensations €0 as to show that bodi]*:fensations
cannot be given in pSychoIOgical space. The third and fifth I have in
part replied to with my scientifically engineeted sensation. The
fifth; tor example, bick; out the d{fférence that a visual sensation is
simply“redjand bright' ano not given.inherent]y as of some object,
e.q., a balloon. By contrast, the bod11y sensatlon is either
putattve]y or e]se. actua]]y, in/on some body part - for exampte,
headachoi toothache, etc. J have indicated that it may be possible to
exper1ence a sensat1on as a ggglg ('texture or 'feel ) on]y, i.e.,
equ1valent to.,réd Sﬂﬁhhﬁvghﬂ" and not oF a ba]loon,‘l e., not of some”

}body part. If”so,fthen the f1fth difference picked out by
0 Shaughnessy can be dismissed. ‘

The third 'is more subtle but manageab1e. O\ShaughneSSy c1a1ms

that if a visual sensation fa1ls prOJectlvely to 'land' then it still
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retalns a spat1a] position in the two d1mensiona1 psychological system
w1th1n wh1ch it inheres. However, if a bodily sensation fails to
projectively 'land' it has no place in any spatial system. This i§ my
example of a ggal_ as -at nowhere. O'Shaughnessy s quite correct, this
‘sensat1on wou]d appear as, alone and not as at. So, here there does
appear to be a major d1fference. The sensation I have imaginedb
escaping appearing as_at some body part also escapes appearing in any
spatial system (!): how then can it appear at all? Has not
0'Shaughnessy provfded a reductio of one of my principal arguments
against his position? If he has, it is time for my example to become a
l1tt1e bit more subt]e. What I npw suggest is that our scientiét after
r1dd1ng our bod11y sensation of its orientation, i.e., 1ts neurons that\,
prov1de for its appearance as_ at, provide some erentation. How is
th1s;pqss1b]el‘ab Shaughngssy believes that visual sensations are just
'Eﬁag, sensatipns. And ﬁ; kindly provides certain features that are
common to sensations. One of these is the condition that all
sensations, "absolutely must have an extra-psychological bodily’cayse.
and one can state causally sufficient bopily conditions” for the coming
into being of a sensation. If it is possibte to specify fausally
suf%icient bodily conditions for a visual sensation it should be
possible to p1ck out exactly those bodily events whlch are’ ﬁéspons1b1e
£ Jf&r the v1sua1 sensation having a two dimens1ona1 psychological
or1entat1on. And if this is possible, then [ thlnk 1t equally likely
that a transplant be made such Kthat neurons characteristic of the

_bodily sensation, and responsible for only the quale of the sensatfdn,

make a hybrid sensation with those neugons of a visual sensation
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‘ respons1b]e for the -two- d1mens1ona1 psycho]ogica] orientation of the

v1sua1 gua] (i.e., the gual is the bit that is . ‘red and bright,'
'Th1s b1t corresponds(w1th the guaﬂ of the bod11y pain that is

nasty") Thus it seems poss1b1é to make a hybrld sensat1on - partly :

T_Hbod11y, partly v1sua1. And why ‘not? They are both of the same genus.

From the bod]]y sensat1on is taken the quale, and" added to 1t are those

t

parts of the visual sensation that provide: for p?ycho]og1ca1
r

or1entat1on (i.e., over there,’ 'to the left'). Thus I think’ it is
* »

,‘r

concelvabTe that a bod11y sensatlon and 1tse1f as at no place on/in.b7*i’

the body yet f1nd ttseTf spatially located all the same - on a ‘wall

maybe? or Just-lake the after-image with- eyes c]osed. Jhis amounts.to;

th& bodily sensation fin¥ing itself in a two-dimehsional psycho]ogicaT

spate just' Tike the visual sensation: = I offer this\thoughi‘ae a

: N _
conceptual possibility, maybe it is not, but I do not think that

PR

O'Shaughnessy has convinced us that it is not. , ' . RS el

~This claim amounts to exploiting the contingency sUrrounding our
'bodiTy éensations.v of course, 0" Shaughnessy hopes to show that this,
cont1ngency does not exist and it is here that I chaT]enge Ris thought.

The fourth difference T1sted seems to me to suffer the. fate of only

be1ng contlngently true of the bod11y sensat1on. Each part of a sense -

field has a sensatlon vaTue, this 1s'true of the visual field
However, each part of the body is not a ~continuing bearer of a

sensation. There are two replies to be made here, Implementing

0' Shaughnessy 5 own dlst1nc€ien of the attent1ve consciousness, Tft<~\

m1ght be said that each pﬂrt of ‘the body surface 1s the continuing

bearer of a sensation - after all forces do play upon each part of the



7body surface alT the t1me - but’that onTy sensat1ons of a certa1n
jntensity have %he p0551b1W1ty of “ belng reg1stered in attentlve

consciousness. Secondly, if this l?ﬁt was not true, it m1gﬁ be true.
R

Or, it coqu be the Case that a consc1ousness (of some var1ety) conta1n i

at once the muTt1tude of sensat1ons arising from each po1nt of the body .
—Q——-——

l

and that Judgements be made : cont1nuousTy concern1ng those sensat1ons
and which of them should be acted upon. Thus it is ent1re1y plausible
‘that the body. surface be the cont1nu1ng bearer of a mu1t1tude of

sensations, and‘so,not unlee “the v1sua1,sense-ffe}d. Three of

O'Shaughnessy's‘fivé differences between touch and vision in regard to

- the obtalnlng of,a sense field are 1nconcTus1ve in support1ng h1s

-
-

denial oﬂga touch sense fleld.‘,S1nce I beT!eveAthe'flrst two

d1fferences can be-argued aga1nst as above, I tthk that none of the

d1fferences wh1ch 0 Shaughnessy here elicits for a d1fference between ‘
<

touch andvy1sual sensat1ons estab11sh why Jt cannot possibly be that

o _ _
touch sensations inhabit a sense-field. *

. . \ o
"This conclusion allows the claim to be made that bodily sensations
cexist;/Tike visual sensations; in a two-dimensiona] psychological space

i

first and foremost. Then, 11ke v1sua1 sensat1ons, they are prOJected
onto the world with the aid of concepts and thought via 1ntent1ona11st
seem1ngs. This allows for the idea that bod1Ty sensations form in an

7/ array that it is then projected in a 5%1 correlative fashlon that
i

matches the spat1a11ty of the body of the animal. I take these
possibilities to establish the c1a1m that bodily sensation may relate

the subject to his/her body mediately after the intercession of

4
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. thought. This result wiif allow major onto]og1ca] gains against
0' Shaughnessy S theory of the bod1}y whl]. _ )
. L ) B . ’ “’l . ’

-

Establishing that spatia] information‘aoout the body, that

0' Shaughnessy claims can only be frovided via the 'given,' can be

\

prov1ded in_the absence of fee]1nga K

PN ~

If there could be human be1ngs -.or Tndéed any animal ; that
re]éted to their bod1es v1a“the sense of sme]b in such a way as. to
“a]]ow for eff1c1ent bodily act1on, then we would have an examp]e wh1ch
reveals that ‘feeling is nodt the necessary condrt1en in human acv1on‘
that 0' Shaughnessy thinks it is and-more, an example.which allows for
the’ poss1b111ty of an error that picks out the 1mmed1ate/med1ate
distinction. very nicely. I offer the follow1ng scenario as ]ay1ng the
~ground for the possibility of such an an1ma1. -

I th1nk we' can imagine an an1ma] skln that for each p01nt on that
sh1n there is a d1st1nct1ve smel] that allows the animal - possessed~ef
a sense of smell s1m11ar to that of a b]oodhound, say - to make h1gh1y
discriminate Judgements about the sme]l activated when something prods
”tﬁgpan1ma1 and- thus to know exactly where on the body 1t had been
prodded. However, since smell sensatlons do not havi spat1a1 location
inherent]y this animal,wi]] _have to 1earn over time - on a trial and
error bas1s7 - which smells go w1th wh1ch parts of its body. Thus
sensations can be seen to come to g1ve an animal spati’.i1nformation

,about its body that 0 Shaughnessy claims must be inherent in the medium\

-

- that prov1des that 1nformat1on. At one stroke then, this example,

dismisses the idea that on]y feeling can provide spatial 1nformation
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about the body, and thus that only fee11ng can provide for efficient
®
animal action and dismisses a]so, the whi noﬁ;on of a g1ven as
such! ' S o\

This‘lasb, to deny soatiaJ information about the body is inherenf
in the sensoryfmedium,.is just to deny 0¥Shaughnessy's elaim of
'immediate preéence.' A-C']ear],y;O'Shaughnessy ds in grave trouble if |
the body is not g1ven 1mmed1ate1y 1n sensat1on. 1 have oLt1ined why‘
this ns so, and I think that the above example can be used to show that

1mmed1ate presence' is not gdaranteed by sensat1ons of the body.

It is possible for a 'bodi]y-smell.seneation not to be g1ven as
at some body part. " The reason be1ng the plausibility of the possible
fo]low1ng error.‘kWhe animal just described, wh1ch re]ates to its body

via 'bodily sme]l sensat1ons, is presented with a new, non-bodily .

'smell sensation and its actual non- bod]]y 1ocat1on is but one

m1111metre to the 1eft of its upper right arm, sort of squashed between
the upper arm and s1de of the up?er body. I would have thought that it
was possible for this anfma] (or human) to.be confused as to whether
this. sme]l sensat1on .Was a bodily sme]] sensat1on that it had never
exper1enced before. And the possibility of th1s confus1on, and
poss1b1e error, s Just to aff1rm that via a bodily sme]] sensation we

are not 1mmed1ate1y aware of our 11mbs. For if we were, a confusion of

this kind would simply not be poss151e.. We would 'just know' that the

smell sensation was a bodily smell sensation.

To refﬁ?n then to my scientifically engineered?bodily sensations.

Here were bodily sensations possessed of a spatial location, because

in a psychological spatial system due to the transplant of visual
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senSat1bﬁ'or1entat1on neurons, but appear1ng ___1_ nowhere ~on the body.
On]y secondari]y do these bod11y sensatlons actually project onto the
body in just the same fashion as visual sensat1ons pPOJeCt on to the
world. - The basic datum, og 'given,' on this tﬁeoby does not 1nc]ude
tbe body part and it wai precisely beEause the body parb is included 1n\
the 'giveo,' in normal bqhi]yfsebsation, that kahaughnessy could say
that via awareness the body is immediotely given to the owner of the
body ; 1mmed1ate1y, because Timb presence is logically inseparable from
the fee11ng A .

~ On my reading of bodily touch sensation all of the above would be
true of it as it is for sme]].; Indeed, touch and sme]lmwould almost be
equivalents. - The same possibility for error wou]d exist, and thus
feeling cannot - in the name of logic. - prov1de us w1th an awareness of
our bodies that is immediate. There can be little doubt-that this is a
major blow to O'Shaughnessy's,con;eption of the will and such shall be

seen to be the case.

N1 <

The act of handwriting: a general comment on the implausibility of

O:Shaughnessy's thesis . , N

I want to discuss Thow the will relates to the body in the act of
Writ1ng.‘ This example of, an act1on seems to me to be part1cu1ar1y
difficult for 0 Shaughnessy's thes1s to cope with. How much feel is
there in one's fingers when one moves them? .In. particular bow gbecise !
~are the feeling messages'that are given‘to us about our fingers? Is 1t

not the case that there 1s just. an amorphous feel, nothing determlnate

at aH7 In fact, 0'Shaughnessy accepts that this is s0. Then -how is
A . : : , A
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~oarm returns to normal.‘ Would there be a loss of contro] over this hand

? : -~ ¢ ' . .
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1t.possible for the bodily will to relate to the ‘hand and fingers in-

the extremely prec1se way that is required for wr1t1ng7 [ do not think
‘ - S

feeling is sufficient to exp1a1n how we manage to move our hand so

prec1se1y.and thus that feeling cannot provide enough informatyon aboJ;

the hand and fingers to allow the bodily will to be operative in the

act of writing if the only way the bodily will relates to its bodily

object is via;feeling. To help illuminate the force of this exampie.

let us imagine thé fo]]owingﬁ
"1 take it that the feel in the tips of our fingers when we are
writing helps, on O'Shaughnessy's thesis, the bodilj will %o move the

ﬁen instrumentally by effecting certain motions in the upper ‘fingers

and wrist, etc. The feeling in the tips of thé‘fingers would enter -

as 'feedéack' - importantly into the story of writing for .

0'Shaughnessy. Honever, I think we can imagine the following, and: if

we can, this will 5h6@,tbat feeling is noianécessary for exp]aining'how :

D o
the bodily will relates to the body during the act of writing.

The lower arm and hand are anesthetjzed and remain so for two days
or so. Gradda]]y, beginning nith.the ]oner arm and spreading down into
the hand, fee11ng returns. However,. feé]ind never returns to the parf
of the fingers below the last joint of those f1ngers, i.e., the t1ps of

the fingers remain de-sens1t1zed. Other than this though the hand and

such that the person "could no longer wr1te w1th 1t7 Only the tips of

-

the f1ngers of th1s hand are possessed of no feeling: .does this ()

make the hand*total]y useless ffr wr1t1ng7 [ find it hard to believe

SO. More, if you now move your f1nger you will see - 1f your fingers
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are ahything fike mine! - that it .is not possibfe to move that part, of
your flnger, from the 1ast joint down; without making use of the
mechanism in the upper part of the finger; the middle jo1nt always

seems to move if the lower joint does." This.subgests that 1n my

example the important part of the finger for motion in the finger will

still fall in the domain of the fee11ng hand. However,‘the 'feedback'
about the pos1t1on of one S, finger {its most extreme point) is no
]onger given and yet it could seem1ng]y still be moved because the
mechanism respons1ble\{or movement is still encased in feeling.

Therefore, being able to wr1te does seem poss1b]e without feeling in

‘the hand's finger tips, and thus the will is operative in that part.
[ . .

'beLow the Tast joint but not because of fee]ingi unless one was to
maintain that one then moved the f1nger tips instrumentally but this is
1mp1aus1b1e. Yet,  on O' Shaughnessy s account of writing, and the
will's bodily ubject writing'should not be possible. Th1s indicates
'fhat the bodily will can still function if a part of the body that
enters into an action is not given via fee]ing. This moves us more
towards an intellectualistieﬁreading of how the will's bodily object is
given epistemologically and reduces our commitment to the thought that
the will needs a sensuous 'power-iine' if it is toboperate..

—_This is-to arrive back at Descartes,_and the viewhthat if there i
fan operating‘méchahism, but no feelih@, stijl the bodily will will be
able to’secure its objeet for it does so via thoueht. .This brings us
back to the balancing beam example. The Cartesian believes the person

on the beam could actively strive to maintain their balance even though

their body was de-sensitized. The 0'Shaughnessian does not see this as

G
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a possgibility. The writing example seemed to show that the will was
operating in a 1%rt of .the body that was de-sensitized. Then 1 suggest
the following: A person 1s,writ1ng a very 1mportant history paper -
facts are “flying"‘threﬁgﬁ his/her head - his/her cqnsciousnes{

. . \
consumed by this task. Then let us suppose that,we, from‘afar, begin

to slow]y de-sensitize the ha;}LNQZQ

I am inclined to say that since the mechanism is unaffected, and‘this

person knows what to write and how to write, this person will write!

~

This just seems to me something that is'pogsib]e «+s but I do not

\~

pretend to have shown that it is. - Note: in the example I assume that

- )
visual data locates the bodily object and that it would be sufficient

"to enSure the writing act's co-ordination.

'

e #

A /

Showing that the bodily will may relate to its bodily object in a

purely intellectualistic manner

The following exampLe‘I~hoee Will show how it is entirely
Cpnsistenﬁ for an animal to Be possessed 6} senses, and its limbs ée
given to it epistemologically via sense, .and. yet for the animal to
relate to‘jts 1imbs inte]iectualistical]y I want to suggest the
possibility of a non-sensdous sense! By show1ng the poss1b111ty of
such a sense in a; animal with no sensuouSKEFnse the way will be open
for'the‘re-introduction of the five sensuous senses to fhis anima1>and
thus for the Timbs of this animal to be.given to it via the senses but

for the animal to retain its fe]ation, for action and thus also for the
‘ T A
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bodily will, to 1ts limbs via Zhis hon- sensuoﬂs sense.

-1 think we can imagine an animal with an intellectual sense; The
nerve endings of the animal are stimulated at some certain paint by a
\c1garette end and messages transmltted to the brain. These messages
once. in the brain re]ate to consciousness, after having been assessed
on some computer l1ke unconscious mechanism, as mathematical co-
\ord1nates of the pa1n and s1mu1taneously - on a richter-type damage
scale - the 1ntens1ty of the damage to the sk1n is also registeredh

" The quce of the damage is obviously given by the co-ord1nates. say,
‘24, 10 left,' and by use of a numbered gridbof the body (a
mathematical body image) the place in body-relative space.is locatable
exactly, ;h1le the ser1ous/non -serious nature of the damage s
reg1stered on a scale of 1 to 10 ana]ogous]y to, a guale described as a
‘dull throb' or 'stab.' Relating to its body through the grid and co-
ord1nates, action - in the manner of a Cartes1an judgement? - can then
be embarked upon by this animal to remove the limb from the offending
burning c1garette end. Here then, 1sfa quite, reasonable example of a
non-sensuous sense, -and an examp]e wh1ch shows the will' s object belng"
given to it non-sensuously. - Interest1ng]y, a behav1our1st test would
discern no‘difference between this animal and any other animal in its
ability and quickness to avoid a démaging extra bodily phenomenons
More, a behaviourist test would reveal no—difference between this
animal with on]y this inte]]ectualistio sense and\the actions it
performed, with those after the introduction of the- sensuous senses.

And this is what we now 1magvne gradually the senses become operative

in this animal, and just as in most, or-all animals, feeling brings to
' A
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90nsc1ousness its body parts. But‘why need we.;bppose thét this animal
then changes the manner' in which it Eelatgglepistemically to its body
fn a way relevant to the bodily will? _If the mathematical sense
catered for efficient action, | see no reason why such a change would
occuf.. Thu§ here Qﬁuld bg an animal which related epistemically to its
body in two ways - intellectually and sensuously. However, the bodily
will of this animal réiates in the first manner, and thus fn a way
dismissed by O‘Shaughnessy; For my purposes what is most inéefest?ng
about this example is that it shows that it is possible fof an animal
to relate in two distinct ways to its body and, ultimately, to relate
in a way relevant to action, non-sensuously. I do not believe then
tha; 0'Shaughnessy can dismiss-the possibility ‘that this is in fact how
humans, and existeng\anima1s, relate to their limbs and thus how the
bodily wj}l‘re1ates to its object - the body. \
0'Shaughnessy lists three ways in which the agent might pdssibly

stand to his/her body. The first of these is called, Immediate non-

sensuous intuition. 0'Shaughnessy thinks this manner may be bona fide

but doubts it. Here, the attention passes onto its dbject without the
mediatidé‘of anything distinct from the objéct itself, and without
sensation, Parts 6f my previous discussion are.sympathet?c to this way
of relating to the body, though not completely so. Certainly, I have
tried to show how the attention might relate to the body non-
sensuously, but I seriously doubt that it can be established that the
attention passes immediate]y and thus 1ntui£iona?]y onto the body.

/
Similar arguments that I applied against 0'Shaughnessy's own position,

Immediate sensuous intuition, such that I showed that the attention
‘up——,
- e

-
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does not logically pass im@edjately’ onto thé body, apply to my own
ggiltion. Ihe co-ordinates of the body Bart effected showmup on a body
grid, or radar ;creen, but are not logically compel]ed to 4o so. Just
as [ trwed to. show against 0' Shaughnessy's position, it might be
possible to experience a pure quale as_at nowhere at'all, i.e., in no
spatial position, and it is surely a possibility to havé an experience
of a sensation as 'over there,' and not as_at some body part. Here,
also, it is certainly possible for a registering on the ricﬁter-scale. ,
alone, and certainly possible -for a set of co-ordinates to appear but
not 1n body -relative space y.e., not locatable on the body grid., 1
actual]y doubt some logical bound as O'Shaﬁghnessy contemplated in his

‘given' does really exist,15 and so possibly the only category that

0'Shaughnessy provides that is plausible is, Mediate sensuous

intuition. The idea here is that the attention passes onto the body by
first attaching itself to a sensuous field that stands in a 1/1
forrelation with the body. I think that this mediation is very
possibly necessary! I have serious reservations about thevimmediate
ca;egory. I offer my own foufth a{ternative to the above

possibilities, Mediate non-sensuous intuition. In fact, my example is

further evidence for bodily "awareness" coming via a sense field contra
0'Shaughnessy. S
The ‘given' as a logicafly necessary cbmposite of feeling and

_ . # .
spatial information is not a feature of this sense and not/ because it

is non-sensuous. -‘Rather, it is because the logical possibilities for
richter values‘ﬁithout co-ordinates, etc. are really very numerous. Of

the conditions said .to pertain only to visual perceptions such that
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on]x they could be thought of as inhering in a sense field, gll can be
seen to be satisfied by this body sense. Thereforé. a body sense can
be viewed as an array of sensations composing a two-dimensidnal sense
field. Two things need to be said: First: the best argument for this
fs that this sense only works when richter values, co-ordinates and
body‘grid coalesce; only then doeg one have a functiqning body sense.
The Tost important factor being, as ?ar as 0'Shaughnessy's argument
goes, thatAif co-ordinates and richter values appear, but‘not within
the body screen and hence, not in body-relative space, the "sensation"
is simply ‘over there.' Second: t50ugh I regard this 'ﬁéthgmatical
sense’ to be a purfly intel ectualistic ;ense, aS thus so call it, | dg
SO because this is what i refine it to be - ultimately. The sense is
rich. 1 come to think of ,it as providing “conclusions' about the body
but at this stage one can literally think of it.as a sense. Hence, |
do not see my making use of the example to also show the possibility of

a body-sense field as "foreign" to the "spirit" of the example.

-

Conclusion:  a move towards Descartes' conception of the bodily will.

It is now necessary to d#aw together the Conclusions of this
chapter and ind{cate what they mean for 0'Shaughnessy's thesis ang'a
possible:alternative.

Nﬁile in parts-of this chapter, I have been trying fo offer ;ome
considerations that might draw one to a Cartesian stance on the will, [
have been principally concerned with picking holes in O'Shigghnessy's

own argument for how it is that the bodily will has its bod{ly object

"given to it. Then of the constitutive parts of this argument, I
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concentrated upon showing that there is no ISgical force to the claime
that the ‘'given' must necessarily present the body part wherein are
located those sensations’thdt constitute the givens By s:;wing this, |
proved that there s no logical force to the claim that we relate to
our limbs vi9 sensa&ion immediately. However, this ts not to show thaz

we do not in fact d6 so, and thus 0'Shaughnessy could come to rest his

thesis upon a contingent claim that as a matter of fact we relate to

our limbs via sensation immediately. This may very well not be thé
case though . 0'Shaughnessy gives a number of features that can be
taken as characteristic qf‘why visual sensations inhabii 4 two-
dimeﬁsional sense ;ield. I take myself to have shown that bodily
sensations can be viewed as possessing those features also. Therefore,
I have made a case for why we might relate to our bodies mediately via
sensation and the follow on from this, why the will might relate only
mediately to the body if its bodily object is given via sensation.
Then to make this suggestion concrete | offered my own example of a
purely intellectualistic sense.

Via my 'mathematical sense'’ example, | can show that the
suggestion about 'conclusions' concerning the state of the body can q?
taken quite literally. Making use of Desca(tes' causal theory of
projection, I suggest that "information" about the body is carried via
pYysiological processes - animal spirits, for Descartes - to the brain.
The "information" about the body being veridical because of the
established causal regularity. Once at the brain, the “informationf

mutates not into sensations but ‘effectively, into 'conclusions' about

the state of the body. The phenomenological aspect of bodily

\



Ainformation 15 cut out of the picture altogethér, but this does not
hjnder know]edge of the‘body; Hence, the!hﬂh]y oﬂﬁect of the will is
‘there' for the w1l1 and since this is so, it seems s1mp1y obst1nate to
deny that a -“de- sen51t1zed body would s1mp1y fall outside of the domain
of the w111. To return to my. person wr1t1ng the exam or ba]anc1ng on -
the beam then. Since mechanism is operat1ona1, and I am assuming that
in some sense mechanism or physiology prov1des the data or
"information" abdut the bddy, I think we can see that 1t is becom1ng
vlmplaUSIble to deny that this person wou]d not be able to ba]ance or
write._ Certaln]y, if this is den1ed because the absence of fee11ng
would entail an absence of body spatial 1nformat1on - and th]S was why
the examp]ea were faulted - then this denial 1sxgroond]ess. A
principa1 objection to a Cartesian'model of the will_must then be
abandoned.
. The concept1on of such a sen;e, and with it the conceptvon oﬂ\how
the bodily will might atta1n its bod11y obJect without a sensugus
power line,' is corroborated by an expertment noted oy Searle in

Intentionalityi(Searle'147). Psychologiéts have documented peop]e'who

can report accurately on what ObJECtS ‘are before them and can do so
.w1thout the obta1n1ng of v1sua1 sensat1ons.f For Sear1e, this "b11nd
s1ght"‘1nd1cates that the 1ntent1ona1 content of s1ght 1s based upon

opt1ca] st1mu]1 and not upon "v1suaT"’/per1ence." This "seeing"
without V)suaJ sensat1ons is just the poss1b111ty_env1saged above: a

bodily “"awareness" based upon "bodily stimuli" but no feeling. These

examples maz be to endorse the category of Immediate ndn-sensuous

intuition where.there'does exist a 'given,' ‘as Q'Shaughnessy thinks,"
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presented to the subject in “bodi]y stimuli." However, I am inclined
tc think not for the simple reason that there is no logical force to

the notion of the ‘'given.'

Thus 1 have pressed throughout this chapter for understanding the;/
. {

A

awareness of our bndies és-medjated to us through tnought. Thjs/}{
Descartés' position, and some of the examples given suggest that it'is
the correct position. 1 To show what this means for 0' Shaughnéssy S
_concept1on of the will we shall put these resu]ts in hlS own lénguage.
As stated in Chapter I, it is a central concern.of .0 Shaughnessy s to
show that 'immediate presence' is a rea]lty, for then he Can maintain

that bod11y sensat1ons ~are .not 11ke visual sensations / 1n needing to.

,,

inhere in a two-dimensional psycho]og1ca1 space that eo ord1nates them
gs_gg_some body part. Chapter II has shown that O Shaughnessy cannot
maintain this d1spar1ty betweén bodily .and v1sua1 sensation. Bodily
sense perception could be, and 1s if mathemabncal sense is the true

/
state of affa1rs, akin to v1sua1 sense percepx1on in that it relates to

its obJect via psycho]oglcal space. If bodé%y senss percept1nn is thus
akin to visual sense perception then on 0 Shaughnessy s own terms it is
é thought med1ated relation. S1ncg/%he bodily will must have its
bodily object 'there' for it to-openﬁée; bodily willing is seen to be a
thought-mediated phenomenon.ﬁ/Chapten IIl shall explore the
ramifications of this in terms of ﬁhé ontological sggtus‘of~bodily
willing, but remembering Chapter I it should a]ready'be'clear that it
cannot be as'O'Shaughnessy claims. It is not to ove;-estimatg the

results of Chapter 8 to regand them as evastat1ng - so far as .

0! Shaughnessy is concerned

/
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CHAPTER 111 '

The unconscious thought event: an introduction.

In Chapter Il the possibility of 'a thought-mediated bodfly ;bject
for the bodily will was shown. Th}s was shown through a variety of
means but principal among these was fhe critfque of OjShahghnessy's own
position»and what thiﬁ told us of the possible relation between
subject-sensation - hody. This critique, leads to a revision of
0'Shaughnessy's phsitionJOn the nature of bodily wil! ing.
0'Shaughnessy had wanted to maintain that the bodi]y object of the
bodily will was epistemically secured in én immediate primitive
fashion: through bodily sensat1on thah estab11shed a sensuou: 'giveh‘
of'limb presence and spat1a1 d;ta concern1ng the Timb. The revision

‘1.,»

that comes out of the resu]ts of’ Chapte

}is that the ‘bodily object

e
l

bbdfﬁy wi11 on]y after the

o

is ep1stem1ca11y '"there' for thé.
1ntervent1on of thought processes.‘ Thererére two optlons here: either

the bodily obJect is the "finished product"lof 1nforma£?QE\E:hcess1ng
‘at a non-conscious 1eve1 or the bodI]y obJect g1ven in sensation only
relates to‘;he\body after 1ntent1ona115t seemings. project the bodily
sehsation; onto the body with the aid of cohcepts.16 In both cases;
the hodi]y will can only relate mediately- to ﬁﬁé'body;fouLy_ance
thought - of sohe descripfion - has enah]edvthe body to be.
epistemically 'there’ for the will. That the body is mediated through

‘thought, eliminates the‘phimitiveness that 0'Shaughnessy takes to

characterizé'bodi]y wi1iinga It might be noted that_this.primitiveness
of bodily willing is said to pertain in a number of ways: I ah only

concerned with showing that bodily willing is not cognitively 'sjmple'
) \

0 103
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in the way .that 0' Shaughnessy thlnks it is. To this revision,
0 Shaughnessy s 1mmed1ate objection shall be that bodily willing simply
cannot be dependent upon the body being 'there‘ via thought. If
thought were involved, 0'Shaughnessy would argue; then I\fould never
- act unawares. But this 1 precisely do do;, e.g., the foot-tapoing to
the music whtle engrossed in_the film." It will immediately be seen,
that here,..0'Shaughnessy is the Cartestan:‘one must be aware of one's
thought prooeSSes. Then the roles are now reversed for [ do not
bel]eve that thlS is so, éhd I shall try to show that this is not so.
As we saw in Chapter I, 0 Shaughnessy gave as a parad1gm example
of a content of the'se]f conscious. consciousness the thought event.
Finding an a]ternat1ve towth1s Cartesian conceptton of thought is a
vital task if. the intelleqtualistic pos1t1on is to be able to provide
an adequate eXpianation of how thought is involved in a bodily action
'done unawares. Then the pre-occupation of this third chapter is to
revea] two concept1ons of unconscious. thought processes. [ shall show
the possibility of the unc nsctous thought process, that is conceptual,
Qﬁst‘ﬁjjfi’a;conscious.thought excepting its

oonsoious status. I do this by an appeal to Freud. This is an
W .

rational and logical i.e. j

important demonstration for it is conceptual, rational, logical thought
. that 0' Shaughnessy believes must be consc1ous. It is thought just like
conscious thought that I aim to show exists at an unconsc10us Tevel,

and thus that such thought could -mediate the bodily will. Such

~ thought, I term "free float1ng" thought. This kind of thought process

is different from the more regimented thought process - thatvis also»

concebtua], rational and logical - which is so dear to the cognitive

.
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psychologist. I think that this somewhat more “mechanical” thought
process plays a veh;( important role in bodily action; a ro]e' over-
-,1ooked by 0'Shaughnessy. . h

‘In reference to 0' Shaughnessy s epvstemolog1ca] map of the mind,
111ustrated in Chapter I, the tnthTtive difference between these two
klnds of unconscious thoughteprocess can he picked out in terms of‘
“their different,epistemologicel txggg. The Freudian unconscious
thought- proeese is, not surprisingly, of the second epistemological
type listed by O‘Shaughnessy;,that type which may or may not, given
Cartesian Condttiona]ism, become conscious. ' The thought processes of
cognitiyve psychology are of the first epistemologica] type; that type -
that can never be conscious - they are like 6'Shaughnessy's forgetting
process; [ tohe Fodor to be' picking‘out this, fact when he claims
that the perceptual mechanism that is constituted by»informqtion_
processing'is "cognitively 1'mp‘:a°'netrab]‘e.!I

In Chaoter IIY then, I sha]l make my case for the unconscious
thought process and its ram1f1catlons as regards bodily willing.’
Dennett is mentioned first since he he]ps un@érstand the possu‘.11ty of
behavourial control that falls outside of consoiousnessL Thws
d1scuss1d§‘]eads to the first claims for the existence of the
~ unconscious thought process that is conceptual and rational. Dennett
basicolly‘solves the problem of the 'action unawares' that also
invo1ves thought.  The sub- 1ntent1ona1 act is then shown to be a myth
Freud Fdﬂor and Dennett help establish this. Arguments are then
forwarded to show the need for sub-terranean thought processes of the!
information processing variety in the bodily act-sttuation, andia

+
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defence against Ryle is staged in this regard. Finally, 1 draw some
_conclusions about 0'Shaughnessy's thesis of" bod1]y w1l]ing as

ontological status merely psycho]og1cal

Dennett: an explanation of the 'unawares act' as fnvolving;thought

To arrive at an anti-Cartesiah concebtion of thougHt, I shall
begin to’making mention of the work of Dennett. It shall be seen that
Dennett endorses ehe‘ unconscipus thoughi process of the information
. processing kind as an explanation of bod11y act1on that the agent is

b

pay1ng no attention to. This example of an unawares act is’ very

different from 0' Shaughnessy s idte tongue movingsy etc. Dennett

claims that the piano player can play very beautiful, comp]icated music
his/her m1nd "elsewhere." The only t1me th1s person need pay

. attention, thigks Dennett, is when @ mistake -is made.  To make this

0O

claim plausible, Dennett argues that awarene;s is a confused concept ™

~and that there are in fact two very\¥1st1nqt ways in which one can be’

aware. - The_fo]]oqug d1st1nct1on seems to %p very 0'Shaughnessian but

in fact lit is not.

of the input state of A's ‘speech centre' at time t.
A is-awareznthat p at time t if"and only if p is the content
of an internal event in A at time t that is effective in

d1rect1ng current behav1our.

of ehayioural control. Thi; should be obvious from the example of the

piano player. Dennett claims that the piano playing when the pianist's

A is awarél»that p at time t if and only if p is the content

I is not to endorse 1mmed1ate bodily awareness as the explanation
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mind is “elsewhere" is the result of behavioural control at Tlevel,

awarep. Thes even with his/her mind "elsewhere," the pianist is aware
of the notes on the page, the phrasing of the notes, the pogition.sf
his/her fingers‘and feet. Ayarez *is quite capable of‘sustaining very
sophisticated beQavouria] contiol. Thg'ﬁiaho playing only enters
awarej when a ﬁisgake is made, then behaviour is commanded through the

"speech centre."

To some,‘this might'seem totally implausible - it certainly would

N [l
y

to O'Shauéﬁ;essy;c But Dennett can hold to -this position because of the
appearance Qf the term ‘'content' in the fdistinction an¥ how‘hg
understanas this term. Jf is this 'c:ntent' Wh{ch prevénts the
vbehavourigl control from being mggg_behaVouria] control and thus -
cqnstitutés a réjection - in éhfs role - of'fmmediate bodily awdreness.
Dennett believes that it is possible to ascribe conteht to neural’
states a#d events. Then what it means to talk of 'content' is to
regard an idtegna] state of the brain as somehow relating to the
_external worldéwi.e., having a reference in'the_world. An incomplete
‘way offseCuring this reféfence is to regard an "af%erent event" od'r,
input'event in the brain as "reporting upon" some stimulus caused in
the body by some feature of the external world. Then what an “ef ferent
éVeﬁt" - one leading to behaviouf in the ahimal;- caﬁ be said to "mean
to" the animal is what the animal ggg§.ﬂith it. Content then - in part
- fs related to appropriate behavourial response. "That the stimulus
does not mean danger to him would be abundantly c]eéf from his
reaction." Dennett also writes, "the cfiterion for intelligent

3

information processing. must- involve this behavioural 1link...."
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Behav1our is the resu]t of 1nteract}ons between neural events that both
reflect the- wor]d and respond tq/1t. This hgference to the world,
Dénnett renders as the content of the néurai state. This content
'allows a particular verba] expression to bé §ssoéiated with the event
and this completes the securing of reference. Thus an "afferent event"
of some anima1 may be associatéd with the expression 'food,' and this
cou]d be said to be the meaning available td‘the neural state. In this
manner one can build the concept1on of a physical system as an
Intent1pna1 system, such that one can talk of this "afferent.event" as
, the belief that there is food nearby, 'Dénneft's programme- is to make

[N

us accept that we can quite Titerally talk of brain states as
1nstanst1at1ng concegt .
w1th this understand1ng of what a concept can amount to, it is
time to return to the level of awareness which Dennett calls, 'awarez"
since this is of especia] fhterest to me. When talking of the piano
player as aware, of all that he?she is do1ng in p]ay1ng the music
Dennett is meaning that concepts are at work, thought processes are
occurr1ng and these -are the explanation of the pianist's achievement
... One is not witnessing mag1c' Then Dennett offers an examp]e_of an
action that 1is the result of thought'and concepts, and yet the whole
goes on unawares. Since'this, for many, is difficult to countenance,
this conception hf thought18 shall be elaborated throughout—this

chapter. Let us take stock of what one of its‘implications would be.
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A challenge to the existence of the sub-intentional act

0'Shaughnessy endorses the existence of the class of bodily acts
known as 'sub-intentfona].' A part of'their nature was discussed in
Chapter 1. Their Aature will be examined more £yl1y ih response to my
suggestion that, in fact, this class of bodily acts are intentional;
0'Shaughnessy insisted that a pre-requisite fo# judging these acts to
_be 1ntentio;a1 must be’that we are able to ascribe a reas&ﬁ that is the
lowner's reason for farrying out such an act. Then O'SHaughnessy'S
example of an act failing this test is an 'idle' tongue moving. To
examine this categofy we shall begin with the following questibn:
could the position or movement of our tongues be é rational concern to
us in our minute to minute,ihour to hour, activities? If it is,sit
will have to be shown how at all (most?) mome&ts of the.day the

-

position and state of our tong&es can be.registered in our concept and

~

bé]ief.systems such tht_rationa1 concerns, exbressed via thought, can

determine intentional states about our tongues.

»

This should no longer seem sddh a taiﬁ order given that Dennett

- ..has indicated how brain states can be seen to instantiate concepts.

But more, he has indicated how these ®®ncepts can operate in the

control of behaviour at the awarep 1eve1;‘even to the extent of
governing sophisticated piano playing. How much more then can we say
that the movement, or position , of our tongues>cou]d be registered by
concept using thought processes in the brain at the aware, level! And
that it is this awareness which accounts for behavioura]kcontrol of the
tongue. What makes %e think this quite plausib{g, is the 'paraliél

between the mistake of the piano player and the possible unusual

[
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. K .
_ olcurrence with one's tongue. For imagineﬁ:ou‘are talking to someone

and all of a sudden your tongue "pops" out ir your mouth......certainly

entering level, aware;. This parallel isﬁ;ltogegher‘plausible and so

suggests on Dennett's terms at least, t&;jithe tongue 1is throughout
level aware,. [ like
;‘“'fﬁﬁe more reasonable to

) v

;Xhe tongue enters into

our body image and, since our bodilyzfomf;ifﬂ}s a rational-issue
throughout the day, why should not the comfort of our tongues be
likewise? . ' |

fo be honest, one could in this case just say thatAthe tongue
enters awarel when someth1ng unusual happens or when )m 15 needed for
some purpose. One m1ght deny as 0' Shaughnessy would, that it was
prjor to this, in level, awaren. -

Thus 0'Shaughnessy's interpretation might seem as reasonable as
that which I eA;orse. However, I think the more appropr!ate
interpretation comes to view in the following manner. In critiéizing
Skinner, Chomsky argués that the ability to learn some new piece of

3

verbal behaviour 13 to be accounted for by the complexity of the

-

grammar "that each individual has somehow and in soﬁe form
internalized." That is, recognizing a new‘;entencg is not achieved
“because it matches some familiar item in a%y simple way" but rather,
"because we are somehow capable of deterﬁininé the process by;which
this sentence is deriyed in this grammar."i (Block 59)19

This is to postuéate a deep generat1ve grammar that, as we shall

remote from consciousness.

see later 1n this chapter, is very g
NG
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Analogously, Dennett. might repl}r to 0'Shaughnessy, that béhavguria]
control at the aware, level is the explanation of our apifity to use
our tongues in a conscious manner for some specific‘purppse. That a
conscious ability to move our tongue is in fact bésed upon a non-
conscious gbﬁlity of behavourial control that is very often exercised
at the level, awaréz. This would be 'to say that our conscious

utilisation of the tongue makés”use ofcé non-conscious ability of

tongue control that is akin to consciousness making use of a ndn-_
conscious generative grammar that"goes into action" to proQide
copstioqsness with an unﬁerstanding pf the new sentence it has just
heard. Then.behavioural control of the tongue at aware, level is

responsive to the needs of the "executive branch" of the mind but that

the consciously exercised ability of tongue movement is in fact to be

"explained by , as is language acquisition, abilities functioning at a

level of brain activity other than consciousness. The putatiVe idle
tongue movement, I qeu]d claim, is an example of that ability being
exercised at a non-conscious level - aware, in Dennett's terminology --
aﬁd a reason for its actually being moved, and thus the ability being
exercised, [ would account for in terms of bodiiy comfort. Reasdns
have béen given for why we might think the position of our tongues a
rational concern to us throughout the day and more, that behavourial
eontrol is exercised over our tongues at all (mos;?)(moments of the day

via aware,. However, if we are here to talk of “behavourial control"

X then somewhere along the line (intention needs to make its presence

felt. This is how it seems to me, but not for Dennett. So far as I

can discern, in Content and Consciousness, Dennett never actually

-
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discusses how intentions fit into behavioural control at- level. aware,.

Indeed, he seems to be blatantly inconswstent, or just wrong, when he
writes, “for an action to be 1ntentiona1 « « .« the ;ctor must be awarel
of the actlon under that descr]pt1on" (Dennett 170) Does Dennett
seriously think that the piano playing is unintentional? [t has been
' suggested thét‘Dennett‘s definition of intentiona]ly\is really a
definition of 1ntent1ona11ty for the purposes ‘of legal and mundane
accountab1]1ty. That is, Dennett does not concern himself with the
.”full scope" of the 1ntent1ona11ty 1ssue. Dennett aside then,
0'Shaughnessy sees this as an issue, and so do.l.™ Let us take it then,
that for all (most?)’of the time tongLe‘oosition and movement are
rational concerns of people and that the movement,, even when unnoticed,
is controlled. I must now show that this control can be intentional.
If T can do so, an . all important class of action for 0'Shaughnessy's
theory ; the sub-intentional act - will be shown to be a myth.

)

Showing that the paradigm example of the sub-intentional act is in fact

intentional

Dennett can be seen to have given a guide‘on how to show c(hat an
intention is involved in id]e.tongue moving; for he has shown 'the
possibility ofkunconsc1ous thoughf processes that are at once
conceptual and rational.’ But it is 0"Shaughnessy himself (!) who
really provides the lead, for we have seen that he is quite willing to
accept that there exist intentions, beliefs and desires in the Freudian

Unconscious. For instance, he has np trouble 1n accepting that someone

might harbour an unconsc1ous intention to drive someone mad over a
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beriod of ten years. 0'Shaughnessy believes this demands, “unconscious
beliefs concerning the vicissitudes of the active means (to be)
employed" in the action that the intention causes, "for how else would
one know what next to do when mid-way through, and how would one know

when to stop?" (62 I1I). Clearly, this allows that unconscious

conceptualized beliefs exist and it is tgese that support the
unconscious intention. O'Shaughnessy does not accept that there are
conceptual beliefs in the case of the sub-intentional tongue moxing,
and thus no intention can be supported. The two cases differ’?; two
ways. Of the putat1ve 1d1e tongue moving, 0' Shaughnessy writes, "the
only knowledge that obtains in idle tong}e moving, is fn the first
place inarticu]ated and unconceptualised, and in the second place
related non-rationally to the doing of the deed." I hope to have given
one reason why we might vigw<putative idle tongue moving as rational

but now I must turn to the claim that the beliefs which allow for the

tongue moving are unconceptualised. 0'Shaughnessy's identification

seems to be that only if a belief resides in consciousness or has done

s0 -at some time or another can it be conceptualized. For he writes a
little later, "if reason and consciousness completely fail thus to

govern this act, how could the act be intentional?" This then is the

difference between the beliefs involved in the Freudian case and the

. 1 (,/
tongue moving. The beliefs which make possible the tongue moving aré\L

beliefs that are not and never have been regnstered in consciousness.
[ w1sh to challenge 0'Shaughnessy on this specific issuer - must a

belief reside in consciousness or havé done so to be conceptual?

\

-

o~
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0'Shaughnessy argues that priar to noticing-that one's tongue is

Jnoving, an event which focusses the attention and thus brings into

consciousness that act any knowledge’ concerning that tongue is sub-

propositional therefore, non-conceptual. 0'Shaughnessy explicates his

position in terms of Freud's meta-psychology. 0'Shaughnessy claims
that Freud held the view 'that propositional knowledée is only possible
once an idea is linked to a 'word presentation.’ 0'Shaughnessy writes

of the belief/knowledge of one's tongue before the noticing-that event ,

"it is-only when it is brought to awareness that it is brought under

preferred descriptions ('word presentations'). Prior to that important
event, which consists in its linking up with the concept and thereby
also with the memory system, the natural manifestation of such
knowledge is entirely manipulative ;ndjpragtical“ (65 I1).
Conceptualization only occurs in the donéin of self-conscious
“consciousness and only by a conferring descri;tion is meaning imbugd in
the act (via the intention) by the agent, and thus pre-attentive

knowledge is “"incapable of founding an intention."

[ object to the first prenise of this argument - that there cannot
exist a concept-using state of knowledge that such mental phenomena as
putative idle tongue movings are occurring other than in consciousness.
Thus, I wish now to discuss whether all knowledge that does not and
never has resined in consciosuness is sub-propositional. I will suggest
that it is certainly true of freudian theory that conceptual knowlenge
that has never’ resided in consciousness is a possibilif}. [t seems to
me that in his desire to theorize in a manner consistent with Freudian

theory, 0'Shaughnessy opens the flood gates to pésitions on §;owledge,

-



115

)

‘the rational and thought that his Cartesian alter-ego is unwilling to
accept. I hope now to show that if one accepts the Ffeudian network
one must accept the poss1b111ty that a putat1ve 1d1e tongue- mov1ng is

known to the organ1sm at an unconscious but conceptual Tevel.

My mov1ng intuition here is: what is so spec1a1'about

consciousness that it is only in consciousness that knowledge can take

on a conceptualized form? I think if we ponder on consciousness there

~is nothing about iteper se that doeg guarantee Q'Shaughnessy's thought,

Indeed, some examples should make us doubt this. Dennett gives the_.

following common Kind of saying to reveal some need for a computatiena]
undepSQanding pf reasoning. "It cost on]y‘a podnd,«so it can't be a
reéfg ehtique" (Dennett, 155). The point being that the reasening
"necessary to reach this conclusion involves a host of be11efs
concern1ng the supply of and demand for ant1ques, the shrewdness of

ant1que dealers, etc. Dennett c]a1m1ng that these beliefs must all

—

have been prpcessed and\analysed at'a.different-1eve1 of the brain's

s X - .+ N
functioning, other than that functioning which is conSciousness, since

all that is in consciousness is the fact - the price of the article -

Ef

and a conctusion as to the nature of the artic]e:}.{dgy§¢where are eil,”;

‘the missing links?? Dennett's example showihg that aTthough some of
: the be11efs used in this reason1ng process were once consc1ous,'st11]
some new beliefs will have 1ssued from the process and prov1ded the
conceptua] p1ece of knoeiedge wh1ch is the conc]us1on. And since the
' conc1u510n is presented to consc1ousness, it must be the case'that
this conceptuaT knowledge first came into beihg at a non-conscious

Tevel of thought.

é
B
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This understandlng of thought processes const;tuting reasoning,
with its necessary manipulation of concepts old and new, is very much a
possibility for the brain at a non-conscious level given that we have
seen that Denggft subscribes to the v1ew that brain states can
;1nstant1ate concepts.v What we have here 1n the antique example, so far

: v :
as~Dennett is cqncehhed, 1%’an extension of the possibility for the

o

identification of ‘neural states of‘the dog (Dennett' 84-85) as having
certain content or mean;ng, revegled by how those neural states fit
into the behaviour of the dog. Likewise, neural states here
1nstahttate the content that, just like the dog's content, emdunts’to
beliefs about e good many things that are then processed to determine

an "efferent event";-in this case :n.* event leading to that .

conc]us1on that the anthue is not n ~ique~-being. expressed in

verbal behaviour.

Fodor provides a second example: a "psychdlogical party trick" he
calls it! It is the example (Fod%r, 57) where a’person is asked to
- look at thein watch and tell anotheh“person the time. This is done.

Then this‘same'pessgn is asked without being able to Yook at his/her

watch again to report the .shape of the “numerals on the watch face.

The person is unable to do so. The point being that the shape of the
numerals had to be regjstered if the time was to be reported. Then how-
s it that there is no memo;;be the shape of the numerals?_ Fodor
argues that the shape of the numerals must have heenvphocessed,- and
thhs’the time reported - at a 1eve1 of brain activity not accessible to
consctousness. Then consciousness Qas presented with a 'conclusion.'

This fact entails that a, cqnceptua] understanding of the good many
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things that go into telling the time was present in the brain at a
level other than‘conscioﬁsness. Fodor “ba?ks this up" with mechanics
similar to those argued for by c?gnTtive psychologists. Ther, contra
0'Shaughnessy and Freud, FdEor‘and/Dennett, in arguing for unconscious

representations are claiming that'propositional knowledge, and 1 take

it we could use a Dennett - like method to "cash" this knowledge out,

exists ‘even though no 'word presentations' are involved; Dennett's dog
knows nothing of language but still has certain beliefs that manipulate
its behaviour.

Though this understahding of propositional knowledge is a

~challenge to Freud's necessity claim that 'word presentations' must be

utilised if one is to have propositiona]vknow1e&ge, it is not,

] »wpazngXicallyJNA;direct,ghgllengewioWQiShgughnessv."ﬂLet me explain:

it seems to me that the most severe blow which. can be delivered to
; .
0'Shaughnessy is by arguing within his framework and showing him to. be

in error. Thusy on the nafure of the thought process and concept,

| 0'Shaughnessy might a]]ow for the possibility gf sub-terranean

1nformation processing and -not feel overly threatened by so doing. .

However, if one can show the possibility of thought processes just like
' y ©
the ones in con§ciousness but which are actually unconscious and

capable of issuing in new belief sets, then one has a major gain‘
against 0'Shaughnessy. Then to show this possibility I offer an

example from Freud and go on to-claim that O'Shaughne%sy has not
T a

interpreted Freud on ‘word presentations’ correctly.
. 4

Freud recalls an instance - The Ego and the Id (Freud, 26) - of a

a

mathematician whb had wrest]ed with a particularly difficult
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mathematical problem all day and who had gone to sleep at night very

frustrated.® In the morning, upon waking, thgﬁﬁatnematician had solved-

the problem. Freud concluding, "even subtle and difficult intellectual
operations whtch oroinarily require strenuous reflection can equaily be
carried out preconsciousty and without coming -into consciousness."
There being here no question that conceptualized beliefs came to exist
at an unconscious level, and that these beliefs had never before been
in consciousnesg. : T \
This example fron Freud should reveal that O'Shaughnessy then mis-~
represented[freud's position, and this surprises me, for O'Shaughnessy
is an expént on Freuoian theory. 1 will nOW\reveal via Freud's own

words, exactly whatéhis own position ise Talk1ng of thought processes

= The Unconscious (Freud, .202-3) - Freud writes, "being linked with

word-presentations is not yet the same thind'as becoming conscious, but

only makes it possible to become so ..." Thus an ioea's‘being linked

‘with 'word-presentations' is not a sufficient condition for that idea -
3

becoming conscious, and, of course, it is not a necessary condition
either for sensations are conscious (or can be) without being linked

with ‘word-presentations.' I take this to be enough to establish that

it is not Freud's opinion that conceptual knowledge, propositional.

knowledge, is possible only in consciousness. Indeed, it ighfirst and

foremost true of thempaggconscious system. More, this allows for:
H L4 :

Freud, the possibility of sub-terranean thought processes that are

rat1ona1, since a part of the rational eqo is unconsc1ous. Thus I take

the view that [ am propos1ng, of thought processes at an unconscious

level manipulating concepts that have never resided in conscfousness,

A
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to be entirely consiStent with Freudian theory in contradistinction to

0'Shaughnessy's own pronouncements. More, the possibility of

unconscious, conceptual and thus propositional knowledge is now

established. This shows that prior to the noticing-that event the

putativenid1e tongue moving could have been regiétered in the brain in
a conceptual manner such that an intention concerning that tongque
movement cou]d be supported. Thus it is ent1re1y possible that the

tongue moving is intentional, and indeed this would concere-with the.

rat?onal want for one's body to be comfortable. Thus I deny idle

tongue moving is an instance of a sub-intentional act and since this is

the paradigm exemple of this category of act, I reject the existence of
the eub-intentional‘act per se. | |
In these last secfions then, [ teke myself to have argued for the
plausibility of unconscious thought.processes_nith all their "baggage,"
being propositional, conceptual, rational d.logieal, as an_
explanation of how the bodily wi]l; understood as a phenomenon that:
relateé to its bodily object in the wake of thought providing the
requfsite data to allow for the bodily willing of that_object, might
operate and yet the agent be unaware of doing the bodily action} ~In so
arguing, I have suggested tnat the sub-intentiona] act be viewed as

intentional and that we can make sense of this thought in the light of

a less Cartes1an understand1ng of what the propositional and rational

can amount to.’ Then to finish this section, I will give a few quotes

from Denmett who, in section$ VI and VIIT of Content and Consc1ousness,

argues for much the same position as that which I endorse. He writes,

“experience suggests that although we can only be aware; of one thing
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at a time the brain can control a ‘number of complex activities at the

~same time" (Dennett, 123). Thinking or reasoning argues Dennett can be

'said to refer to 'conscious mental acts' - as 0'Shaughnessy would claim
but a1§o, rule manipu1ating processes of which Dennett writes,
“whatever one wants to call these subconscious productions of. new
information, their operation is essentially ]ogical ang"theylhust occhL
if behaviour control is not to be sheer magic" (Dennétt, 154). 1 see -

no reason why these processes should not be termed 'thought.'

Why unconscious thought might be peceséary in the bodily act-situation.

To save the al]-important sub~intentional act, 0'Shaughnessy may
turn the t&b]es and argue that it is not the simpiicity~of some bodily.
action that defeats an intellectualistic model of the bodily W11l but
rather the complexity of_bodi]y action. O'Shaughnessy maybpick upon
the most .startling feature of action from an inte]]ectualistic‘
theorist's point of view. That is, the seeming lack of attention thaﬁ
needs to be paid in order td éarry out an.action. For a thinker like
0'Shaughnessy this is simply death to an intellectualistic model. For
if action was thought-mediated, ruie-governed, then clearly:
consciousness would be swampéd\By all the thought processes required!
And clearly, this is not the case. Thus reasons a thinker like
0'Shaughnessy: the WBole affair from knowledge of one's hody, to acts
of will, must be a]tégether more primitive; consciousness simply fsn't
cut out to sustain acéion. Thus, and beéause of the identification, of
attention and thought, actjons canﬁot be thought-mediated and thus an

intellectualistic model of action is false.
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We now know, however, where lies the crucial flaw in!| this

argument. It is with the identification of thought processes with the
attention or consciousness. As soon as the possibility of sub-
terranean thought processes is contemplated - with all the complexities
of rationai, conceptda1, intentional thought occurring at an
unconscieus level - this inversion of O'Shaughnessy's argument fa1]s
apart. Knowledge about one's body, I would cleim, can be assessed, the
requfred action can be determined, and fhe action executed by thought-
mediated processes without any of the_requisite beliefs, desires,
intentions, hopes, etc. entering consciousness. Dennett's example of
the piane pfayer mighﬁ be cited here. " Indeed, an examp]e m1ght
convince us that 0'Shaughnessy is the one who is be1ng a lTittle
‘unrea11st1c about the components of an eeg1on, i.e., he does not give
credit to the complexity of all that must go in to making an action
possible. And importantly, I think it will be clear that this
vcome1ex1ty can only be accounted for by thohght processes of a sub-
terranean information processing-nature.

The example is a simple one' crossing the road for an ice cream.
[t is sure]y just phenomenal how much reasoning goes into crossing the
road. Presumably yhat is foremost in one's consciousness is not to be
struck down by a car. But to cross the road do not we simply look at
the car, pick the optimum time to cross and -begin walking? And more,
while all this is going on, the'thought of the impending ice cream is
probably uppermost in consciousness'as well. Consider now all the
‘beliefs and Jjudgements that;must‘haye been processed or made in

'picking the optimum time to cross the road'!!! The beliefs about the
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nature of cars, the possibilify for quick acceleration, the rationality
of their owner . . . the list goes on and on. (See a similar point

made by Searle in Intentionality, 143). The point now to be ma&e

against 0'Shaughnessy is this: that if all this intellectua) activity
is going on when crossing a road, and none of it "surfaces,“‘as it
were, why 5hou1d one not think that intellectual processes are always
takjng acéount of how our bodies -are moving,.and intellectual processgs
always altering our behaviour as that accounting isvbeing done. This
example shows that unconscious information processing must be going on
in our everyday actions'and~a1so, just because "everyday actions'
demand this kind of explanation, it is only a .short ‘step “to claiming
‘that the putative sub-intentional act has the same explanation and

therefore, this class of action is a myth - a conclusion reached
'Y . .

earlier anyway. v P
There is in fact a third, and very interesting, possibility picked

out by Searle. Walking is-like skiing}fot Searle, a physical skill.

In ]earning to ski, as is the case in wé]king, one begins slowly,
inadequate]y} to move one's body as is demagded‘by‘the snow and
contours. Inqeéd, in skiing, as in walking, certain internal commands
are given that are known to be required if one is tc stay on one's
feet. Gradually, one(iearns, and tﬁe rules by which or: ~~ longer
consume consciousness; the whole affair becomes more . There

are two alternatives, listed by Searle, about what.hag

in’ order for one to become a competent walker or skie
accounted for the will and its bodily object in terms

Sensuous Intuition. This is not to say that this js all action amounts

-

1 4



123

to for O’Shaughnessy. 'There is, of course, for most actions,
substantfal- mental antecedents but importantly, the most primitive
action, the sub-intentional act, is an act with antecedents amounting
to no more than unconceptualized desire and belief, and these .causing
the‘oodily will to secure its object vio feeling, bodily sensation.
Throughout Chapter II, I encouraged - contra 0' Shaughnessy - the view
that the body part may be given not through feeling but through
thought. This is one of the options Searle considers. In learning to
walk, ride a bicycle or ski, the rules or practical reasoning to make
these actiuities possib]é register in consciousness, "one pays
attention" to what one is doing. After some time, however, the rules

and reasoning become internalized, and function unconscidus]y. In

]
)

contrast, Searle writes, "the rules do not become 'wired in' as
unconscious intentional content, but the repeated experiences create
physical capacities, presumably realized as neural pothways, that make
the rules simply irrelevant" (Searle, 151). Searle's suggested
alternative is interesting but it seems 'to.me that this example is

. . \'
really just 0'Shaughnessy's Immediate Sensuous Intuition. The neural

pathways cannot be the end of the story unless one literally th1“}§ the

walking or skiing is done by the body itself!!! This is in fd\t how

Searle talks. Of the skier, Searle writes, "his body makes thousands
" of vory rapid adjustment$ to variations in the terrain ... the racer’s .
. body is so trained that these uariations in the terrain are dealt with
automaticé]]y“ (Searle, 151). This seems a little strange to me but
this is possibly because I cannot free myse}f from;one of

0'Shaughnessy's thoughts that all actions have a psychological origin;

-
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that behavioural control is first and foremost, in some manner, mind-
dependent. Searle's suggest;on seems to be ﬁﬁat the body Just bends
its knees in certain parts of the downhill, and just swivels this way
and that way in findingvthe course of least resistance. | guess we are
to think of the skwer as a natural force, like water go1ng down a
hillside. 1 do not think this-js the correct image of the skier, The
idea that the body of the skier merely deUStS is not plausible when
you watch how a skier copes with a downhill. 'mc of the changes in
direction, the leanlng this way and that way at some acute angles, are

Just to large to think of them occurring because of some natural bodily

propensity. Minor changes in body weight, etc. might be accounted for

in terms of reflex actions but to broaden the notion of the reflex

action - which is what Searle has basically done - cannot seemingly
account for the phenomenon of skiing. = Most of the chahges made would
require decision. Searle does write, "this is not to dpny that there
are forms of Intentionality involved in the exercise of skills ...
(Searle, 151). Nobody would deny this, but for Searle the difficuity
is that if he allows too much intentionality, thought, rule observance,
what else he says is of ]itt]é'interest: he only tells us that there
is reflex action in skiing and Eﬁi§:is no surprise. VYet if Searle says

something interesting - namely, the concept of reflex action should be

“extended to cover physical skills, that skills are reflex actions - he

ends up saying something a little implausible. One might seriously
wonder why the olympic medals are not given to the body rather than the

person!!! It seems to me that O'Shaughnessy could give the better

account in terms of the bodily will sensuously latching on to the body
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and makipg rapid adjustments in the actions of the body in line with

x " - 0
the "feedback." Here, decision enters the picture giving a sense of
unity between body and agent that fits our intuitions the better.

Thus, [ still see the competition between 0'Shaughnessy and the

I / ’ A

intelléctualistic model.

However, Sébrle does force a difficulty in 0'Shaughnessy's thesis
out into the'open. ©'Shzughnessy can only maintain “unity" between Fhe
agent and his/her body in skiing if the will does not take over
completely and go, as it were, on_ "automatic pilot." O‘Shaugpnessy has:

the more plausible view than Searle on skiing only\if decision is a
This i

feature of the occurrent physical skill. ~a problem for
O'Shaughnessxﬁgjven his claim that what thought does enter into a
bodily action is in terms of "antecedents" which musﬁ“pe in
consciousness. fhen he is caught on the horn of his own argument. For

how, given that decision must somehow- account for the operation of a

physical skill, do%f 0'Shaughnessy account for the natura]ness"of
action, for its failing to swamp consciousness? 0'Shaughnessy Tooks to
have a difficulty with accounting for the ‘phenomenology accompanying
acting. The skier, as Sear]e‘points out, is literally performing
thousands of actions. We allowed many to be accounted for on a reflex
model, and fér the sake of the argﬁment, we will allow O'Shaughneséy to
hold that many are sub-intentional. However, this sti11)]eaves a good
many to be accounted for, e.g.,qthé(%ubsfantial shifts in posture and
direction, etc. fhese actions demand that the environment be
_understood and decisions be méde as to how t; cope. 0'Shaughnessy does

have an answer but one which I think might "boil down to" a rule-
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internalized-model. The London bus driver displaysﬁswknowleé;e of ﬁus
and environment' in his ostensive Judgements, claims, 0'Shaughnessy.
Thds on being confronted with the aperture formed by two parked cars,
bddily action follows upon the judgement, 'not that much, this much.'

These examples of ‘“practical seemings," as 0'Shaughmessy calls them,

can be true also of the skier. Thi; approach is consistent with how it

is that people learn to ski, as described by Searle. Again, here,
0'Shaughnessy ;s Cartesian. 'Descartes talks of the understanding we
have. of the world and the action»responsés'that follow upon this
. understanding in different situations as inculcated "from our earliest
years." This is how 0'Shaughnessy models physica] skills. But [ ask:
what is this modef if not that of the internalized-rule-model?
Descartes talks of drawing upon memories of past_situations and this is
Just what is ;équired for "practical seemings." Is not this though,
tantamount - since there is no experience of }1icking through one's
memories and remembering that this feat amounts to being selective - to
agreeting that in some sense, one is presented with what has to be done?
And this being ‘'presented' amounts to accepting that at some level
other than consciousness the present situation has been analyzed. [ do
not see the Cartesian escaping this cdnclUsion, and thus [ see

0'Shaughnessy's account of the naturalness characteristic ¢ performing

a physical skill to be an unrecognizedAtacit acceptance of the

internalized-rule-model of human action. Then if this is so, arguing

that idle tomgue moving is sub-intentional becomes.all the ore
difficult to maintain for all the constituents involved in my reading

of the putative idle tongue moving are tacitly accepted by
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0'Shaughnessy in his account of physical skills.

Searle's suggestion is interesting for a further reason. It helps
us see what the "internalization" ,of rules might amount to. Most of
the rules that we lear§ we learﬁ inductively, and | think it a
faséinating idea that as those rules are learned they are anchored in a
neural network. This helps us understand the "naturalness" that
pervades walking or riding a bicycle on the rule-guidea model. This is’
not to admit Sear[e's biological accoupt. RatHer, the image is one of
programming, a computer. The ru1e§ that govern walking become
“internalized" and take up some physical location in the brain, where
Jthey then function at an unconscious level, "switched on" by other
mental phenomena (e.g., my mathematical sense of the body or higher‘
mental states like the intention. Again, this is. not to admit
0'Shaughnessy's point about cénsciousness for the rules of walking can
be imp]ementqg during one's sleep and awareness, or level, awarey, for
.Dennett, not obtain.

This idea seems to be one that might settle for Chomskytwhat is
the "physical significance" of the rules of grammar. Chomsky holds a
view about the rules of‘gra%mar - aspects of which we have already met

- that ‘accords nicely with much that I have been suggesting. Nagel, in

an article on Chomsky, Wicks out the following statement from

Chomsky's, Aspects of the theory of Syntax: "It seems plain that'
language acquisition is based on- the child's djscovery of what from a
formal point of view is a deep and abstract ;heory - a generative
grammar of h1s Ianguage - many of the concepts and pr1nc1p1es of which

are only remotely related to experience by long and intricate chains of

-+
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unconscious quasi-inferential steps" (Harmaw>~219). . This quote needs
no explication to reveal points of contact between the
intellectualistic position that [ have been pushing along and Chomsky's
view of the nature of language acquisition. Concepts being tapped at
" an unconscious level, aleng with rational or logical thought processes,
_are both advocated here. More, the following and operation of rules at
an unconscious level of mental functioning parallels my understanding
of action. The crucial point being that an intellectualistic model is
not “tied into" consciousness: language, thoughts and actions can all

A

be evaluated and activated at an unconscious leve] of mental activity.
343 ‘

Arguments against Ryle's knowiqg how - knowing that distinction ’

This idea of the "naturalization" of thought processes, as an
opening up of asneural network of behavioural control, will help in re-
butting Ryle's attack an the intellectualistic mode! via his knowing

how - knowing that distinction. Ryle, in the Concept of Mind, accuses

the intellectualists of confusing knowing that with knowing how. All

intelligent activity the intel]lectualist believes involves the
observance of rules. As Ryle mockiné]y puts it, "He must preach before
he can practise™ (Ryle, 29). Ryle tells us that this position holds
that before every bodily action the agent must go through in thought
the appropriate rules, deciding upon one or more and then executing his
action in accordance with the 'maxim,' ‘imperative' or ‘regulative
proposition.' It is some such theory I endorse. The body is assessed
according to rules in order to discern the appropriate action and then

more rules dictate how that action is to be performed. The appropriate

-

DR SR



N 129

response being churned out;ewiftly and unproblemattca]]y because the
ruJes.have been "internalized," and thus, I suggest, "natura]ized."'w
Searle thinks such a theory imp]ausib1eﬁ Ry]e thinks it‘confuseg.
To sho; that it is confused, and that many ;htelligent activitie; must
have another explanation, Ryle.provides a .series ;f examples. The
ficst is that of the proverbial wit. This person knows how to make a
good joke and what makes a bad joke. . However, c]aims Ryle, .this person
cou]d hpt te11 us the recipe for what is, andlje not,ha good joke.
This surely is hot true thohgh, ,Is.hot the wit one who p]ay§°apon
1anguage,'exploiting 1t§'ambigutties (think of Wilde) in order to make
,a pJn. What ishere the essence of the wit is his/her know]edge of
grammar and the mores of society. A perfect example of th1s,1s QWJOKE
made_ by Paul Schaffer, from David -Let;erman's "Late Night,“3bahropos
Swaggart: "I was down 1h.Louisiana last weekend, ard there I was told
'that ministers do more‘than lay people.” Thisﬁjoke would simply have
been impossible if certaih‘rules*had not been followed. PeopHe do know
what makes a good joke, they know certaIn inversions have to be made,
.~ some events exp]o1ted, others* not.‘ And more, I take it the better one
is at 1mag1nat1vely putt1ng together s1tuat1ons w1th ambiguities-, 1n»

hY

Language-the better wit one will be. What shou]d probably be added\
here is. that a {a Chomsky these rules never need be consc1ous]y‘
acknow]edged to be operat1ve yet they are being -followed. This is
possibly Someth1ng Ry]e missed, Yyet [ think it certainly true.  One
need on]y.censider the argument. of someone with no torma1 education

whatsoever to see that this person knows if tﬁe argument is sound ifv‘

he/she has Just contradicted themselves,(th1svﬂatter usually

*
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articu]ated, "Ups, I can't nogw say that"), etc. The point being that
| logical strictuzes are being followed even though this person wpe1d
‘ pro%eb]y be shggred>1f you turned round ty them ahd‘ghid, "Oh, you're
very good at logic"! 0ddly enough Ryle makes. the point that people
could detect a fallacy before Aristotle art1culated the rules of
practical reasoning and thinks that tWis shows his point! Indeed, it
“seems more than Tikely that practical reasoning has some ‘"physical
significance" in the higher animals via evolution. Just think: where
would we be without*this capacity!? Cﬁ;msky holds thgle the rules of
grammar are innate and by saying this, I thinl: he ho'lds"e,some sort of
evolutionary model of language capabi]ity; This idea shall be expanded
below in reply to another of Ryle's cr1t1c1sms. '

Ry]e argues thus: the cons1derat1on of rules is an operation
which 1is donéfinte]]igent]y but if so then the consideratio; of the
rules itself must be dependent upon certain other rules, since all

(S
_1nte111gent operations are rule dependent, thus a regress issues. Ryle
sees this as a fatal blow to any intellectualistic model of human
behaviour. To answet this I turn to a péint.made by Nagel in his paper
on. Chomsky. Nagel talks of an idea formulated by Wittgenstein. . It is
possible that epistem01091ca1 principles have no eonventioqpl
justifitation but only an innate and natural propensity to be accepted.
Nage] talks of ~pistemological” principles that "“form part ‘of one's
basic constitucion” (Harman, 227). The idea seems to be that
functioning with certain grammatical ruies or epistemo]ogical tenets is
something we can not but do, it is a part of our nature and evolution

is the source. Chomsky writes, "the fact t®dt all normal children can
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acquire essentially comparable grammars of great complexity with
remarkable rapidity éuggests that human beings are somehow specially
designed to do this, with data-handling or "hypothesis-formulating"
ability of unknown character and complexity" (Block, 60). This is an
idea 1 ftke - fur many reasons. It can be used to answer Ryle.

The consideration of rules wi]i not issue in an infinite regress
as Ryle thinks, forbsomé ruies will Just come into p]ay' 1n'cértaih'
~ situations. This can, but need not,tbe;to}endorse some form of innate
knowledge. Some rules or knowledgehwill be accepted without
consideration as § matter of‘nécessity, e.g.,tthe rules that govern.
walking. For instance, [ might walk backwards but since my ;)es are
‘not 1n the back of my head there is surely a natural propen51ty to wa]k
‘face forward. Possibly a ch11d might -begin’ wak1ng by -walking
backwards but‘it would Wot take long for &his child to learn - and by
‘lTearn’ i"mean, articulate some practical reasoning or some rule to the
effect that it will be much more advantégeous to walk face forward.
Thus, against Ry]e;;lywuuld suggést‘that some inte]]igeht operations
while rule governed are'simpiy adopted by us because of our physical
structure. It seems r sonab]e that those rules thus accepted are

those most re]evant to our surv1va1 and that the spec1f1c cons1derat1on

of other rules follows upon this “naturalistic" base. L

Thkoughout Ryle's discussion'tt is obvtbus that‘he has a rather
Cartesian v1ew about thought or ru?es he does hot escape the view
that thoughts or rules: must be-iknown to, and easily articulable by, v,
the1r owner. This fact is clear through his example of the child

- Playing chess (Ryle, 41). The child has learned to play chess by
_ . .



}

132

t

‘watchfﬁg others ... he has never had the rules explained to him/her.

Ryle concludes that this child knows how to play chess but that rules

. do not dictate this ab111ty, the knowing that of chess playing does not
"enter thecsfzture. [ would conclude a° little d1ffer;;t1y. the child,
‘haviné learned to’p]ay chess by watching others, has in fact learned
the rules of chess and is, in playing the game, following the rules.
The simple intuition here being that, if the qﬁ??gfwas not fol]owingv
the rules, he/she would notﬁpe playing chess at all. But more, the
manne% in which the child 1earned the game while ‘not being the
expression of the rules in verba] propositions, was still the learning’
of the formal rules of chess except 1n some other medium than a
standard 1anguage. Yet, why should this effect the fact that the child
st l p]ays the game by following rules, jugg]ing‘thosé rules inside

his/her head? And this is what the knowing that claim amounts to: it

is by no méans essential to the intellectualist's ppsjtion that those
rules be specifiable by their user,'that they be spejcifiéble in
terms of an alphabetig. ]anguage' The ¥ssue is does the child tbl]ow
ru]es, and I think it cle?% that he/she must if playing chess. Chomsky -

noted that following a rule 6f English grammar is done all the time by

. Eng]ish speakers yet few could say what rule they were following. This

1s why I say Ryle is a Cartesian over rules, or the thoughts which
1nstant1ate those ru]es he simply dismisses this Chomsk1an possibility .
and seems to:1n51$t that unless those rules are specifiable by the
user, and that the user will teport working through the rules prior to
making his/her move, then this person cannot be following rules but

'must rather on]y know how to play chess.

t
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A decisive Pebuttal to Ryle can be given by the example of music.

If one is actually plﬁying the piano then one is following the rules of
musical theory. Just banging down notes is not playing music 6n the
piano, and what wé meah:by saying this, is that it’is not fo]]owing
certafﬁ rules of propriety; e.g., to play in one key at a tf%e. An
even betfer example is musical composition. Isiah Berlin, of maybe
”Bernsqein, [ forget, cannot: read music at all. §et, in compasing his
music, he follows the rules, for he does not leave a tune on an
-imperfect cadence, since such a cadence "demands" to be completed, but
rather ends upon a perfect cadence ahd this is just what the theory of
music dictates. I see abso]ute]z ho Qifficulty for the inte]]ectua?ist

from Ryle's putative distinction.

Conclusions 7

Having shown the possjbi]ity of the unconscious thought process and
hdving defended, in one or two aspects, the q]aiﬁ thaf.bodily wi]]iﬁg
~.must’ involve such thougbt proﬁesses,'it_is‘time to utilise these
reﬁU]ts in ‘assessing the ontological status of bodily willing. Then on
- O'Shaughnessy's.own termg, I suggest that bodily willing must be jtself
én g}amp1e of an attentive consciousness or make use of attentive
consciousnesses and thereby, fqi] to be the primitive phenomenon.it is
thought to'be by 0'Shaughnessy. - Tovsay this, is tq}argue that bodily
willing is not ohtoiogica] étatus, psycholdéical non-mental but
properly mental. ' |

[ am claiming that bodilyisensation_is akin to visual pefteption.

This can be read two ways: it is akin to visual perception in being an
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example of an information processing syStem a la cognitive psychology.
Or, bodily sensations are to be regarded as res1d1ng, first and
foremost, in a two-dimensional psychologlcal space and projected onto
the body as are visual sensations projected onto the-world, with the
intercession of thought or 'intentionalist seemings,' in
0'Shaughnessy's language. This last, and again in O'Shaughneosy's
lTanguage, is to’arooe that the concept and memcry system go into
,analyzing the bodily data that is provided by sensation. It is clearly
0'Shaughnessy's view, and I take it that he subscribes to the Certesian
explanation, that concepts determine the projection of visual
sensations ano thus likewise, sinoe,} take myself to_ha;e ergued
0'Shaughnessy into this corner, concepts determine where bodily
sensations '1and'£on'the body. That this is so, allows, I think, the
charge of naivete to be brought against O;Shaughnessy and Descartes. |
Just as I c]aimed that O'Shaughnessy had underestimated what his view
of the * ‘antecedents” of action, would amount to in terms of the
swamp1ng of consc1ousness,' then so too here, w1th perception and
bodily sensation. The 1atter only. be1ng fa1r if my arguments against
the 'given' are successful. This brings one to the conclusion that if
0'Shaughnessy maintains his position on perception, and thus the forced
position on bodily sensation, he must, in order to account for
phenomenology, subscribe to the presence of ‘unconscious thought
procesoes. 'Then for the faculties we are here talking ebout, this must
be to endorse information processing. , Though'I will just add that if

one is sympathetic to 0'Shaughnessy's following words - “the advemwt of

self-consciousness; and with it the coming into being . of rational,
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genefa%, modal, concépt-dependent, truth-sensitive thought, i.e., of
anything that is really worthy of the title 'thought'" (231 II) - and
thus feel unable to regard information processing és thought then, I
also mean Lo suggest that a la Freud, "free\tjoating thought" - as one
might call it - also "bubbles away“ at a non-conscious level of mental
activity. Thus, in so érguing, we come to endorse the concept of the
'unconscious‘attentive consciousness.' In this manner, I come to
exp1a1n the possibility of the. thought med1ated bodily willing
occurr1ng comp]ete]y unawares.
However, it is the significance of these findfngs:for ontology that
I am interested in. The bodily object of the will must be
epistemologically 'there' for the will if it is to operate. We have
seen that it is so, only via the mediation ofijpought processes
therefore, in some sensébor other, bodily willing must be a thought-
mediated phenomenon and hence, at the very least, an attentive
consciousneés and of ontological ,§tatus properly mental since
0'Shaughnessy teaches that thi{ is so of attentive cdnsciousnesses. I
add tﬁ: qualffications because there are a number of bossibi]ities. I
am.assuming;that'$ince the bodily object is epistemologically ‘'there’
for the bodily wi]i via thought so tOo~must it be ‘fhere,' in the same
way, fon-bodi]y willing as such and thérefore, the-active expression of
the will can only be via thought. This is certainly to make an
n;tentfve consciousness ouf of the“will if not more. For, on this
understanding, the bodily will  is an attentive consciousness upon an
attentive consciousness, since the b;dily object that is ‘there' for

the will is jan attehtive consciousnéss, ‘Beéause of this, one might be
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forced, in the desire for cogency, to claim that the bodily will is.a
‘conceptual consciousness! A far cry from what 0'Shaughnessy had 1in
mind and revealing the vital need for a correct understanding of the
'given'; the ‘given,' in 0'Shaughnessy's philosophy of action, 1is a
foundational element.

[ suspect the will is a conceptual consciousness for a further
reason. Namely, this is the conclusion from my 'mathematical sense,'
understood as the purely intellectualist sense, i.e., oné is simply
provided with con&1usions from'physiology about the state 6f the body.
Here, there are no sensations to be accounted for, and thus this
thought-mediated relation cannot be an instance of an atteAtive
co%sc1ousness but must rather be that of a conceptual consciousness. |
guess one could regard this as an extreme form of Cartesianism.

[ do not pretend that there is not a ‘'nasty' fall-out from
regarding the will as of ontological status mental. It seems to me
that'g strength of 0'Shaughnessy's work is in closing the gap between
mind and body. In fact, from what I have read, it is the only serious .
attempt at doing so! That is, O'Shaughqessy assembles the intuitions
of Cartesianism and physicalism and melts them together. For my money,
to sécrifice eithér‘option in a theory of mind is to sacrifice one's
~ theory of mind.rﬁ*ﬁis advice I have not taken. My only excuse is that
I have been carriéd by the flow of things. I rejecfed the 'given.' |
reJected 0 Shaughnessy s p1vota] class of action: the sub 1ntent1onal.

This class of act established bodily willing as psycho]og1ca1 non-

/
P J

mental, for th1s class of act is a possible immediate obJect of the

attention ?nd unrelated to the concept system'in its genesis. My

i
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Chapter III atteﬁpted a rebuttal to this Tlast, and since it follows
from what is said»in Chapter IIl and immediately above that g;dily
willing is <ertainly an attentive consciousness and very possibly a
congeptual consciousness, it follows that bodily willing cannot” be an
~ immediate onect of the attention, but since bodily movements certainly -
can be as 0'Shaughnessy shows, a schism of mind and bgdy or at the very
least, a dis-identification of the willed surface event and the willing
of that willed event, is an unsavoury upshot. The surface willed event
is a possible immediate object of the attention, bodily willing is not,
therefore, one cannot resolve the mind body division as does

- 0'Shaughnessy. One is left with all the o]d'problems that it is a

spectacular achievement of 0'Shaughnessy's theory to avoid.



FOOTNOTES
\ .
A1l page references to The Will shall take the following format: ,
page number, followed by volume number. s

Note: 'feeling,' 'immediate presence,' the ‘given,' 'immediate
awareness' and 'bodily sensation' are, more or less, all inter-
changeable in what follows.

0'Shaughnessy is very un-Cartesian at this point -_a major point
of his thesis. For 0'Shaughnessy, many knowings begin in sensuous
experience and awareness is knowledge of one's body only it is not
a Cartesian thought-mediated knowledge. "Awareness of one's body
must be an experienced seeming that is not knowledge of one's body
and that is distinct both from the phenomenon of self-conscious
consciousness and the knowledge of one's present existence that it
ensures" (148 I). .
¥
This "trade-off" does not seem to me to be ultimately successful.
In the first part of my Chapter II, I examine the nature of the
psychologicality involved in projection and the status of the
relation existing between projection as a psychological concept
and as a causal concept.

The phrase, "if it seems to some person,” is important.
0'Shaughnessy believes that it is this phenomenology which is the
surest sign of an act of will, a striving. The seeming to have
tried is something beyond the intention to try and clear]k less
than the successful act. This something is aptly termed
'striving.' 0'Shaughnessy has no doubts that it is a striving or
try-event that the volitionists ¢all 'a volition' for its
characteristics match that which they endorse to explain the
voluntary act. It is psychological and de re essentially
intrinsically active since it can be intended and chosen and

something internally indistinguishable -from it could not fall to
be active. As to voluntariness, 0'Shaughnessy believes it a
mistake to think that if an event is caused by another event that
1s non-voluntary then that following -event must also be non-
voluntary. 0'Shaughnessy endorses the idea that some event's
happening in one is not that event's happening to one. Acts of
will do not happen to one since they are active even though they
issue from a desire. 0'Shaughnessy sees no problem in this for
the volition theorist,eand declares, "acts spring into being out
of non-acts." (283 II)

This fact will be put to very important use in my Chapter III.
0'Shaughnessy's identification of the thought event with the
mental image as regards epistemological type, reveals that
0'Shaughnessy is most Cartesian as regards the thought event.
That 0'Shaughnessy is quite Cartesian in this matter, and others,
will be shown in detail in my Chapter III. ’
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7. It follows from above that since a necessary condition of an
item's being of mental status is that it be psychological, the
mental proper, falls within the Domain of the Psychological, and
that mind is a sub-sector of this Domain. C

8. Davidson has tried to show that there can be no tight' psycho-
physical law of a type-type variety holding between thoughts and
mental images of a determinate content and brain events.

9. Definition I, CSM II, 113. \
10. 111 Meditation, CSM II, 26.

11. On ABC's '20/20,' Denby actually said that this is how he relates
to his artificial legs.

12. This commits 0'Shaughnessy to the claim that the moving of a leg
is an instrumental act for Denby. 7 :

13. An assumption being, of course, that though the body is de-
sensitized, mechanism is unaffected.

14. VI Meditation, CSM II, 60.

15. As my example is constructed with information processing
~ mechanics, it is certainly the case that this animal does not
relate immediately to its limbs via sensation. This, however,
does not obscure the logical point that concerns 0'Shaughnessy so
much. .

16. This is to say that in this case, the 'bodily object' amounts to
no more than bodily sensations spatially located in a sense-fie]d‘.
but not inherently given as at some body part. This last being
provided by and through the application of concepts.

17. Dennett's point being that one can talk of the dog as possessing
the concept 'food.' Time and time again, this dog could recognize
some substance as 'food' though not as 'sliced meat' or 'steak.'
It is this ability to classify which presumably is the mark of the
possession of a concept.

18, That it is Dennett's contention that these thought processes are
of the information processing variety will only become clear later
on. Though, I think it fairly obvious that ‘the piano playing at
level, awarep, must be explained by such processing.

19. References from contemporary sources will all be indicated by the
thinker's name and page reference to the-book under their name in
the Bibliography.
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