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not bo regardod as earrying on under vory difforent conditions and with many modifi
tions, the heritage of Descartes und of tho philosophy of consciousnoss which ho initiu:ﬁg.

Surtre reccives moro extonded treatmont in this book than does any othor phil :
sopher s and while the realit¢ vécue aspoct of his thought may bo .‘anmowlmt,l v s
%‘"‘l‘h“?”‘"‘l ut tho oxponso of his argumontation, the account wo aro given of his lhouu f‘Ir.
is wdmirably exeeuted on tho whole. On one point, howevor, 1 would rejzistor n.\y (I[\'g&xlt
from tho wuthor's judgment. She soos the Critique de la raison diu[('c(/}r/ur' 0y nnu"l.ur‘
(luxlu..-mnl.)l‘\' the cud of Sartre’s Iixistentialism which is roplaced by _\hu‘\;.%m "u(l”x
peculine kind of dislectical sociology. I am not so sure ; and, indeed, 1 think .thu.th 1.~vu.
scetions of that work, like the description of the relationship to ono another of r\‘ou-lL
in a queue and the account of the formation of groups, would bo incomprchcng‘)ﬁl?l}
one did not tacitly assume that the human beings Sartro is deseribing have t.ho‘nn\‘t:l
logical structure of the pour-soi as sct forth in L’ Btre et le néant. Of courso, the mudiux"
in whieh they are situated is now the social and historical world and nn't, that of t}n
pebbles and mud which played such an important role in Sartre’s carly thought Bmlxt
as the author herself very perceptively points out, thero is a similarity between the
viscosity of things by which free conseious existence is constantly threatened mj
*the equally viscous chaos of tho Marxist historieal origins of socicty.” It could l:;
argued that what Sartro has attempted to do is to (lonf)on his carlicr Existentialism
rather than to abundon it, and to do this by displaying what Doscartes called “)
multiplication des seuls ™ as o now and infinitely more complex human cnvirénmunl:,
within \x’lnvh tho individual pour-sot {inds its ontological frecdom strangely dovalued
It s, of courso, w largo and diflicult guestion whother institutions and luslloriv::vI .nl'u:
cosses enn be under-tood ws o dindoctic which s decomposablo into tho iiiulcci‘;c'i of
individual human lives, as Sartre now belioves 3 and thore ean be no "V\mrunl(,'u‘ fhé;.
the origimal characterization of the ontological structure of hwnan oxistonee can sur-
vive unmodificd within this now milicu. But tho very nature of this heroie and probably
_uh.nm‘n‘ngcflbi'.' task which Sartre has set himnself betrays the same incradicablo n;on;l
individualistu which runs through all of his writings. It is an individualism which has
had to reappraise itself in the light of its social and historical conditions and which
now faces prospects that seem almost more hopeless than they did when it counter-
pyspd itself mainly to o world of things and to other individual human beings But
Existentialism surely could not have survived simply as a philosophy of individual
consciousness and without the amplification that such a philosophy can receive only
by assimilating the full human experionce of the social and historical world and eveu)-
tually, that of natural scicnee as well, as Mrs. Warnock observes. Such an effort, of
assimilation need not mark tho end of Existentialism. It may, in fact, be its onl
possible line of growth toward a more adequate formulation which need not retain thi
old and rather silly name but would still reserve a large place for the distinctive featurcs
of human existence, as I think Sartre’s thought even now does. ‘

FreEDpERICK A. OLA¥SON
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The Subject of Consciousness. By C. O. Evans. (L - : Unwi
o1 o i Priee £2.75-)y (London : George Allen & Unwin,

Sinco the revolution in method of Wittgenstein and Ryle il i
wve generally turned their backs on tho motghods of the intryosE)oggvzs?fzmrtsiogfcr;;nrg
iting from Descartes. Professor Evans calls tho old way the self-approach and the new
vay the pcrson;s,-approac.h, and acknowledging that *‘ tho persons-approach has been
rery succcssfxfl . }_10 claims that we have nevertheless discarded something valuable.
To attempts in this courageously unfashionable book to provide new answers to tho
juestions of self-identity and self-knowledge from an introspeectionist point of view.

_Evans’ theory hinges on dividing the eloments of consciousness into those that aro
bjects of attention and thoso that form tho ‘‘ background . Tho latter domain ho calls
mprojected conscivusness, and includos in it not only tho familiar peripheral residucs of
erception, but’such inaccessiblo cntities as tho *‘ master iden * that govoerns o visual
carch (for ono’s poncil, say) without being the object of ono's attention (ono could
wrdly search if ono’s attontion woro glued on the idea of ono’s pencil). Unproejectod
onsciousness is defined negativoly as whatover in consciousness is not an object of
ttention, but Evans attompts to give it some positive characterization. In particular
he clenients (events ? operations ? statos ?) of unprojected consciousness all in ono,
ay or unotzwr depend on bodily activity, a discovery that is supposed to save thom
om Oceamn’s razor in spito of the fact that lvans dofines * bodily * in such a way
1t o ghost might be said to have a body (p. 220). I think what ho is getting at may
o that we must consider the functions of unprojected consciousness to be bodily fune-
ons but need not tie ourselves to any particular physical realization.
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Jovans’ startling contral thosis is that the self, tho subjoct of consciousness, 18 Lo be
identificd with unprojoctod conseiousness. This stroko is claimed to sail us botwoen
tho Seylla of T'ure ligo Theovies (by allowing tho self to bo * experiential ”') and tho
Charybdis of Sorial or Bundlo Theories (by providing for the nocessary unity of solt
and S polarity ™ of consciousness), bub oven in terms of the moetaphors of introspeetion-
ists this appoears to be an outright category mistako : idontilying tho audicneo with
whut goes on backstage. ISvans notes the objection, and his way out is us romarkablo
ws his way in : ho simply donios that *1° rofors to tho solf. ““ In order to supply o token
which can bo used to symbolize tho subjeet of consciousness let us choose the token /.
[’ and * I’ are thus different * tokens ”.] This would enable us to bring out the subject-
objeet duality of consciousness in the doscriptions we give oursclves of our expericnces
in the form ‘7 have an expericnee X . (p. 176). But if ‘I ’ is an arbitrary token (and
could as well be ‘a’ or ¢ b’) surely the corrcet grammatical form would be I has an
oxpericnee X 7, and how one would get from such a proposition to a first-person
claim becornos totally mysterious. How Evans can find himsclf immune to Shoe-
maker’s warnings on this score (he cites him several times) is a perploxing question.
(Ilvans makes many ccumncnical attempts to discuss the views of persons-approach
philogophers—Ilampshire, Strawson, Ryle—but he does not have a good car for the
nuances of ordinary language ; at one point (p. 199) his argumont is marred by the
supposition that *“ awaro 7 is a verb.)

livans recognizes that his view is not intuitive, but elaims it is tho most parsimon-
ious nnd powoerlul ol self-upproach theorios and offers somo strong support for this
cluim.  1Sven supposing he is correet, this iz scant recormondation to tho persons-
approach man who holds that his own approach exliwusts the topie, ns lvans recognizes.
Whet insights, we may usk, have been given that ure unavailuble to tho persons-
approach, or what problems solved that are not generatod morely by adopting the
solf-approach 7 1 find very little. What strikes me as true in livans' analysis—uand a
lot strikes me as true—seems both familiar and readily translatable, and there is much
that strikes me as false. Ono of Evans’ central claims is, I believe, not enly a major
crror, but perhaps the characteristic error of the solf-approach. Iivans holds that un-
projected consciousness, while by definition outside the beam of attention, is neverthe-
less * experiential 7 (see, e.g., p. 180), & claim I take to imply that we have privileged,
non-inferential access to what happens in our unprojected consciousness. While I
ondorse tho claim that therc are many epistemic goings-on outside of our awarcncss,
and agree that these are somehow bodily events, and that they aro a precondition—
too often ignored or underestimated—of there being any objects of consciousness, I
remain uncounvinced that we have any non-inferential access to them. The *“intro-
spective evidence  Evans introduces to support the claim in fact strikes me as sup-
porting the contrary. For instance, he suggests at several points (pp. 80, 168) that in
view of our necessary inability to attend to elements of unprojected consciousness ‘it
is only in retrospeet  that we can acquaint ourselves with such elements ; but what
can this mean ? It must mean that we say to ourselves somothing like : *“ T was attond-
ing to x then and was not aware of y at all, but since the absence of y from my un-
projected consciousness would havo somehow alerted me to pay attention to this
absence, y was (must have been) in my unprojected consciousness at that timoe 7. I'or
instance, 1 was listening to Jones as I drank my coffeo, and was not aware of the lip
of the cup touching my lip, but I would surely not have tipped the cup unloss I had
somohow felt the lip of the cup, so tho feeling of contact must have been in my un-
projected consciousness. This is surely how we do come to populate tho domain of
unprojectod consciousness, but this is itself an inforenco, not a report of any sort of
non-inferential experience to which we pay quasi-attention.

Whatever valuablo insights ono may find in Evans’ analysis must be mecasured
against tho renunciations a roading of his boolc roquires. If one is to penctrato his
thoory ono must (1) acquicsco for tho nonco in qua-ing essontinlism (“* tho sclf qua
subjoct 7, *‘ tho subject qua unprojected consciousness ™), (2) permit stipulation to
pass quite ofton for argumont, (3) cultivato a high tolorance for oxtendod spreos of
uncashod metaphor, and (4) ondure dotailod expositions of tho theorios of numorous
19th and carly 20th contury introspectionists whom Evans trics—and fails, I think—
to resurrcet. I think all this should bo done. Tho suthor requests, and deserves, an
open-mindod reador, which in this case moans playing the forbidden langungoe games,
1f our favorite stricturcs are worth anything we ought to be able to reeall thom onco
wo've finished the book, and if anything in it has struck us as valuablo we ean go back
with all our tools and rules and dig it out. To this reader, however, tho rewards do not
seom proportional to the efforts required.
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