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Chapter Two
PREHISTORY AND "PARADISE LOST"

1. The Idea of Philosophical World History

Theintroduction to philosophy contained in this book is organized according to the generd
order followed in world history. We shal retrace and reconsiruct the career of humanity from
prehistory to the present time. The over-arching structure of the text will thus be provided by
philosophical world-history. Generdly, thisis a specidization in history writing that professiond
historians ignore—unless perhaps they are writing e ementary textbooks for the schools. It is not
considered a subject for research. Mastery of origina sourcesis an impossible task for any one world
historian. Professond higtorians are usualy each specidized in minute corner of history. But some
philosophers have attempted to understand the meaning of al world history as awhole. No astronomer
knows dl the gtars, and no philosophica world historian knows al the nations of the world by firgt-hand
documents. Still, it is possible to formulate a hypothesis of about the meaning of history and then
scientificaly seek to identify asingle nation that refutes it. The judtification for doing philosophica world
higtory isthat if philosophers do not do it in araiond manner, myth-makers and ideologues will continue
to market images of world history free of rationa control.

Universal (or world) history aspires to comprehend the totality of past human experience and implicitly to discernin it
some message of present and future utility. (Malcom Y app, Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001
Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.)

The German philosopher Hegd is one of the most important thinkers to have written
philosophica world history. He bdlieves that history is agradud revolution of human nature. Human
beings are what human beings are capable of doing, and this they reved in what they actudly have done
in higtory. Other philosophica world historians have viewed human nature and hence history as
expressing a struggle for power (Polybius) of a quest for knowledge (Auguste Comte). Hegdl, however,
believed that human beings harbor a striving for freedom or emancipation that, through most of history,
has been blocked by one or another form of human bondage. He thus views history as the struggle for
freedom in which we typicaly overcome one form of bondage only to fal into another form. Only &t the
end of higtory is freedom attained. The end game of history began roughly with the American and
French Revolutions, and Hill today we are only in the middle of the end, with the end of the end not yet
ingght.

After beginning in this chapter with 1. prehistory, we shal consder 2. the rise of the Chinese
divine emperorship, 3. Indid s apparent escape from bondage through mysticism, 4. the Hebrew
projection of divine lordship into the supernatura realm, 5. ancient Greece' s disarming religion of beauty
in which human beings are liberated from the security provided by an dl-powerful lord, 6. the Roman
philosophy of naturd law that emancipates adl human beingsin principle if not it redlity, 7. the Chridtian
kingdom of God inwhich dl human beings are free in heaven if not on earth, and 8. the beginning of the
descent of the kingdom of heaven to earth in the human rights revolutions of the modern world.
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At each stage of the way, we will pause to introduce and discuss philosophica problems,
theories and concepts that arose historicaly in conjunction with that sage. We will see that to
understand an historical people isto understand its philosophica world view, and we will see that for us
to understand ourselvesisto re-travel the historica pathway by which our consciousness has
congtructed itself out of the past standpoints of world history. Pre-history, Ching, India, the Hebrews,
etc., dready al roam about in each of our minds, and this introduction to philosophy will hep make you
aware of the fact.

2. Introduction to Metaphysics

This chapter, which focuses on prehistory, aso contains an introduction to metaphysics.
Metaphysicsis the branch of philosophy that seeks to discover the ultimate nature of redlity. Along with
epistemol ogy, the philosophy of knowledge, it isthe most important branch of theoretical philosophy.
It seeks to discern the reality behind mere appearance. Common sense aready distinguishes between
reality and gppearance—for example, the redity of an honest man versus the mere gppearance of one.
Metaphysics takes this digtinction and pushes it further. Thus what we cal the redity of a dishonest man,
in relation to the mere gppearance of a honest man, may turn out to be itsaf mere appearance in relation
to the underlying redlity of aomsin motion.

The connection between prehistory and metaphysicsliesin the fact that dl human beings, even
in prehigtory, have metaphysica beliefs about what is ultimately red and what is merely apparent, what
merdly seemsto bered, eg., what isillusory or even hdlucinatory. Having an illusion is seeing
something that isred while placing it under some description that does not correctly apply to it. Having
an hallucination is believing that one sees something that isred, e.g., apink elephant or puddle on the
highway, whileit isnot red at dl. If the materidist metaphyscs that says only atoms exist istrue, we are
having illusons when we think stones exist, since we do not redlize that they are only collections of
atoms. | am going to argue that we modern Westerners are suffering from an illuson when we think that
purely physical objects exist, and that pre-historica human beings were probably closer to the truth in
identifying souls or spirits as the redity underlying what we consider to be purdly physica things.

The posshility of the metaphysica knowledge of redity haslong been attacked by
metaphysical skeptics. Today we may say that metaphysicsisin better shagpe than it has beenin
centuries, since it has survived the most resolute attempts to falsify the possibility of metaphysica
knowledge in the past couple centuries. Some philosophers, such as Immanuel Kant, have clamed that
we can only know the appearance, how they appear to us, never theredlity. The structure of our mind
s0 affects and modifies what gppearsto us that we can never know what things in themselves are apart
from how they appear to us.

.his [Kant’s] Critique of Pure Reason (1781)...exam ned the bases of human
know edge... Kant differentiated nodes of thinking into analytic and synthetic...
An anal ytic proposition is one in which the predicate is contained in the
subject, as in the statenent “Black houses are houses.” The truth of this
type of proposition is evident, because to state the reverse would be to nake
the proposition self-contradictory. Such propositions are called anal ytic
because truth is discovered by the analysis of the concept itself. Synthetic
propositions, on the other hand, are those that cannot be arrived at by pure
anal ysis, as in the statenent “The house is black.” Al the comon
propositions that result from experience of the world are synthetic.

Propositions, according to Kant, can also be divided into two ot her types:
enpirical and a priori. Enpirical propositions depend entirely on sense
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Kant claimed that synthetic a priori knowledge was possible. (See above box.) This
congstedin a priori knowledge of syntheticaly true propostions. An exampleis“All events are
caused.” “All effects are caused” is analytic because the concept of being caused can be anadyzed out
of the concept of being an effect. But the concept of being caused cannot be analyzed out of the
concept of being an event. It is syntheticaly or externdly added to the concept of being an event. Y et
no one in science doubts the deterministic belief that al events are caused. It is not more an more
supported by scientific research into causes, but is assumed from the start by al such research. Sinceit
is known independently of empiricd verification, it isknown a priori rather than a posteriori. Itisa
case synthetic a priori knowledge. But Kant did not consider it a piece of metaphysical knowledge,
snce it was knowledge of empirica events, not of trans-empirica redities such as God, atoms, or the
soul.

| want to argue that there is no synthetic a priori knowledge for Kant, and that he misstated
his own philosophy in suggested such knowledge. For Kant believes that “ All events are caused” is
true necessarily or a priori because al events are phenomena congtituted by the imposition of the
category of being caused by the human mind on sensory data as a necessary condition of the
possibility of these sensory data becoming phenomena objects of red experience. That isamouthful,
but what it redly meansisthat events condtituted as caused by the human mind are caused. And that
makes the principle of causdlity, once its meaning is andyzed, andytic rather than synthetic.

Another supposed example of synthetic a priori knowledge is “Things that have the sense
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quality of redness are extended or spread out in space.” To beredis, as G.E. Moore once argued, a
ample, nonandyzable qudity. You ether know what it is by direct intuition or acquaintance or will
never undersdand any analysis of definition into smpler quaities. Thusto be red isthus not by anadlysisto
be extended in space. Yet it isimpossible to imagine anything that isred lacking spatid extension. If you
imagine something red losing area until its area dtogether vanishes, by itsloss of arealit at once ceases
to bered. Yet, Kant anayzes what is red as a sense datum constituted by imposition of the general form
of gpatidity (and tempordity) on the origind raw inputs in the human mind from the unknowable thingsin
themsdlves outside the mind. These raw inputsfail to be intuited or sensed until they are subjected to the
mind’'s own essentid form of spatidity.

Thus, upon andysis, “Red things are extended” ultimately turns out to be andytic: “Red things
condtituted by subjection to spatidity asaform of dl senghility is subjected to that form of sensibility.”
The statement gppeared to be synthetic only because it was not andyzed! Rednessisinterndly asmple
non-andyzable qudity. But analys's means analyzing the thing's necessary relationd properties, not
merdy andyzing itsinternd properties. Analyssof avaley showsthat by its very concept it must be
surrounding hills and mountains. Analysis of the concept of being a parent shows that a parent must have
children. And andlysis of ared sense object for Kant shows that it must express the forms of sengbility
of the human mind. If thisis correct, Kant has failed to prove synthetic a priori, and we must go back
to the treditiond view that al knowledge is elther synthetic a posteriori (verifiable by an apped to
experience after the statement has been understood) or analytic a priori.

Other metaphysica skeyptics, the so-caled logical positivists have argued that it is not just
fal se but meaningless to make statements about God, atoms, or the soul that cannot be empirically
verified by our sensory observations. According to the positivists the meaning of a satement liesin the
method of its empiricd verification. Thus the meaning of the tatement “God exids’ isthe same as that
of the statement that tells us how we can verify “God exigs” “If we look a the world we will find more
design than can be accounted for merely by human or other natura designers such as beavers.” Note
that this second statement makes no reference a al to anything supernatural or metephysical. Thusif the
datement “God exigts’ is meaningful it is not metaphyscd, and if it is metgphysicd it is not meaningful.
Infact, if it is metaphysicdl it isnonsenscd.

Positivism, system of philosophy based on experience and empirical knowledge of natural phenomena, in which
metaphysics and theology are regarded as inadequate and imperfect systems of knowledge. Microsoft® Encarta®
Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved. he early maintained thet all
meaningful satements are ether logicd or empiricd.

Ayer, Sir Alfred Jules (1909-1989)... According to his[early logical positivist] principle of verification, a statement is
considered empirical only if some sensory observation isrelevant to determining its truth or fal seness. Sentences
that are neither logical nor empirica—including traditional religious, metaphysical, and ethical sentences—are judged
nonsensical. Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

The twentieth century philosopher of science Karl Popper did not argue like the logica
positivigts that metaphysicsis meaningless, but he did argue that it is nonscientific. Scientific
hypotheses, he said, were distinguished by being falsfiable, not by being verifigble as the postivists
believed. Generd statements such as formulation of the causa laws of nature cannot be shown to be

true by a process of verification, snce even if there are a billion billion examples confirming the
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hypothesis one counter-example would suffice if refute. Thus, instead of looking for positive evidence,
science must look for negative evidence. It isaprocess of conjecture and refutation. A scientific
hypothesisis which isfagfied by the outcome of some imaginable experiment. Metaphysicd
hypotheses, he said, are hypotheses for which no negative evidence is concelvable. Thus, the principle
that all events are caused is metaphysical because it isimpossible to test the principle by exactly
repesting a past causa Situation to seeif the second time around the effect is exactly the same. For if
some past Stuation were exactly repeated in the present, it would be the present and not any past
gtuation.
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Sir Karl Popper (1902-1994)

Still other philosophers distinguish with P.F. Strawson between descriptive metaphysics and
revisionary metaphysics. Descriptive metaphysics describes the ordinary conceptual schemewhich
we use. Revisonary metaphysics, which has been described as * news from nowhere,” tells us that this
isavery different world from what he had dways supposed. In effect, it revises our descriptive
metaphysics. An example of revisonary metaphysicsis F.H. Bradley’stheory that timeis unred.
Strawson has argued that descriptive metaphysics is acceptable, while revisonary metaphysicsisnot. A
magor problem with revisionary metaphysicsisthat we cannot redly drop the revisonary metaphysics
or ordinary conceptuad scheme which we regularly use. Thus Bradley may say that timeis unred, but he
gtill knows that he goes to bed at time before he gets up the next morning.

Bradley, Francis Herbert (1846-1924), English philosopher and exponent of absolute idealism, a system that conceives
the whole of reality to be the product of the mind rather than an object perceived by the senses. His philosophy drew
heavily on the work of the German philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel. Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia
2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

In hiswork Individuals (1959; 2nd ed. 1965), [P.F.] Strawson [1919-] engagesin what he called descriptive
metaphysics[as contrasted to revisionary metaphysics], an effort to describe how people think about the world. He
concludes that the categories “ material body” and “person” have aprimary place in the conceptual structuring of the
world. Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

The best reply to Kant' s objection to metaphysics is that we aong with the whole world of
gppearances fal within redity, not outside it. Thus when we know oursalves and know the appearance
of things, we know something of redlity. We may not know the whole of redlity, but we do have partid
knowledge of it. And partid knowledge of the whole partakes of total knowledge of it. Thiswas
essentialy the reply given by Hegd.
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The best reply to logica pogitiviam isthat the verifiability principle, which saysthat a
gatement’s meaning lies in the method of its verification, cannot be the correct principle of
meaningfulness, since we must first understand what a atement means before we can even raise the
guestion as how to verify it. If we do not know what “God exists’ or “Atoms exist” means we cannot
begin to ask what observationd statements would verify it.

The best reply to Karl Popper is that some metaphysical hypothesis gppear to be scientific and
some do not. A metaphysica hypothesisis not defined as one which is non-fadgfigble by any imaginable
observation. Rather, we shdl define it below as statement elther about everything that exists
(ontology), or about everything that exists in the world of space-time relations (cosmology), or about
that outside of which thereis nothing (theology). Therefore, metaphysicsis defined by the extreme
generality or inclusiveness of its subject matter. It is not defined by the method of verifying or fasfying
its hypotheses. All other sciences are defined by their subject matter. Mathematics is about numbers,
chemistry about atoms and molecules, and so forth. So it is not clear why metgphysics should be the
exception through being defined by its method, especidly when the aleged method defines metgphysica
knowledge out of existence. We may agree that the very generd metaphysica (cosmologica)
hypothesis that every body in the natura world moves is not falsifiable by any predicted sensory
observations. But it would be fadgfigble by conceptual analysisif andyss of the concept of motion
showed that the concept isincoherent or contradictory.

The best reply to Strawson and other so-caled andytic philosophers, beginning with G.E.
Moore, who criticize revisonary metgphysicsisthat metaphysics need be neither merely descriptive
nor merely revisonary. | shal cal the metaphysics that combines dimensions of both descriptive and
revisonary metgphyscs accommodationist metgphyscs. Such metephysics retains dl the entitiesto
which commonsense language refers. Such language gives us orientation in the world. It provides us with
amap of al redity on which we are able to locate ourselves. For example, by a common conceptua
map we are ninety-three thousand miles from the sun, we are more than two thousand years after the
birth of Chrigt, and we exemplify organic life.

Philosophy, for [G.E.] Moore, was basically atwo-fold activity. The first part involves analysis, that is, the
attempt to clarify puzzling propositions or concepts by indicating less puzzling propositions or concepts to
which the originals are held to be logically equivalent. Moore was perplexed, for example, by the claim of some
philosophers that time is unreal. In analyzing this assertion, he maintained that the proposition “timeis unreal”
was logically equivalent to “there are no temporal facts.” (“I read the article yesterday” is an example of a
temporal fact.) Once the meaning of an assertion containing the problematic concept is clarified, the second task
is to determine whether or not justifying reasons exist for believing the assertion. Moore's diligent attention to
conceptual analysis as a means of achieving clarity established him as one of the founders of the contemporary
analytic and linguistic emphasisin philosophy.... He came to the defense of the commonsense point of view
which suggests that experience results in knowledge of an external world independent of the mind. (Robert M.
Baird, Microsoft ® Encarta® Encyclopedia2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved)

Accommodationist metaphys cs accommodates the existence of whatever commonsense and
ordinary language refersto, but it does not necessarily accommodate the descriptions under which
commonsense refer to things. It assumes that commonsense successfully refers to something caled
“Chrig” or “the sun”, and “organic life” It thus assumesthat Chrigt, the sun, and the character of being
organic liferedly exig. But it does not assume thet Chrigt, the sun, or the character of being organic life

redly exists under any such commonsense description of being. Commonsense may successfully refer to
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something under a fase description, even under a contradictory description.

Accomodeationist metaphysics thus dlows itsdf to revise the descriptions used by
commonsense even though it never challenges the reference of commonsense language. For instance, if
the concept of being a materia thing or person hould turn out to be incoherence, the concept of being
the sun or Christ would aso be incoherent. For the sun is a materid thing, while Chrigt is a person.
Accommodationist metaphysics would then have to look for some successor concept for the concept
of being asun or being Chrigt. Y et throughout dl such re-description the man or women of
commonsense would never become disoriented, since the familiar referents of commonsense and
ordinary language would be maintained. The psychologica need to place onesdf on the map of the
world used in ordinary life would continue to be satisfied.

In this book, we shall practice accommodeationist metaphysics. Oneway to say thisisto say
that we shdl not seek to shock people of commonsense by suggesting that they are hdlucinating. We
will a most suggest thet they are sometimes caught up inillusions, i.e, in fase descriptions that are
nonetheless practicaly successful in helping people single out whet redly exigs. Ultimately atrue
description of whatever exists would require analysis of the smple non-compound properties that it has.
Thus being triangular is a compound property that depends on human compounding of smpler
properties such as being three-sded, being afigure, being closed, and being plane. Since triangularity is
none of these smpler properties, it disgppears into the properties by which it isanalyzed. If the ancient
Greek philosopher Zeno isright, being in motion is compounded out of now being at rest in one place
and later being at rest a another place. Motion dissolves into properties of being at rest that are quite
the opposite of the property of mation. In this sense, triangularity and motion areillusory.

The compound statement that andyzes the seemingly smpler satement “Bodies move’
corresponds more closaly to the compound fact referred to by that statement than that statement itself
does. A metaphysicaly ided true statement would match its corresponding fact perfectly. Every
property exemplified by some entity in the fact would be explicitly attributed to (predicated of) the entity
in the corresponding statement (propogtion). Thus the fact that something is green obtainsif an only if
the statement in which greennessis attributed to the entity istrue. No property attributed in any
metaphyscaly satisfactory statement would be illusory, since every attributed property would be
actudly indantiated (exemplified) by the entity in question. Such amaximaly anaytic compound
statement would of course be quite cumbersome to make or use in ordinary speech. Itsinterest would
not liein any role it has as astatement in ordinary language, but as a proposition in ametaphysically
ideal language. Statements in such an ided language would have sructures that mirror the minute
dructure of facts.

[Bertrand] Russell, strongly influenced by the precision of mathematics, was concerned with developing an ideal
logical language that would accurately reflect the nature of the world. Complex propositions, Russell maintained, can
be resolved into their simplest components, which he called atomic propositions. These propositions refer to atomic
facts, the ultimate constituents of the universe. The metaphysical view based on thislogical analysis of language and
the insistence that meaningful propositions must correspond to facts constitute what Russell called logical atomism.
Hisinterest in the structure of language also led him to distinguish between the grammatical form of a proposition
and itslogical form. Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights
reserved.
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“Johnistal” and “The present king of Franceisbad’ have smilar grammatical formsin
English, but they have different logical forms. The second statement isillusory as a single subject-
predicate statement attributing one predicate to asingle subject. If this second statement were truly a
subj ect- predicate statement, we would have to say that there redlly is a present king of France who has
the property of being bald. Yet wedl know that there is no present king of France. In redlity the fact to
which that second statement refers, according to Russell, is a compound of three facts: 1. thereisa
present king of France, 2. al present kings of France areidentical, 3. al present kings of France are
bald. The possible fact that the present king of Franceisbad isnot an actud fact. But the reasonis not
because there is a present king of present who has the property of being non-bald. The reason is that
the first conjunct in the above conjunction of three conjunctsisfase.

| have aready committed myself to accommodationist metgphysics as a solution to the conflict
between descriptive and revisonary metaphysics. It isnow gpparent that this accommodationist
metaphysics, by its digtinction between illusory and real description, lead to some version of Bertrand
RussHl’sided language metaphysics, otherwise known aslogical atomism. The main qudification,
which | shdl introduce in alater chapter, has to do with whether generd properties or characteristics
open to multiple exemplification by different ingtances redlly exist. However, whether or not greenness
redly exists as a possible property of different things, our subject- predicate language requires us to
ek asif it did exist. And thismeans, | think, that we must talk asiif an idedl language andyzing the
facts to which we refer in ordinary speech were possible.

Since | dam that my philosophica position is dso Hegdian, my commitment to Russdl’s
program of logica andyss and metaphysicaly ided language leads me to andytic Hegelianism, or more
precisely ided language Hegdianism. Curioudy, Bertrand Russdll started his career as an andytic
philosopher by revolting against Hegdl. | thus seem to bein the position of trying to lead andytic
philosophy back to Hegd. Yet | want to include relational properties within the andyds of any fact
short of the fact that the world isin whatever gate it isit. That the sun exists cannot be an atomic fact,
gnceits andyssincludes the relationd fact that it warms the earth, that it lights up the earth, that it
atracts the earth, and for forth. Russell seems to have been wrong in assuming that dl andyssendsina
plurdity of externdly related atomic facts. That assumption was attractive because it seemed to adlow
complete andysis of ordinary facts such as the existence of the sun. But it is a mistake to suppose that
the sun’s exigence is an atomic fact merely as a requirement of complete analyss of the fact. Our
andysis of facts must adapt the nature of the facts themselves, and not the other way around.

Ultimately the existence of the sun is an astronomica expression of the cosmos, what Hege
more abstractly caled the absolute, in this cosmic epoch. Thus a complete description of the sun refers
to the universe that dso expressesitsalf in countless other ways. This means that no analysis of the
exisence of the sunisever likely to be complete. The metaphysicaly ided language is condemned to
remain merely ided. Y et some human language is closer to the idedl than other uses of language, and the
impossibility of redizing a perfect ided language should not deter us from getting ascloseto such a
language as possble. Whatever improvements in analysis we accomplish are parts of the fully successtul
andysisthat is aways under congtruction. And since the part aways partakes of the whole, the whole
dready has at least imperfect exisence in the part.

In this chapter numerous metaphysica terms will be first introduced and defined. In the
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e ghteenth- century metaphysics was divided into ontology or generd metaphysics and three branches of
gpecid metaphysics. General metaphysics was the metaphysics of being qua being, which means
being merdly insofer asit is being and not some specid kind of being. Whatever has being may be sad
to exist. Exigence isthe property of having properties. Different things must each have a different st
of properties.

The three branches of special metaphysics each concern aspecia type of being: 1. theology,
which is concerned with God; 2. cosmology, which deds with the natura world, and 3. psychology,
which dedls with mind. Theology as a branch of metaphysics was cdled rationd theology in contrast to
the revedled theology derived from the Bible. Therationd theologian uses logica argument without
relying on faith or supernatura authority. Smilarly, cosmology was rationa cosmology because the
rationd methods of the metaphysician in his or her armchair and library differ form from the empirica
and experimenta methods of the physcist.

| am saying very little of rationa psychology here because | will argue that there are only two
branches of specid metaphysics: theology and cosmology, dedling respectively with that outside of
which there is nothing and everything in space and timethat is. The specid branch of metgphysicsthat is
cosmology is gl very generd. It deds with universd features of everything in the naturd world, and
these features may or may not include mental characteristics. If menta characteristics are not found
throughout nature, and if they are not found in God conceived as that outside of which nothing exigts, |
will argue that they are of no concern to metaphysics. It is apparent that the specia branch of
metaphyscs known as rationd theology is dso very generd, since everything in nature will necessarily
be included in God and thus will be modified by God.

| shdl argue that the pre-historicd world view is "panenthedtic” in its theory of God (theology),
and "panpsychig” in its theory of the world (cosmology). "Panentheism” means everything ("pan”) isin
("en") God ("theos'); while "panpsychism” means that everything ("pan”) hasamind or soul ("psyche’).
The firgt three sections concern pre-higtorica religion in rdation to rdigion in generd, and in rdlation to
three basic theologiesin particular: pantheism (found in India, but aso found in the philosophy of
Spinoza), theism (e.g., the Hebrews), and panentheism.

...whiletheism (belief in a supreme being) emphasizes divine transcendence and pantheism (belief that God isthe
sum of all things) identifies God with the world order, in panentheism God is understood as both transcendent and
immanent.

Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

Pantheam says that everything in the world mysticaly is God. Thelsm says that God is beyond
the world as created. Panentheism denies that things in the world are each identical to God, but it aso
deniesthat God is merdly beyond things in thisworld. God in part transcends everything in the world,
but God is dso partly immanent in (present in) everything in the world. Everything in theworld is
contained in God, and God is the whole that embraces everything (and every person). Hegd wasa
panentheist, and his basic argument was that pantheism ignores obvious distinctions between thingsin
equating them dl with God, while theism makes God limited or finite in supposing that he transcends
things thet lies outside him.
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Thefourth section tregts the story of the Fal in reference to the herding and agricultura
revolutions. The chapter concludes with Sections V through V11, which examine three views of the
cosmos. panpsychism (animism), mind- matter dudism, and materiaism. These views are examined both
inrelation to their possble truth, and in relation to the culturesin which they are found and which they
hdp illuminate

The pantheism considered in the next chapter on Indiais limited to patriarchd, historica
civilization. Congderable practice is required in abstract thought to concelve a single cosmic substance
distinct from the dlegedly illusory things and persons of the world. The ability to think so abdractly is
not yet redized in the mythica thinking of prehistorica cultures.

The Chinese reference to Heaven (' ien) has often been viewed as pantheistic. But this
interpretation predates the nineteenth century addition of panentheism to theism and pantheism as a third
great theologica option. Heaven in Confucianist China does not exist to the exclusion of earth. Earthis
neither a creation of nor an illusory manifestation of Heaven. Rather, Heaven embraces earth.
Confucianiam is thus panenthe tic rather than pantheigtic. Earth isin Heaven. In China panentheism
judtifies the earthly patriarcha despotism of the Emperor, while Brahmanist pantheism in India offersan

escape from despotism atogether.

Indian pantheism and Chinese panenthelsm will reved dternative non-supernaturdist forms of
patriarcha despotism. We will see patriarcha despotism take supernaturdist forms among the ancient
Egyptians, the Hebrew, Greeks, and Romansin the West. For Westerners to study Eastern Brahmanist
and Confucianist world viewsis not to uncover further hidden layers of their own hitorica identity.
Rather, it isto illuminate that Western identity by contemplating aternative Eastern identities never
gpecificaly redized in the West. Divine emperorship existed in Egypt. In Chinait existed in anon-
individudigtic form, without an after-world beyond natural world. The West discovered this Chinese
idea after Marco Polo.

The deepest layer of our identity, however, is a prepatriarcha and prehistorica identity
common to both Easterners and Westerners. Out of the severd million years of human existence, hardly
six thousand have been spent in history. It isnot surprising that prehistory should make an enduring
contribution to our identity.

[11. Theologies and Cosmologies

Cosmology isthe theory of the universd characterigtics of dl entities (things that are)
throughout space and time. In particular it isthe theory of dl natural substances. A natural substance
occurs within the natural world of things and persons that are tempordly and/or spatidly related. Itis
not supernatural. A substance as understood in philosophy is not the same thing as a substance in
chemidry. We will analyze the concept more precisely in the next chapter, but as afirst gpproximeation
we may say that anatural substance is something that is undivided or individual, and that is essentialy
could exigt by itsdf even if nothing else exigted.

Three basic optionsin cosmology are materidism, duaism, and idedism. Materialism asserts
that naturd substances are dl purely “physica” as the science of physics understands that term.
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|dealism asserts that natural substances are not merely physica but are mentd in character. Dualism
asserts that some natura substances are purely physica, while others are not purdly physica but arein
part or wholly mentd. A menta substance is defined as one that is not merely physical. It may have
physical characterigtics, but it aso has irreducible menta characterigtics. Other than materidiam,
idedliam, and duaism, the only remaining position in cosmology seemsto be a skeptica denid that we
know the nature of some or al natural substances.

Note that the number of materia substancesin the natura world might be more than or only
one. Similarly, the number of mindsin the natural space-time world might be more than one or only
one. If thereisonly one materid substance, we have monistic materialism, while otherwise we have
pluralistic materialism. We can aso distinguish between monistic idealism and pluralistic idealism.

Theology isthe theory of God viewed as a privileged entity: that outside of which thereis
nothing. A materid substance might exist even if nothing less existed, but as a matter of fact other
materid substances exist dongsde, or before and after it. There can be nothing outside God, since if
there were God would be externally affected by it and would be passive or finite. This seemsto imply
that the very definition of God rules out theism. In fact, we shall consder theism one of the three basic
concepts of God only to its popularity in the West, no due to any logicd coherence in the concept. The
equaly basic three optionsin theology, we have said, are pantheism, theism, and panentheism.

Pantheism denies dl that is except God, reducing cosmology to theology. Moreover,
pantheism is incapable of positively describing what isin space and time, whether in materididtic,
dudidtic, or idedlistic terms. Matter, mind, or a combination of matter and mind exigts only asillusory.
Thereisacosmology distinct from theology only in theism and panentheism.

In theism this cosmology is ether dudidtic, idedidtic, or materidigtic. According to Descartes
dudigtic thetlsm, God and the human sou are mental substances while the rest of theworld isof a
materid subgtance. In Leibniz's idedistic theism, on the other hand, the non-divine world through space
and time conggtsin menta or soul-like substances which he cals "monads” Theism in avery generd
sense even dlows that God might have created a purdly materia world. Such a God would differ from
the Biblical God in having no fellowship with souls crested in Hisimage. The assartion of such aGod
has sometimes been cdled "deilsm.”

René Descartes (1596-1650) Leibniz (1646-1716)  Spinoza(1632-1677)
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In panentheism, non-divine entities might concelvably be materid, menta, or both, and we
accordingly may distinguish materididic, idedigtic, and dudigtic panentheism. Nordivine entities may
include substances, which isto make God the aggregate of such substances. This position may be
cdled plurdigtic panentheism. Or nontdivine entities may al be parts of one divine substance. Thiswe
shdl cdl monigtic panenthesm. The kind of panentheism examined in this chapter is an interpretation of
the "animism” of prehigorica hunting-gathering tribes. Animism isthe belief that nature is pervaded by
soul life, the spirit of the mountain, the sun, the moon, etc. Itisan idedigtic and plurdigtic panentheilsm
in which many subgtantid individud spirits are microcosms communicating within their macrocosmic
aggregate.

As aphilosophical theory, animism, usually called panpsychism, isthe doctrine that all objectsin the world have
an inner or psychological being... Since the late 19th century, however, the term has been mainly associated with
anthropology and the British anthropologist Sir Edward Burnett Tylor, who described the origin of religion and
primitive beliefsin terms of animism... According to Tylor, primitive peoples, defined as those without written
traditions, believe that spirits or souls are the cause of life in human beings; they picture souls as phantoms,
resembling vapors or shadows, which can transmigrate from person to person, from the dead to the living, and
from and into plants, animals, and lifel ess objects. In deriving his theory, Tylor assumed that an animistic
philosophy developed in an attempt to explain the causes of sleep, dreams, trances, and death; the difference
between aliving body and a dead one; and the nature of the images that one sees in dreams and trances...
Related to animism are ancestor worship and some forms of nature worship.Microsoft ® Encarta® Encyclopedia
2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

IV. The General Nature of Religion

Thinkers like Ludwig Feuerbach and Karl Marx have predicted the "end of religion.” But what
they predict isonly the end of rdigion inits"highest," theistic creationist form. Religion in thisform
projects our own humanity beyond oursaves as God, the all-powerful Creator whom we would wish to
be but know we are not. On thisview, the redization of our humanity requires atheism, the retrieva of
our humanity from God. Feuerbach viewed Chridianity as the essence of such rdigion.

Religion, at least the Christian, isthe relation of man to himself, or more correctly to his own nature (i.e., his
subjective nature); but arelation toit, viewed as a nature apart from his own. The divine thing is nothing else than
the human thing, or, rather, the human nature purified, freed from the limits of the individual man, made objective--i.e.,
contemplated and revered as another, distinct being. (Feuerbach, Essence of Christianity, 14)

In the form of pantheism, religion reaches and transcends the highest leve of abstraction. The
concept of pure being, of merely being without being anything in particular, leads beyond itsdf to
mydicd intuition of something non-conceptua. But should the Freudian view (discussed below) prove
right, this non-conceptua object of intuition is recollected from our origind biologica Stuation in the
womb prior to al abstract thought.
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Ludwig Andreas Feuerbach was a 19th-century German
philosopher. His ideas influenced German political

philosophers Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels.
Microsoft ® Encarta® Encyclopedia2002. © 1993-2001
Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

In the form of panentheism, theology is reformulated without theism's seemingly paradoxical
projection of the infinite outsde of the finite, asif the infinite were limited by the finite, contradictorily
making itsdf finite. But panentheism equally regjects the paradoxicd identification of the finite and the
infinite which we find in panthelsm, which makes the finite as such illusory. Whereas panthesm ams at a
non-socia experience of identity with the infinite, panentheism (combined with an idedigtic and
plurdigtic cosmology) achieves asocid experience of being in the infinite with other finite beings.

In Chapter Two we examined a panenthelstic interpretation of Chrigtian theology dongsde the
more traditiond theidtic interpretation. The present chapter examines panentheism as an interpretation
of adominant form of prehistorica religion. We suggest panentheism as an interpretation of animistic
polytheism, of the prehistorica reverence for the souls and of various things and dements in the world.
This interpretation supposes that the apparent plurdity of gods conceas an underlying deification the
one dl-embracing macrocosm (macro-cosmos, large-scale world), which microcosmic individuals
manifes in different ways. If panentheism were a vigble interpretation of both the incarnetion of the
cogmic Chrigt in the finite and the presence in individua spirits of cosmic energy, a convergence would
emerge between Chrigtianity and "primitive’ religion. The same truth enjoyed in early prehistory prior to
the "Fal" (Section IV) gppears as the truth to which Chridtianity returns after the Fal.

This persstence of religion from the earliest prehistory to the modern Christian world suggests
the posshility that rdigion may be a universa human phenomenon. The philasopher-theologian Paul
Tillich has argued that humans everywhere have some kind of religion, some object of ultimate
concern. For someit may be money, for others power, and for gtill others, God under some traditional
description. Yet to have rdigion it is not enough to attach onesdlf to an ultimate vadue. The very
essence of religion isto affirm the omnipotence of that value. Rdigion isnot just wishful thinking, not
just adescription of what ismost desirable; it isaso asource of support in crisis. Fundamentaly, it may
be suggested, religion isthe belief that one is not alone, that one's degpest vaue (the object of one's
ultimate concern) does not stand defensaless before the forces of nature, but is ultimately backed up and
undergirded by those very forces.
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Many philosophers would contest the assumption that there is an essence to religion, or for
that matter to any class of phenomena. But the abstract essence in question hereisredized only
concretdly in this Situation or that. It becomes determinate in one Stuation as magic and in another as
sdf-surrender, in one as surrender to a cult of power and in another to the power of reason. Through
al this variation abgtract bdief in the irresstible power of somevadueremains. Thisgenerd belief,
uniting vast numbers of human beingsin their differences, ismos eeslly referred to as "rdigion.”

Animigtic polytheiam qudifies asrdigiousin thissense. True, the spirits of various naturd
objects and dements are finite, hence not divine. But abdlief to divinity is put forth by the magician who
taps infinite cosmic power (mana) in casting spdlls over naturd spirits. Animigtic polytheism isakind of
panentheismt  the finite spirits of nature are embraced in the infinite divine force of the cosmos.

It is perhaps less obvious than Tillich thought that every human being yiddsto the religious
tendency inthissense. In the twentieth century, atheidtic thinkers such as Albert Camus (1913-1960),
Jean+Paul Sartre (1905-1980), and Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) have devel oped considerable pride
over the defiantly humanigtic awareness of sanding uncompromisingly done in the face of ultimately
triumphant but inhuman forces of nature. They may go down, but they will go down fighting.

Resigtance to religion becomes understandable if we reflect that religious belief as defined
above appears to contradict the testimony of ordinary experience. By this testimony human beings are
essentidly insecure, vulnerable, and finite. They are dependent on an dien environment which they can
never completely control. They are born into a hogtile world on which they nonetheless vitaly depend.
But it is difficult to accept the gpparently obvious fact of mere human finitude. Humans have intimations
of thelr essentid identity with the infinite. Pantheam interprets this identity asidentity without difference.

The main question is whether such intimations lead to saf-deception, or whether thereistruth in them.
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Pantheism may not appear true. But we may al have been pantheists at onetime, and o a a
certain levd of regresson may ill dl be patheists to some degree. A pantheistic conviction as to our
deep-lying infinitude has been explained (not judtified) in our own century from an unsuspected source.
Sgmund Freud, it iswell known, held that our tendency to believe in our essentia invulnerability and
omnipotence is based in a postnatal recollection of the prenatal experience of total security which the
human infant had in its mother's womb. The human speciesis distinguished by a prolonged prenad life
in thewomb. It is not unreasonable to suppose that these nine months of relative bliss, protected from
the rude shocks of thisworld, should exercise an apped in postnatd life. This panthegtic intimation of
infinitude is caled by Freud the "oceanic feding." To say that we tend to identify with God may amount
to saying that the oceanic feding is naturd by virtue of our biologica Stuation. Thisis not to suggest that
the oceanic feding or pantheilsm is essentid to religion. It isto suggest thet religion in al passes through
a pantheigtic phase.

Freud consdered himsdf an atheist. He wished to explain rdigion, but dso to explain away its
dleged truth. But the conclusion that there is no God does not logicdly follow from the theory of the
oceanic feding. The oceanic feding may be a biologicaly-based mechanism by which we draw closer
to God under a pantheistic description (or misdescription) despite our ordinary experience of being
limited by an externd world. There actualy exists aredity which isindependent, infinite, and unlimited.
The God of pantheism or panentheism some philosophers call the "cosmos': it isthe universewhich is
unlimited. If it were not dl-encompassng, if it were relative to something gpart from it, it smply would
not be the universe,

V. The Religion of Magic

So far we have been speaking of rdigion in very abstract terms. We have suggested origind
pantheistic and subsequent panenthestic layers of dl rdigion:  the human being's vague pre-natd
inimation of being infinite, followed by a post-natd feding of being in the infinite dong with other finite
spirits of nature. But if we redtrict oursaves merdly to this, we have a very undevel oped notion of
reigion.

Stll, it iswith this undeveloped notion of religion that we would begin if we followed the
method of proceeding from the smple to the complex. We would reconstruct the development of reli-

gion from its smple to complex forms. We would see how the world religions can be recongtructed in
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an understandable order of increasing complexity. And we would seek to relate this order to that of
their historica emergence.

Mogt of al, we should remember that our purpose is philosophica. Reigion or the criticism of
it has the same subject matter as philosophy. The power of religion in forming the character of peoples
hel ps us understand world cultures better by making religion's philosophical content explicit.

Some philosophy isrdigioudy skeptica. But even so religion remains its subject matter.
Rdigion is not universa in the open belief of dl individuas and peoples. Hinyana Buddhism lacks a God
(except asakind of theetrica prop sustaining the practice of meditation). It lacks any rdigious bdief in
an inevitable triumph of nirvana. Some cultures or individuds are understandable only by their peculiar
critique of reigion.

Philosophy and the attitude towards religion remain not only intringcaly interesting but dso a
universa key to understanding others. Thisis because philosophical belief, reflected in action and not
just words, is presupposed by so many apparently non-philosophical actions and beliefs. To driveto
work panthegicaly, secure in the bdlief in one's ultimate identity with the on-coming cars, is not to do
s0 thegicaly, depending on faith to determine which cars may be dected for sdvation.

In recongtructing religion, we would begin with the earliest of religions, that of prehistorica
mankind, the religion of animigtic polytheism and magic. But the religion of animism and magic hasitsdlf
acomplex development. Animism by itself, without the recourse to magic, expresses an undisturbed
harmony with nature. According to the modern philosopher Jeant Jacques Rousseau, the origina state
of humeanity--in which modest natural needs were met without disciplined labor by the bountifulness of
naturdl vegetation and animd life--is one of childhood, innocence, mora purity, and oneness with nature.

Thisorigina condition of humanity has, ever since Rousseau's ceebration of the"noble savage,”
exercised an dtraction on modern romantics:

If we strip this [human] being... of al the supernatural gifts he may have received, and al the artificial faculties he can
have acquired only by along process, if we consider him, in aword, just has he must have come from the hands of
nature, we behold in him an animal weaker than some, less agile than others but, taking him all round, the most
advantageously organized of any. | see him satisfying his hunger at the first oak tree, and slaking [quenching] his
thirst at the first brook, finding his bed at the foot of the tree which afforded him arepast; and, with that, all his wants
supplied.... The horse, the cat, the bull, and even the ass are generally of greater stature, and always more robust...
when they run wild in the forests than when bred in the stall. By becoming domesticated, they lose half these
advantages.... It is thus with man also: as he becomes sociable and a slave he grows weak, timid and servile.... The
several conveniencesin which men indulge themselves still more than do the beasts are so many additional causes of
their deeper degeneracy. (Jean-Jacques Rousseau)

Rousseau, who came from a strongly religious Calvinist background, may be viewed astrying to
interpret basic concepts of Genesis asreferring to certain real events of prehistory. The Garden of Eden
in which Adam and Eve lived before the Fall has often been equated with Paradise, so that the Fall has
been equated with the loss of Paradise. In the pessimistic outlook of romantics like Rousseau, history has
been one of degeneration, of an irreversible falling away from a primitive Golden Age in which we lived
wisdly and happily in unison with nature,
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It isnot difficult to criticize this romantic vison. The contemporary philosopher-anthropologist
Claude Levi- Strauss writes:

To be sure, theterm primitive now seemsto be safe from the confusion inherent in its etymological meaning and
reinforced by an obsolete evolutionism. A primitive peopleis not abackward or retarded people; indeed, it may
possess, in one realm or another, a genius for invention or action that |eaves the achievements of civilized peoplesfar
behind.... Nor do primitive peopleslack history, although its development often eludes us.... Second, owing to the
archaic nature of their techniques and institutions, these peoples recall what we have been able to reconstruct about
the social organization of peoplesthat lived ten or twenty thousand years ago. Hence the conclusion that they
remain today just as they were in that remote period. We leaveit to philosophy to explain why in some cases
something happened and why in other cases nothing happened.... There seemsto be no doubt that... true archaism
isthe realm of the archeologist and the prehistorian, but that the social anthropologist who studies contemporary
societies should not forget that they must have lived, endured, and, therefore, changed. A true primitive society
should be harmonious, a society so-to-speak one with itself. We have seen on the contrary that... societies which
appear to be the most authentically archaic are completely distorted by discrepancies that bear the unmistakable mark
of elapsed time. A cracked bell, alone surviving the work of time, will never give forth the ring of bygone
harmonies." (Claude Levi-Strauss, The Savage Mind)
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For most of us the problem with Rousseau's primitivist romanticism is not with the ided of
oneness with nature. On the contrary, theided of the identity of subject and object (mind and matter,
spirit and nature, humankind and its natura environment) stands at the center of today's ecologicd
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perspective. In many ways today, we seek to diminish our aienation from an urban world by
surrounding ourselves with vegetation (e.g., suburban yards) and animd life (e.g., pets).

Y et this origind identity cannot have been a sdf-conscioudy redlized identity of humanity and
nature. Two things cannot be discovered to be identica until they have been singled out under different
descriptions. Thus Superman cannot be discovered to be Clark Kent unless being Superman and being
Clark Kent have first been distinguished. The prehitorica identity of spirit and nature is an immediate,
undiscovered one. For the truth that humanity and nature are one to be known--for spirit'sidentity with
nature to become sdlf-conscious--it must first be denied. Humanity must first attempt to rise above
nature and assert itself againgt it, in order to discover the ultimate futility of the attempt and the necessity
of reconciliaion with nature.

Interpreting Genes's as containing (among other things) poetic references to prehistory, it may
be quipped that the Garden of Eden cannot have truly been Paradise. If it had been Paradise, it would
never have been logt. "Paradise Logt” seems a contradiction. The Fall was necessary for humanity's
ultimate sdf-redization. To be sure, humans were not evil before the Fall, but they were not redly good
ather. Beforethe Fdl, they lived in aplant-like or anima-like state of innocence. But because this state
leaves unfulfilled potentials which set human beings apart from other living beings, it is a guilty innocence,
an innocence which contradicts humanity's peculiar good. Human goodness lies in the overcoming of
evil. Evil mugt therefore be committed for good to be done.

Astraditionaly understood in Chritian culture, evil congstsin the use of free will to assert
onedf, on€'s private interest, apart from the welfare of some larger whole in which oneis contained.
Goodness congds in denying this egotidtic, excdusive sdf-assertion through discovery of one's
insgparability from this larger whole.

But while inggting that the Garden of Eden was not redlly Paradisg, it is till possible to hold
that it once existed, and indeed was origind humanity's frequent state in the lush African environment in
which socid scientists believe the species originated. If so, the Hebrews who wrote Genesis doubtlesdy
had imperfect knowledge of the red truth-making facts to which they were referring in their assartions.
But this does not prevent their contemporaries from coming upon such facts as away of maintaining the
non-mythical character of the biblica account.

Viewed economically, Adam and Eve before the Fall can be seen asfood gatherers. Their life
was surely nomadic and active, but they were provided with a plentiful supply of natural vegetation
which made burdensome toil often unnecessary. Needs were less artificid than today, and asarule
were easly satisfied.

However, occasionad emergencies or states of deprivation occurred even in Eden. Insuch
emergencies, when they do not know how else to cope, humans resort to magic. The magic practiced
a this primitive stage of human development may be called immediate magic. What this meansis that
human beings, in resorting to magic, seek to control atemporarily hostile nature by means of their own
hidden powers, without reliance on the magica powers of externa objects or beings. One may, for
example, atempt to cause rain by oraly commanding the skies, by uttering amagica formulato cast a
el over natural processes.
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This practice of immediate magic gpproaches religion by its belief in a super-human
empowerment of human aspirations. It reflects abdief in the omnipotence or at least extraordinary
power of humanity. In religion the individual seeks to escape natura thrests and deprivation by
identifying with God, by putting onesdlf in the hands of God or divine providence. It may seem that, as
adirect magician, one attributes an extraordinary power of control over nature to onesdlf. Still, in such
magic adigtinction emerges between the magician: (1) asanaturd, ordinary, finiteindividud, and (2) as
one with the extraordinary cregtive, cosmic power tapped in the use of magic.

The practice of magic requires that the individua, shaman, or witch doctor incorporate within
him- or hersdf extraordinary crestive power, that is, "'mana” Once this extraordinary magical power is
objectified, once it becomes something the magician is aware of, it is possble to spesk of a"theology”
behind the rligion of magic. Thisrdigion of immediate magic, in which the magician invites possesson
by the extraordinary but normally hidden power of the cosmos, may be directed to the surviva of the
tribe. Theindividud then uses the extraordinary power more than he worshipsit. The dement of
reverence for God, in the redization of vaid aims one may not understand, ismissing. Y et this eement
may aso be missing in modern theidtic religion, where prayer may be utilized magicdly for the immediate
amsof theindividud. It seems hard to judtify any caim that the modern religion of success by prayer is
less"reigious’ than rdigion in which one places no ultimate value on one's conscious ams.

Magic (sorcery), art of attaining objectives, acquiring knowledge, or performing works of wonder through
supernatural or nonrational means. Techniques used in magic typically include chants and spells, gestures or actions
that often have a symbolic relation to the desired result (for example, acting out a successful hunt of the past to make
afuture hunt successful) [direct magic], and the use of substances believed to have a special relationship with the
powers needed to accomplish the intended purpose [indirect magic]. Anthropologists distinguish three types of
magical practice: homeopathic magic, or the use of small portions of athing to represent and affect the whole;
sympathetic magic, in which a symbolic action (for example, sticking pinsinto a doll) affects an object with which the
symbol isin “sympathy” or harmony; and contagious magic, the influencing of one thing through contact with
another that is believed to be magically charged. The theoretical foundation for most magical practicesisabelief in
correspondences, or hidden rel ationships among entities within the universe—especially between human beings and
the external world. According to this view, the application of the right colors, objects, sounds, or gesturesin agiven
context can bring about the desired result... Magic iswidely practicedin primal and traditional societies. In such
contexts magic is not simply a prescientific way of attaining practical ends—it may also involve at least a partial
symbolic recognition of the society’s spiritual world view and of its gods and myths. In this respect magic often
merges with religion... Religion, however, is usually regarded as the public acknowledgment of spirituality, while
magic tends to be private and oriented toward power and gain by supernatural means rather than toward worship.
Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

V1. The Fall From Paradise

We have been discussing the emergence of rdigion in the Garden of Eden. Now let uslook at
what happens with the Fal according to the Genesis story. In the first place, humans are condemned to
live by the swest of their brow. Crestive labor in theimage of God lapses into a bondage to repetitive
detail:

Animmeasurableinterval of time separates the state of thingsin which a man brings his labor power to market for
sale as a commodity from that state in which human labor was still initsfirst instinctive stages. We presuppose |abor
inaform that stampsit as exclusively human. A spider conducts operations that resemble those of aweaver, and a
bee puts to shame many an architect in the construction of her cells. But what distinguishes the worst architect from
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the best of beesisthis, that the architect raises his structure in imagination before he erectsit in reality. Attheend
of every labor process, we get aresult that already existed in the imagination of the laborer at its commencement. He
not only effects achange of form in the material on which he works, but he also realizes a purpose of hisown... to
which he must subordinate hiswill. And this subordination is no mere momentary act. Besidesthe exertion of the
bodily organs, the process demands that, during the whole operation, the workman's will be steadily in consonance
with hispurpose. This means close attention. The less heis attracted by the nature of the work, and [by] the mode
inwhichitiscarried on, and the less, therefore, he enjoysit as something which gives play to his bodily and mental
powers, the more closeis his attention forced to be. (Karl Marx)

Labor becomes the necessary means to human subsistence. Labor isdisinguished from
primitive food gathering and smdl-scale hunting in part by the making and use of tools, such as the bow
and arrow and other weapons which were invented as humans became sophisticated hunters. Tools
eventually created a new relation between humankind and nature. But the onset of this relation does not
follow immediatdy on theinvention of tools. Early tools are unique, persond, and empowered with
meagic. In the age of mass production to come, human tool usersfal away from their prior unity with
nature. They withdraw from nature to manipulate it in repetitive skilled routines, making it into the
other, the other of spirit. They begin to see nature as a despiritudized system of interacting things.

Thisworld-view, eventudly deriving from the patriarchd revolution, is dudidtic. It ismind-
body dudism. A contrary animistic view was common as late as the middle ages, which largely adopted
Arigotles view that heavy objects fal downward because they aspire to reach their home among other
heavy earth-bound objects. Fire rose because it was seemingly weightless. its home iswith immaterid
celedtid objects. Dudism established itsdf firmly in philosophy only in the saventeenth century with
Rene Descartes, "the father of modern philasophy™:

...because, on the one hand, | have a clear and distinct idea of myself in so far as| am athinking being, and not
extended (i.e., occupying volume), and on the other hand a distinct idea of body, in so far asit isonly an extended
thing, and not one that thinks, it is certain that | am in reality distinct from my body and can exist apart fromiit.
(Descartes, Meditation I1)

But dudism egtablished itsdf less formally long before its forma emergence in Descartes
philosophy. It did so through the invention of disciplined labor. Before the emergence of labor in the
agricultura and herding revolutions, at the stage of smple hunting and gathering, nature was dive with
soirit and soul-life. The food gatherer, into whose hands ripened fruit fell, experienced nature as
autonomous and sdlf-creative. This primitive animism is presupposed by the attempt of direct magic to
control nature by commeanding it with magical formulas. (Y et direct magic did not consist in the
"worship" of these nature Spirits; they were poorer than the spirit which we muster in controlling them.).
But as we devel oped into tool users, we began to caculate that if we performed such and such an
operation, a given result would mechanically follow. We became disembodied subjects sruggling
againg nature; our task was now to be athinking thing, and to master nature reduced to a mere object.

K nowledge became power.

The mental outlook of the tool user produces a corresponding form of magic. No matter how
hard tool users labor, there will be times when they need to resort to magic. But the magic natura to a
user of toolswill be broader than the direct magic of anorn-tool using gatherer. Immediate magic will be
supplemented by indirect magic, which implies the magicd power of "means’ or externd objects as
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well asthat of the magician. Magic will be broadened to dlow for magical tools: charms, anulets,
medicines, totems, and fetishes. But we must not suppose a neet division between magica tools and
ordinary implements such as abow and arrow. The way in which many an ordinary tool worksis
mysterious to its user and thus apparently magical.

In discussing direct magic, a diginction emerged between the ordinary person who resorts to
magic and the extraordinary, cregtive power which must possess the successful magician. A smilar
digtinction now occurs in indirect magic between the ordinary natural object and the extraordinary
power whichit manifests when used asamagica tool. Therdigion of indirect magicisareigion
because it objectifies the extraordinary power which sdected natural objects may manifest. Itisthe
awareness of this power as something more than amere natura object which isrdigious. Yet the
digtinction between the divine power and the ordinary object in which it resdes may not be clearly made
at the levd of indirect magic. We are dill dedling with avery primitive form of religion. The digtinction
may be felt but not yet made conceptudly.

It may appear to an outsider who does clearly make this distinction that the hunting tribe
worships ordinary finite objects, in contrast to the infinite cosmic power which may be accidentally
manifest in those objects. But this may be amisunderstanding. The outside observer imposes on
primitive experience a conceptud digtinction which has no place in that experience.

The range of naturd objects which can function asfetishesisbroad: inanimate objects,
animals, even human beings. The possibility of a human being serving as ameagicd tool is of particular
interest in the trangition from the rdligion of magic to the historica emperor worship of ancient Egypt,
China, and Japan. The socioeconomic condition of thistrangtion is the domestication of animas and the
agricultura revolution, which created durable wedth, aneed for servile labor, and an authoritarian
hierarchical socid sructure. With the creation of durable wedth--herds and farmlands--under
patriarcha control, the community loses its freedom and subjects itsdf to the patriarcha |eader.
Individuals other than the leader view themselves as essentidly dependent. They cease to attribute any
magica power to themselves. Instead they turn to the patriarch-priest for the paternd, protective
exercise of magical power.

At thefirg stage of thisrdigion of priest fetishism there is no more reverence for the father-
priest-magician than for any fetish. The father-priest is a first merdly used as a magical tool, and tossed
away in favor of some one ese when his magic seemsto work no longer. Fidelity to the priest emerges
only after he has acquired the political power to punish infiddlity, thet is, only when he has become a
patriarch. But further consideration of patriarchy--the palitica rule of the father-priest--takes us beyond
prehigtory and its reigion of magic into the historical state and the political use of the religion of cosmic
power. Our purpose has been to characterize the religion of magic in prehistory.

Reflecting on the views just summarized, one notices the degree to which they reflect
evolutionary theories developed by Charles Darwin in the nineteenth century. The evolutionary
interpretation of human prehistory has beenwidely criticized. The possibility of a single evolutionary
sequence such as the one suggested has been frequently discounted. It istrue that a"Garden of Eden”
marked by an immediate unity between man and nature is incapable of empirica verification. Although
there are primitive peoples who, at least until very recently, lived principaly from food gethering, it is
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Speculative to identify such peoples as survivors of the first stage of humanity's exisence. The
arguments for the "Garden of Eden” hypothesis are theoreticd rather than empirica. For example, the
primates from which humanity is supposed to have descended are not mest-eaters.

Many anthropologists have taken an interest in the lack of socid hierarchies within many
hunter-gatherer cutures. Hunter-gatherer communities typicaly have much less pronounced differences
of power, wedth, and prestige between individuas than in other societies. Evidence suggests that this
equaity does not result from the poverty these communities generdly experience, but from a group
ideology that stresses the mord vaue of sharing with the community rather than accumulating property.

Many anthropol ogists have taken an interest in the lack of social hierarchieswithin many hunter-gatherer cultures.
Hunter-gatherer communities typically have much less pronounced differences of power, wealth, and prestige
between individual s than in other societies. Evidence suggests that this equality does not result from the poverty
these communities generally experience, but from a group ideology that stresses the moral value of sharing with the
community rather than accumulating property. A great deal of anthropological research has been carried out among
various groups of hunter-gatherers and former hunter-gatherers. M any anthropol ogists believe that studying modern
hunter-gatherers can shed light on the ways of life common before the development of agriculture and pastoralism, or
animal herding, about 10,000 to 15,000 years ago. They note that unrelated hunter-gatherer peoples living in different
parts of the world have similar forms of nonhierarchical social structures. ... The forms of palitical and economic
organization common among modern hunter-gatherers may be similar to those of prehistoric peoples who lived before
the development of agriculture. Thisassumption ishighly controversial, however. Other anthropol ogists point out
that human societies constantly adapt their living arrangements, cultures, and values to changing circumstances.
Given such constant change, they argue, modern hunter-gatherer societies are likely to be very different than their
ancient forerunners. Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 2002. © 1993-2001 Microsoft Corporation. All rights
reserved.

VII. Theologies and Cosmologies Revisited

Throughout this book various world-views have been introduced. In part the purpose has
been to assst our understanding different cultures. Behind the contemporary human rights ideology we
find a commonsense world of accidentally changeable things rightfully owned or not owned; and of
per sons with careers, who stake out claims socidly recognized or not, moraly judtified or not.

Theology (reference to God) plays no direct role in this commonsense view, which islimited to
acosmology of persons (with both mental and physicd states) and impersona things limited to physicd
gates. The twentieth-century philosophers G.E. Moore and P.F. Strawson, believe this commonsense
cosmology to be universa among al cultures. Strawson has argued that such acosmology isrooted in
the universal linguidtic inditution of speaker reference to things as abiding points on any map of the
world. If they areright, the non-theologica cosmology of things and persons, being universd to dl
peoples, cannot help us understand alien peoples precisdy insofar asthey are alien, i.e, different from
us.

The above suggests that aworld-view illuminating an dien culture mugt include atheology or a
cosmology going beyond a universa commonsense cosmology of things and persons. For example,
behind the heretical Gnogtic Chrigtianity that we shal study in Chapter Seven is atheology of the divine
spirit's self-divison into good and evil, spirit and matter. Both matter and a triumphant sruggle againg it
areincluded in the divine spirit in which we participate. Gnosgtic panentheism isamoral panentheism.
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Let us suppose with the Gnodtic tradition in Chrigtianity that the good is identified with universa freedom
of thought, and evil isidentified with lordship and bondage. The philosophy of history that eventualy
results that lends theologica support, we shal see, to astruggle for individua human rights (Joachim de
Fiore).

In interpreting imperiad Roman civilization in Chapter Six, we will congder Stoiciam's
panenthestic defication of naturd law. The earthly state and its human law are temporary imperfect
expressons of the divine macrocosm. Loca human law may disguise aswedl asreved the eternd
intelligible law of the cosmic whole. The cosmopoalis, includes, but is a once obscured by, the many
polises or city-gtates. The divine macrocosm includes microcosms whaose individual passions may
obscure the rationdlity of the cosmic laws to individuas caught up in those microcosmic perspectives.
Wewill cal this ancient Stoic-based panentheism the panentheism of natural law. Naturd law
includes gpproximations to itsdlf in universal human customary law (so-cdled jus gentium), but it dso
includes temporary deviations from itsdf in much legidated human civil law.

Behind Orthodox Chridtianity and Judaism istheism. It takes God to be the creator of the
space-time order of mind and matter. The space-time world is neither evil nor embraced in any divine
process which overcomesit. Contrary to Gnogticism, creation is essentialy good.

The great artistic works of classca Greece (Chapter Five) will beinterpreted in light of
aesthetic panentheism. Naturd things and especialy human beings will be seen to express more or
lessimperfectly adivine modd of beauty. This beauty is gpprehended from a aesthetic standpoint of
human confidence in the essentid goodness and humanity of the world. The world is an essentidly
friendly place, in which our own human spirit gppears to usin artistic beauty and in its natural and poetic
Seitings.

The Brahmanist interpretation of the Indian caste system (Chapter Four) will depend on a
panthei sm which dismisses ordinary things and persons asillusory.

Chinese culture isilluminated by an imperialistic panentheism (Chapter Threg). The
Emperor is the agent of Heaven harmonioudy embracing earth. In this popular Chinese panentheism,
the cosmic spirit iseternal. 1t does not pass through a stage of necessary historica conflict with matter
asin Gnogtic panentheilsm.  And its harmony with earth is not concealed to countless wayward members
of the earthly city asin Stoic panentheism.

The world views distinguishing different cultures in world history include four types of
panentheism: mora (Gnogticism), legd (Rome), aesthetic (Greece), and imperid (China). We may
interpret prehigtorica hunting-gathering in light of afifth panentheism: magicd animigtic panentheism.
The panentheigtic theology is based on an animigtic cosmology. Here the al-embracing wholeis not, as
inimperid panentheism, expressed by asngleindividud, an emperor. Rather, it isa pirit common to
al finite nature sirits.

A complete world-view isacosmology of dl that isin space and time together with a
theology of that-outside-of-which-there-is-nothing. A theology without a cosmology leavesthe
description of God indefinite. It offers no orientation or reference points for distinguishing God in a
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context. Brahmanist pantheism is such atheology without a cosmology. Theism and panentheism offer
more definite descriptions of God. We are told what God created or embraces.

A cosmology without atheology offers orientation in our immediate environment but does not
satisy awish for absolute orientation. Thisisthe wish to know where oneison atota map of redlity.
Knowing "where oneis' should not be understood in amerdly spatid sense. 1t means "how one stands
inrdationtodl ds=" A cosmologist might provide changing relative orientation by showing we are
currently north of something or another. Theologians claim we are unchangeably created by God,
merdly evolved from inanimate métter, or illusory manifestations of Being. They would provide a fixed
dar, apermanent reference point in al our meanderings.

Absol ute orientation remains constant no matter where we are. If there is awhole-outside-
which-there-is-nothing, there is a possible mental map on which we are dways related to that whole.
Loca maps, on the other hand, assgn us changing positions relative to changing reference points. In
one sense, "to know the meaning of existence” isto enjoy absolute orientation, to know one's way about
the map of the absolute. If disorientation is disturbing, reldive orientation in relation to shifting reference
points relieves the disturbance only in part. Only absolute as well asrelative orientation can relieve it
fully.

VIII. Materialism

Pantheism, theism, and panentheism are the principa theologies. Materidism, idedism, and
mind/matter duaism are the chief cosmologies. Materidism makes dl substantid space-time individuds
purely physical. Panentheism with amateridistic cosmology would specify God to be the aggregate of
merdly materid things. But panentheism is more frequently combined with an idedlistic cosmology of
souls (minds).

These two sorts of panentheism are distinguished by their materidist and idedist cosmologies.
"Materidism" is understood here as acosmol ogy of the space-time world, not as an ontology of dl that
is. Asan ontology materidism implies an aheigtic denid of the Creator God, who is pure spirit.
Everything is physcd. Materidism as a cosmology, on the other hand, dlows the existence of God as
diginct from any materid entity in the world.

Materidism, whether cosmologica or ontological, reduces things in space and time at one level
of organization to things in interaction on the next lower leve, dl the way down to the lowest level of
eementary particles. Societies are explained as organisms in interaction, an organism is reducible to
cdlsininteraction, cdlls are reducible to molecules, to atoms, and ultimatdly to eementary particlesin
interaction.

Thus socid and biologicd sciences are branches of physics. If we cannot fully comprehend
sociologica phenomena today, more progress is needed in physics. If we knew dl the laws of
interaction between physica particles, we could explain great socid movements of history. Materiadism
isnot implied by physicsitsdf. But it isthe coamology of anambitious physicig. It isthe ontology of
an even more ambitious physcis. Thisisthe physicis who holds that within the space-time order
physcsis potentidly al-explanatory. The god of al scienceis the completion of physics.

46



Chapter Two: Prehistory and "Paradise Lost" 47

Theorigind materidists predated modern physics. They were arm-chair philosophers who
came to the aomigtic view of the universe by reflecting on everyday phenomena. The Roman
philosopher Lucretius (99-55 B.C.) illudrates this early materidism. As can be seen from the passage
below, hismaeridism is athegtic and ontologica rather than cosmologicd. Everything thet is, is merely
physica in space and time. Characterigtically, it denies the existence of any sense qudlities (e.g., pain)
not reducible to physca events or behavior:

First then, if things were made out of nothing, any species could spring from any source and nothing would require a
seed.... Actually, since each isformed out of specific seeds, it is born and emergesinto the sunlit world only froma
place where there exists the right material, the right kind of atoms.... nature resolves everything into its component
atoms and never reduces anything to nothing. If anything were perishablein all its parts, anything might perish all of
asudden and vanish from sight....

In actual fact, since everything is composed of indestructible seeds, nature obviously does not allow anything to
perish till it has encountered aforce that shattersit with ablow or creepsinto chinks and unknitsit.... Consider,
therefore, this further evidence of bodies whose existence you must acknowledge though they cannot be seen. First,
wind, when itsforced is roused, whips up waves, founderstall ships.... Hereisthen proof... that winds have invisible
bodies, sincein their actions and behavior they are found to rival great rivers, whose bodies are plain to see. Then,
again, we smell the various scents of things though we never see them approaching our nostrils. Similarly, heat and
color cannot be detected by our eyes, and we do not see sound. Y et all these must be composed of bodies, since
they are able to impinge on our senses. For nothing can touch or be touched except body. Again, clothes hung out
on a surf-beaten shore grow moist. Spread in the sun they grow dry. But we do not see how the moisture has
soaked into them, nor again how it has been dispelled by the heat. It followsthat moistureis split up into minute
parts which the eye cannot possibly see....

We see the cobble-stones of the highway worn by the feet of many wayfarers.... But to perceive what particles
drop off at any particular timeis a power grudged to us by our ungenerous sense of sight.... Material objects are of
two kinds, atoms and compounds of atoms. The atoms themselves... are preserved by their absolute solidity.... we
have found that nature is twofold, consisting of two totally different things, matter and the [empty] SPACE in which
things happen.... where there is empty space..., there matter is not; where matter exists, there cannot be avacuum....

The same reasoning proves that mind and spirit are both composed of matter. We see them propelling the limbs,
rousing the body from sleep, changing the expression of the face...--activities that all clearly involve touch, astouch
in turnsinvolves matter.... Again, we often see aman pass away little by little, and lose his vital sensibility limb by
limb.... Sincethe vital spirit isthus dispersed [in space] and does not come out all at oncein itsentirety, it must be
regarded as mortal.... If our mind wereindeed immortal, it would not complain of extinction in the hour of death, but
would feel rather that it was escaping from confinement and sloughing off its garment like a snake. (Lucretius, On the
Nature of Things 30-121)

A firgt objection to materidism isthat it deniesthe obvious. It deniesthat we experience sense
qudities such as pain which are both non-diminable and irreducible to what is merely physicd. Wefed
sorry for another, not because of the other person's bodily behavior or physiology, but because of his or
her pain. "Pain" hereis understood in asense in which it would never occur in atextbook of pure
physica science.

A second objection isthat matter is defined by energy. Energy is a capacity, which cannot be
discovered by direct inspection of the thing. Such a capacity, illustrated by the brittleness of avasg, is
discovered only indirectly. It is discovered by experimenta interaction with the thing, or by interaction
between the thing and ancther thing. But what exhibits a property only by going through interaction
must be capable of "accidenta change." It has one state now, and lacks that state later. If the notion of
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accidental changeisincoherent as argued in Chapter Seven, nothing can be, or be known to be,
physcd. (Thisargues againg mind-matter duaism too, which holds that the space-time order in part
congstsin materia bodies)

IX. Panpsychism

Materidism is not the only cosmology capable of specifying the nature of a panentheistic God.
The commonsense dudist cosmology of things and personsis dso apossibility. The cosmology of
idediam, assarting that everything throughout space and time is outwardly physical but mentd initsinner
essence, defines il another type of panentheism.

Panenthelsts in theology have often been idedistsin cosmology. They have been
"panpsychists” interpreting nature as the externd gppearance of souls, or at least menta events with a
non-physica activity of sensation and feding. Panpsychist panentheism alows for a cosmic community,
with universa participation in and yet distinction from the divine. It does not hold that you are the
cosmic spirit, but that you areinit.

The remainder of this chapter will develop heurigtically a case for a panpsychist cosmology.
The purpose is not so much to be fully convincing as to liberate our minds from the dogmatism of
commonsense, opening them to one way in which the world might prove to be quite different from what
we have adways assumed. Since our commonsense cosmology today is strongly dudistic panpsychism
isagood example of the revisonary metaphysics discussed earlier in the chapter.

The arguments for panpsychism below are found in C. Butler, “The Mind-Body Problem: A Non-Materialistic Identity
Thesis” (Idealistic Sudies, September 1972) and “ Panpyschism: A Reconstruction of the Genetic Argument” (Idealistic
Sudies, 1978), and T.L.S. Sprigge The Vindication of Absolute Idealism. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1983. xiv
+ 291 pp and

A verson of panpsychism, "primitive animism,” has been identified earlier in this chapter asthe
first commonsense cosmology of mankind. Modern panpsychism is a more coherent version of
primitive animism, backed up by philosophica argument. Animism paradoxically attributes the
animation of soul life even to what is cdled inanimate matter. Panpsychism, more coherent, takes
life to be agpecid form of soul in generd, which exigts throughout the cosmos, even in inanimate matter.

But from an ecologica viewpoint it is attractive to some as an antidote to the mind-matter duaism of
modern tool-using society, which reduces the world to an dien obstacle course to be overcome. It is
interesting to see how widespread mind-matter dudismis. Try asking your friends to cata ogue what
exigs. Do they think that purdly materia things exist, such as perhaps stones or metd? Do they aso
think that minds exist asirreducible to and separable from bodies, even from brains? If so, they are then
mind-matter dudigtsin the tradition of Rene Descartes. (Descartes position must not be confused with
Strawson's. The latter holds that persons have physica aswell as mentd gates)

1. We now conclude this introduction to philosophy with two heurigtic arguments for
panpsychism. We have saved what is probably the mogt difficult for the end, but we shdl try dl the
harder to dateit clearly. Thefirst argument is based on consderation of the mind-brain reation. It may
be caled the argument from mind-brain identity. It clamsthat panpsychism is preferable on the
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basis of its grester amplicity.

Clark Kent and Superman are identical, though they are referred to under different
descriptions. So it may be argued that your mind isyour brain asit experiencesitsdf from theindde,
while your brain is your mind as observed from the outside. Y our mind and your brain are the same
thing, in the same place. But they are referred to under different descriptions, viewed from different
points of view. Your brainisyour mind under an externad physica description. Y our mind is your brain
under an interna mental description.

Physicigts hold that energy is the essence of dl maerid things. But energy is atendency
(dispositional property). It isabody's tendency to dter the sate of motion of other bodies. But what
has atendency can passthrough different states. It can have different sets of properties at different
times. Its capacity isnow unactudized, now actuaized. Y et, we argued in Chapter Three, athing is
what it is through its properties. Through al of them, not just some. If "identity”’ is understood as
indiscernibility, it implies the non-identity of discernible entities. Thisin turn impliesthat an entity
which does not redize a potentid cannot be identica with one which redizesit. A tendency like energy
cannot be the essence of anything which isindiscernibly sdf-identical. For if it wereits essence,
redlization of the tendency would bring about a difference or discernible change in what was supposed
to be indiscernibly sdf-identical. On the other hand, a momentary actudly occurring state of mind (e.g.,
happiness, an act of sensory perception or menta ingght) may qudify as the inner nature of an area of
the brain. For it does not imply different "accidental” states in the career of what has an essence limited
to only some of its properties, chosen from an externad point of view on non-theoretic practical grounds
from among al its properties.

Let usassume, for the sake of argument, that the properties of certain eventsin your brain are
al mentd. The question then arises as to the nature of eventsinternd to things other than your brain.
Two responses arise. Either the inner essence of aphysica particleis of some unknown nature X, or
the inner nature of the particleis mentd (a least a some primitive level of development). Assuming
your brain to be mentd, the first dternative isdualistic: it divides the world into two types of redlity.
There are human brains, which are inwardly mentd, and there is inanimate matter, whose inner redlity is
of some unknown nature X. The disadvantage of this non-panpsychigt hypothesis of X, however, isthis

itis(a) smpler and (b) empiricaly non-refutable to take the panpsychist view that the inner nature of al
matter is, like that of your brain, to be menta.

Panpsychism cannot be empirically refuted by direct observation of the inner nature of
inanimate matter. For we can observe aphyscd particle only from an externd point of view. This
prevents us from knowing by direct observation what itsinner nature gpart from us as externa
obsarversis. A thing'sinner nature may be defined as the propertiesit has (e.g., seeing a pink
elephant, whether halucinatory or not) not assuming a second essentialy independent thing or externd
observer. A thing's external nature, by contrast, consists in properties (e.g., position, mass) which the
thing has only assuming externa things or observers coexisting with it in an aggregate. A thing's
subjective external (accidental) nature depends on variable practicd interests (e.g., thewishto sel a
suddenly dented table--cf. Chapter Threg). The externa or accidenta nature which we now defineis
objective. Knowledge of it servesto position things on amap of independent things.
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When atheory is not empiricaly refutable and is smpler than an dternative theory, aprinciple
of economy says it should be preferred. This principle says: do not multiply beings or kinds of being
beyond what is necessary to account for what is directly observed. That iswhy a conspiracy theory of
the Kennedy assassindtion is less attractive than alone assassin theory, assuming they both account for
the facts. Dualism multiplies types of redity beyond necessity; panpsychism does not.

From introspective knowledge of our own minds, we know that at least one type of redity
exigs, namely, the menta type. For the human mind (or successive momentary fields of consciousness)
has attributes which are not those of matter. Material attributes are defined by physcstexts: mass,
velocity, location, force, momentum, acceleration, etc. The very different sorts of properties noted in
the field of consciousness by introgpection (mental attributes) include: happiness and sadness, pain,
sound, and immediate sense qualities. Whereas mass, force, and velocity are experimentally
discovered properties, the above menta properties appear to be discovered by immediate
inspection. If matter iswhat has merdly physica attributes, introspection seems to show that
materidism isfdse, that there are some non physical substances with menta properties.

The human mind itsdlf has an intimate relation to one body, namely the brain. The mind
appears to occupy the same place as a portion of the brain. Moreover, there are laws of
correspondence between mental states and brain states. Taking a drug such as aspirin, for example,
causes achemica changein the brain which is accompanied by changes in immediate sensory
experience. One explanation for such correspondences would be that your mind and your brain are the
same. When there istoo much correspondence between two essay test answers to be dismissed as
coincidence we may suspect that the two test authors are one and the same. So the fact that mental
dtates of gpecific descriptions march together with brain states of specific descriptions may be explained
by supposing thet they are states of the same thing.

Panpsychism generdizes mind/brain identity to the entire universe as soul/matter identity.
"Soul" cdlsto mind feding, but not necessarily the intellect associated with the specidized soul cdled a
"mind." Panpsychismisjudtified only if it can account for al observed facts. But we cannot directly
experience what aphysicd particleisinitsdf; we cannot directly inspect whatever nature it has apart
from its externdly (experimentaly) discovered physica properties. Y ou are acquainted only with your
own mind directly and so-to-gpesk "from theingde” Excuding consderation of telepathy, no
observations verifying or falsfying panpsychist interpretations of inanimate maiter are possble. This
does not prove panpsychism. But it may be areasonable hypothessif it isempiricaly confirmed in its
goplication to our brains and theoreticaly smpler in its empiricaly unconfirmable application to
inanimate meaiter.

One problem which most sudents quickly point out with this argument isthis if your mind is
identica with a portion of your brain, that portion cannot be plausibly identified with a single dementary
particle or even brain cdl. Itis presumably identica with alarge massof brain cdlls. But this makes us
wonder how an dementary physica particle can--as panpsychism argues--itsdf be an dementary soul
or mind. Either abrain massisasingle mind or it is an aggregate of independent minds. But it cannot
be both at the sametime. A solution to this problem may begin with the digtinction between a dead or
decomposed brain and alive one. Let us assume that a dead brain is but an aggregate of low-leve
minds (souls, individual centers of feding). In alive brain mass, independent minds are merged into a
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angle high-leve mind. The merger of low-level minds, as they attain athreshold level of organized
interaction (e.g., in coming out of acomaor dreamless deep), is perhaps the emergence of a high-leve
mind.

2. The second argument for panpsychism may be called the evolutionary argument. It will
not be accepted by everyone, since not everyone accepts the theory of evolution. The argument is that
if biological evolution of the species is acoepted, there is no reason to deny menta evolution as well.
Further, if mentd evolution in generd is accepted, it will be argued that there is no good reason to deny
that it starts on the pre-biologicd leve of inanimate metter.

Let usfirst suppose that evolution--as contrasted to degeneration, decomposition or
"devolution"-- proceeds from the smple to the complex. Complex mentality evolvesfrom simple
mentality (and ultimately from the smplest possble mentdity), just as complex physiology evolves from
smple physology. The multi-celled organism proceeds from the single-celled organism. 1t will then be
argued that the simplest conceivable biological mentality--that of aone-cdled organism--contains a
differentiation of pain (sensation of stress) and well-being corresponding to the physiologicd difference
between stimulus and response. The simulus-response digtinction exists on the biologicd level. The
physica simulusis more or less pain-provoking, while the biologica function of the responseisto
eiminate the pain-provoking stimulus and restore the sense of well-being. Think, for example, of
blinking in response to a sudden flash of light.

Now if dl biologica mentdity distinguishes simulus and response, the simplest conceivable
biological mentality is not the garting point for menta evolution. The Smplest conceivable mentdity
must be pre-biologicd--an unconscious sense of well-being which is @ther uninterrupted by pain, or is
interrupted irreversibly (i.e., without any adaptive response, by the thing's ceasing to exist). Such pre-
biological mentality of inanimate matter is presupposed by the biologica evolution of higher
mentdity.

The complex and more highly organized organism evolves from the Smpler type. Speaking of
menta aswell as physiologica evolution, we say that the human mind, the most complex mind known to
us, has evolved from smpler forms of mentdity. Secondly, if these smpler forms themsdves have any
complexity, they have evolved from forms even ampler than they, and ultimately from the smplest
possible mentdity.

But what would the smplest possible mentdity be? Far smpler than human mentdity, it would
lack higher intdlectud functions. Further, its sensation would not be differentiated into distinct modes of
sensation (e.g., touch, taste, or sght). A mind of a one-celed organism could not have different modes
of sensation, since it lacks the corresponding necessary organs.

One may wonder whether a one-cdled organism can have any mind a dl, and if so, what it is
like. One behavior in common to us and the amoeba, we have suggested, is stimulus-response
behavior. When ail is gpplied to the amoeba it withdraws. In the human case, gimulus-response
behavior is explained by a menta event of experienced pain (or at least tension) between the physica
dimulus and the physicd response. The photon stimulus causes you visud pain, and the visud pain
causes your eyesto blink.
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Using the principle of economy again, it is difficult to justify any radica bresk in evolution with
regard to something as essentid to lifeitsdf as gimulus-response. Conceivably stimulus-responsein an
amoeba, unlike the human case, is amechanism devoid of sensation. Dudistic world views suggest so.
Y et in the human case we know that sensation stands between S and R. In the amoebas case we have
no direct knowledge of what stands between. We thus have no knowledge of any fact to the contrary of

panpsychism.

Secondly, if we are genedlogically related to the amoeba on the same evolutionary tree, there
IS reason to suppose that explanations which gpply to humans gpply to the amoeba -insofar as
differences between human and amoeba physology permit this supposition. But generd and diffuse
sensation (e.g.,the sensation of stress or of well-being) may occur without specialized sense organs. In
that case comparative physiology alows for amoeba sensation, with a generalized organ of sensation
in the whole organism. Sense organs are needed for the specidization of the sensory function, not for its
bare presence.

Interpreting stimulus-response in the one- cdled organism on andogy with humean blinking, we
conclude that the one- celled organism has menta experience, too. Its mentd life may aternate between
anongpecidized sensation of wdl-being and an equally nonspecialized sensation of pain. But this
dternation gill contains a degree of complexity: it is not the smplest conceivable form of mentdlity.
However, any smpler mentdity is pre-biologicd. It isthe pre-biologica mentdity of purely inanimate
matter. The smplest form of such mentaity may be a sensation of pure uninterrupted unconscious well-
being. This may be the mentdity of an indestructible particle, such as a photon (or in aBuddhigt vein, an
unending series of photonic events). If o, it isthe true pre-biologicd garting point of mental evolution.
And this argues for panpsychism, which attributes menta properties to inanimate matter.

Summary Review

This chapter has examined the generd idea of rdigion to determine in what sense pre-higtorical
“rdigion” isreigion. Pre-historica religion prior to the patriarcha revolution was interpreted as based
on apanpsychigt form of panentheigtic theology. Thistheology in its earliest form contains no
recollection of adivorce between humans and nature.

The Main Heuristic Thesis of Chapter Two:

"Primitive animiam,” the cosmology of pre-higtoricd humanity, islargdy true. It holdsthet all
nature is pervaded by souls or spirits. It can be defended by first showing that the human mind is
expressed materiadly in the human brain. Either humans radicdly diverge from the rest of nature, which
expresses an inner nature quite mysterious to us, or the inner essence of everything materia ismind or
soul on some level of development. The theory of evolution holds that more highly organized physiology
evolved from less organized physiology. More complicated mentdity then evolves from Ssmpler
mentdity. Even the amplest biological mentdity distinguishes pain and well-being. An organism shows
gimulus-response behavior. Pain links stimulus and response. Response reduces pain and restores the
sense of well-being. The smplest garting point for menta evolution is a sensation of well-being
uninterrupted by pain. Such mentdity isapre-biological mentdity of inanimate métter.
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