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DEDICATION

In loving memory of my father, Joseph Eceru,

whose inner beauty is mirrored in this book.

And to my beloved sister, Jane Angemo,

who departed young.





A NOTE TO THE READER



I gladly present to you the revised edition of the eBook previously titled Proof of Consciousness. The endeavors to reach this point were grueling. Among other demands, it entailed long hours of editing. The aim was to unfurl trains of thought vital for the reader to fully engage with a subject whose value or significance I cannot overemphasize: Recognizing what renders us human beings is central to upholding our sanctity and mental well-being as well as the pursuit of personal fulfillment. I am confident of the focus and exactitude this digital edition brings to the subject, and I happily commend the book to you.

Bernard Eceru.









Introduction



Who is man?

Dear reader, who are you?

Who am I?

What are we?

What is a human being?





Not all is well with humankind. I need not detail at the outset the ills that assail man. However, it should become clear within these pages that the answer to humanity's disquieting state lies in answering this age-old question: Who is man?

The question of man's identity in this exposition is not prompted by belief in God or doubt in His existence. The matter warrants exclusive consideration in its own right and given its significance to the entire range of man's knowledge and the quality of his existence.

I trust that the reader will not ascribe gender bias to my use of the term "man". I have applied the word in the biblical gist and in the tradition of various writers who, by attempting to tell us what constitutes a human being or a person, have used the term "man" in the gender-collective sense. While the masculine pronoun – he – is applied here broadly for ease of expression, the feminine pronoun – she – is employed whenever necessary to avoid ambiguity. The issues herein are pertinent to men, women, the young, and the elderly.

And clearly, when I pose the question of man's identity, I am not referring simply to the human organism: Science, particularly biology, is suited to that aim. This exposition isn't philosophy either, nor is it, in the conventional sense, psychology or theology. What renders us human beings precedes and transcends the disciplines mentioned above, as well as any ideology or system of political ideas. However, I reference those disciplines, including various aspects of science, to clarify what I am presenting.

Modern man has achieved a remarkable understanding of the universe. He has transformed from the ape that he supposedly was, split the atom, and made the skies increasingly give up their secrets to him. In medicine, organ transplants are now a familiar occurrence. Perhaps man is inching to clone himself. To a laudable degree, man has taken measure of the material universe.

Those achievements notwithstanding, here is a glaring contradiction: Until now man has not grasped his intrinsic identity. Sooner or later, we all wonder: Who am I? How do I get a grip on my mental or psychological aspects? And why is there suffering and pain alongside all that is beautiful and noble? Why are we here anyway? Most people, deeming these issues rather inscrutable, view it all with ambivalence or indifference. After all, whether or not we appreciate who we are, life goes on.

* * *

Given the significance of the matter, it is crucial to examine the unique aspect of our existence, which, as indicated above, is neither science nor philosophy.

From the Greek records dating around 550 B.C. until now, the prevalent notion is that what makes us human is the "soul". That presents a fair start. Here are some of the more recent views relating to the “soul”:



Like the statue of Glaucus, which was so disfigured by time, seas and

tempests, that it looked more like a wild beast than a god, the human

soul, altered in society by a thousand causes … has, so to speak,

changed in appearance, so as to be hardly recognizable.1

- Jean-Jacques Rousseau.







[There are people to whom] a religious attitude to life is as essential …

as a belief in the authenticity of science. These people have experienced

the soul as vividly as the body, the body as vividly as the soul. And the soul has manifested itself to them in ways not to be explained in terms either of traditional theology or of materialism.2

- Cary F. Baynes.







All people's conscious and intelligent activities can be traced back to

material causes, so that far from such activities being exclusive products of mind, mind itself is a product – the highest product – of matter.3

- Maurice Cornforth.







It is impossible to define precisely what the soul is. Definition is an

intellectual enterprise anyway; the soul prefers to imagine.4

- Thomas Moore.





There are other writers and thinkers who have presented fascinating views about the "soul". For example, Aristotle posed that the soul is an organism with life or, for that matter, a living thing – and by that he encompassed human beings, animals, and other creatures such as insects and plants.

The man or woman in the street may express any or a combination of views cited above, but it doesn't follow that those folks would have been influenced by either of the authors mentioned. Whatever the case, it is evident from the preceding citations that perceptions about man's interiority are hazy, and the contradictory views regarding that sphere reflect the inadequate appreciation of its place and significance in man's existence.

At any rate, man's interiority is discernible. In the words of Cary F. Baynes, the "soul" can be "experienced as vividly as the body". However, growing to that knowledge could be a tortuous process for the individual: This exposition is partly autobiographical, reflecting the twists and turns of how I reached the knowledge I share here. I came to grips with the essential human element when healing from certain searing experiences. For me, attaining a firm grasp of that immutable reality – namely, Consciousness, which is the heart or core of man as a soul – engendered profound illumination.

What man is as a soul can be presented graphically. It is amazingly simple: The soul is the human form as one with Consciousness. Consciousness is the basis of man's interiority or inner sanctum. The soul's anatomy necessitates that we reliably or consistently name its various features. The naming or terminology relating to aspects of man’s interiority is clarified in this exposition as the anatomy of the soul is progressively unveiled.

As it were, to talk clearly about the soul requires explicit reference to Consciousness. Consciousness is the essential volition and bare canvas of human experience: All man's other knowledge and sensory perceptions register upon and are indeed secondary to Consciousness. The high spot or vertex of Consciousness is the inner man. The inner man is the soul's eye or the cognitive lens within that confers an all-round perspective and, as such, a wholesome grasp of experiences.

The inner man – or persona within – holds man’s innate psychological build together and directs his cognitive function. No person is devoid of the inner man. To lack the inner man would imply that one is less than human – or, in conventional lingo, soulless.

* * *

This exposition is in three broad divisions, which are:


	
Self-awareness;

	
Rationality; and,

	
Freedom.



I have described the soul with accompanying anatomical diagrams in Chapter Three in Part 1 of the book, which primarily deals with self-awareness. Part 2 of the exposition concerns rationality or the common sense of humankind in our day-to-day existence. Part 3, under the broad umbrella of freedom, focuses on what I guardedly refer to as religion at this stage: Here, I consider humankind's relationship to the universe, God, and the problem of evil.

Overall, proceeding from Consciousness as the essential foundation, I endeavor to present man's innate psychological build – or, the psyche – and then the complete picture of the soul, which is man's psycho-physical formation. In so doing, I also incline to dispel pernicious misconceptions regarding man's inner workings. In Chapter One, I have tilted the overview – that is, humankind's perennial sameness – to be amusing and thought-provoking. The laughable contradictions and fragile underpinnings of modern man's notions of civilization or culture provide a stimulating backdrop to engaging matters of the soul.

What then are the implications of coming to grips with the human core? Firstly, coming to grips with Consciousness – and consequently attaining a complete or sound appreciation of one's existence as a soul – would render the individual's interiority explicit, affording him precise control over the psychological and mental aspects.

Secondly, a sound grasp of our existence as souls would render society wiser and engender healthful environments for our collective mental well-being and individual fulfillment.

Thirdly, coming to grips with Consciousness presents the link vital to reconciling the contradictions or seemingly disparate strands of man's knowledge: It would dispose us to reflect upon our cultural outlook vis-à-vis the inner processes that underlie perception and understanding. That would inevitably entail unwrapping the underpinnings of language as well as what we ordinarily refer to as thought.

* * *

It is crucial at the outset to face up to the conventional notions – and indeed the mental conditioning – that impede the grasp of Consciousness:

Let's begin by noting that the wording to "experience the soul" 5 is vague and misleading. Strictly, our bodies or physical senses do not "experience the soul": We do not grasp our interiority from a sensory perspective or in the material context. Rather, as the high spot of Consciousness, the inner man comes to grips with himself, which engenders inner illumination. Accordingly, the individual gains a well-defined view of his psychological build or inner architecture, and is empowered to steward that sphere in a cohesive manner. Moreover, the individual achieves a vivid mind-over-matter outlook.

We have also noted that man is much more than science. For that reason, science has no business arrogating to itself the power to answer the fundamental problem of Consciousness. Indeed science does not. Yet, as this exposition indicates, some enthusiasts have made exaggerated claims about science in this matter.

Granted, part of human existence – particularly relating to man's physical aspect – is within the reach or scope of science. That necessitates that we are clear-minded regarding the relationship between Consciousness and science. It is man who does science: The soul's eye observes and abstracts given realities or phenomena and then discerns their relationships. As such, science or the scientific method – entailing observation and experiment – is encompassed within the broad rationality of Consciousness: We understand experiences, scientific or otherwise, by the discerning or interpretive power of Consciousness.

There isn't any experience or problem that cannot be observed or recognized as fact by the eye of the soul – that is, regardless of whether it pertains to human interactions or man's relationship to the universe: That could be a number, weight or dimension, a property or properties of given matter, or a hodgepodge of non-quantifiable experiences that permeate human existence. It is man's intrinsic sensibility that grasps all those realities or attributes. We may not presume to think clearly about something that we do not see or grasp. Rationality or straight thinking is based on facts or perceptions and their connecting logic, which ought to be understood for what they are. We see or comprehend an idea, a phenomenon, or a concept, or we are blind to it. If we cannot by the naked eye or bare physical senses see or conclude on an issue, particularly relating to material reality, then we may appropriately engage science. That would entail devising a fitting hypothesis and then experiment to test observations. As with other aspects involving human curiosity and rationality, science is exploratory – a trial or a series of trials leading to proof or confutation of a matter under investigation. And, as it were, it is the interpretive power of Consciousness that underpins these exertions.

Consciousness is actuality distinct from matter, which has contributed immensely to its elusiveness. Yet to proclaim that Consciousness cannot be grasped in the material or physical context would doubtless cause disquiet in many circles. Modern man is acclimated to grasp tangible or corporeal reality: Scientism, which is to idolatrize the scientific spirit, bears considerable blame for the usually veiled notion that matter is the representation or yardstick of reality. And because that notion is practically etched into the modern or contemporary outlook, many people would find it difficult to conceive of actuality that isn't amenable to mathematical description or reality inaccessible via sensory perception.

In the foregoing context, one might incline to proclaim that the "soul" does not exist since it couldn't be revealed in a test tube or lab experiment. Of course such an experiment would be a joke. However, that sort of experiment and the attendant conclusion would not only highlight the misconception that the “soul” is detached from one's physical form, but that stances regarding man’s interiority hold no practical value or real-life implications. Still, that kind of experiment would underline the miscue that all reality is reducible to numbers, measurement, and technology. With that kind of outlook, we mostly gloss over the human endowments that inform science: the power of observation, thought, and the passion that colors it all. These endowments are intimately part of our everyday existence, so much so that we are almost blind to them.

But one does not have to look farther than oneself to appreciate the reality of the “soul”. What are words? Who among us has not realized the power of words to build or destroy? What is the color of love or hate? What is the measure or laboratory test for trust, honesty, dishonesty, or even forgiveness? Are these immeasurable or non-quantifiable outflows of the human bosom real? Or, are they dismissible phantoms? A cynic may demur this sort of consideration as nothing more than words. To that charge, I would respond by pointing the individual to his attitude and ask him whether he likewise regards it as meaningless or of no consequence.

* * *

The mix-up of psychical terminology has barely facilitated the grasp of man's interiority. As previously indicated, consideration of the soul requires consistent nomenclature or vocabulary concerning its various parts. That contrasts with much of the available psychological literature by which a reader may tussle with several opaque and arguably overlapping jargon. (A glance at any works of Sigmund Freud or Carl Jung by the man or woman in the street would bear this out.) It is often difficult to stand apart from received knowledge and examine it. It is doubly hard, as is attested in all fields when the labels or symbols that transmit knowledge are loosely used and loosely understood. For example, I came across a little book treating the subject of psychosomatic medicine in which the author states: "'psyche' derives from Greek, meaning 'mind' or 'spirit' or 'soul' but actually including all of them." 6 Marxist literature does not distinguish between the mind, conscious, or the soul. It is also apparent that both the Old and New Testament of the Bible do not expressly indicate the orientation (or relationship to each other) of the heart, mind, and soul. The ambiguity of psychical vocabulary – with meanings smudged one into the other – lingers to date in secular and religious usage.

Unsurprisingly, the available literature relating to man's interiority or psychological build mostly skirts around the nature and layout of that sphere. For instance, the writer Thomas Moore inclines to introduce the "soul" into psychology and everyday life but gives the impression that it is somewhat obscure or impenetrable. His book, Care of the Soul, among the several insightful propositions, also suggests that we embrace given myths for the well-being of the "soul". On the other hand, Dr. Thomas Harris, writing largely in the framework of conventional psychology in his book I'm Ok – You're Ok, presents configurations or "phenomenological realities" to facilitate the delineation of our mental tendencies and thus enhance control over our behavior. Whether or not this range or kinds of literature directly address the question of Consciousness, the writings, on the whole, fall short of marking out man's innate psychological build.

As it is, conventional psychology broadly entails probing the so-called "subconscious" or "unconscious" and the application of various therapeutic techniques. Yet to proceed without understanding what the psyche or man’s innate psychological build constitutes is to start with a profound liability. In particular, that approach is prone to focus on the surface presentation of mental or psychological ailments, notwithstanding that such disorders invariably encrust a deeper malaise: Psychological or mental health challenges – even though likely fomented by unwholesome social environments and questionable cultural mentalities – build on the distortions and tensions at the root of the psyche, which is Consciousness.

Accordingly, to properly heal or resolve psychological ailments requires coming to grips with the essential human element: Coming to grips with Consciousness would draw away the curtain regarding the individual’s psychological or mental processes and thus equip him to exercise continuous self-interrogation for healthful self-adjustment rather than engage in reactive interventions to mental health challenges. While we may want the help of a professional psychologist, our mental well-being rests with us individually.

By this exposition, I contend that every individual ought to come to grips with his essential element, which would empower him to suitably mold or compose the psyche and engender fulfilling personal relationships and other worthwhile pursuits.

Bernard Eceru.
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1   http​://www​.Constitution​.org​/jjr​/ineg-02​.htm (Accessed April 12, 2006)

2   Carl Gustav Jung, Modern man in Search of a Soul, Kegan Paul, Trench & Co. Ltd., 1945, p.viii.

3   Maurice Cornforth, Dialectical Materialism: Theory of Knowledge (Vol.3), Lawrence & Wishart Ltd., 1977, p. 10.

4   Thomas Moore, Care of the Soul, HarperPerennial, 1994, p.xi.

5   I first encountered this phrase while reading Carl Jung's Modern Man in Search of a Soul (1945). That vague description derives from being accustomed to grasping or explaining things in the sensory context. Our outlook is practically chiseled to view experiences from the material perspective.

6   I salvaged portions of this little book, Health and Happiness, and the quote is from page 16. The editor and author is J. DeWitt Fox., M.D.





PART 1

SELF-AWARENESS



“If the arrogance of reason has led to barbarism, what is left?”

- Theodor Adorno.

“She thinks she has no soul, no interior life, but the truth is that she has no access to it.”

- David Denby.









CHAPTER ONE

How far we have come



We suffer from the asymmetry

between our knowledge of nature

and our knowledge of man,

between outside awareness

and self-ignorance.

- David Landes.





I. Humankind's perennial sameness

Looking at the history of humankind, one conclusion is inescapable: Up till now, man has not attained the definitive sense of self. And so he has remained in the dark regarding his interiority.

This plight underlies the contradictions of man's knowledge and is indeed the Achilles' heel of civilization.

Besides, despite the profound cultural, scientific, and technological revolutions over the epochs, man has essentially stayed the same! That is, at any point in time that man has been man.

Early in the 20th century, a cheerful author – Mary Pendered – in The Book of Common Joys remarked that the savage, with his fondness limited to his family or tribe, was content with a rudimentary form of music, which to us today would be no music but mere noise; and, however the savage may have been moved by melodious sounds, he reflected no inclination to advancement in the greatest arts. Pendered also observed that unlike the primitive man who "seems to have found delight in cruelty", modern man is lucky to be born with a "desire for helping" and a "human instinct to serve".1

Pendered's optimism regarding modern man was abundant. However, by the time her book went into print, the 1st World War, which began in 1914, was well underway. Barely a decade passed after the civilized world had explored ways to forestall other catastrophes of the kind and then the 2nd World War broke out. The planet has since experienced more horrors, with some accorded more visible headlines than others.

The manners of this primate do not bear out his ardent claims of culture or civilization. Man is a bickering creature with woolly notions regarding what he essentially is. But that scarcely bothers him. After all, he has made notable strides in understanding his environment and is usually jocular toward his fellows.

This homo sapient, bearing a vestigial tail – just the coccyx, and I do not mean to insinuate anything extended or dangled from the body – has a captivating story of how he came to be or how he wishes to view his past. He professes that between five and eight million years ago, his ancestors branched off the evolutionary path along which he had trudged with the chimpanzees. As he may posit, the creature had timidly come down the leafy environs – possibly the dark jungles of Eastern Africa – and taken shelter in caves. He later emerged from the caves with fire and less bodily fur, perhaps envisioning to erect mud and grass thatched habitation. By then, standing on two of his four limbs, he, in due course, wandered off beyond Africa. Translocation over millennia brought this naked ape to bungalows and skyscrapers. Today's sophisticated man drives on dust-free highways in modern carts fixed with headlamps and propelled by droning motors mostly powered by that greasy black gold – oil. And, unmistakably, malls of materialism litter the earth alongside dingy shacks in which misery sighs and gazes in silence.

That this super ape had once been wholly engrossed in hunting are footprints that feature mostly in his imagination. Nowadays, he sails across the sky in Boeing or Airbus, adorned in business suits, and carrying briefcases. He also sports a mobile phone.

This oversize ape has been to the moon, and his eyes light up with strange adoration when he gazes into the starry nights. Yet when he attempts to consider his own inner space – the interiority which, in conjunction with his physical form, accords him the distinctive human experience he enjoys – his eyes grow dim, and his voice falters in incoherent babble.

The creature is instead charmed by the evolutionary explanation of his large brain or cranial capacity around which he spins elaborate notions about his state. He claims that environmental pressures were the drive behind the evolution of his rather large brain, which then set him on a path of development distinguished from that of other creatures. However, it seems man's cranial capacity and his freed hands (which supposedly were forelimbs) can no longer extend or stretch the frontiers of his discernment.

Anthropology or studies of that sort suggest that the females of this overgrown ape have always been more intelligent than the males. Today the species is engaged in lifting the female gender from deprived circumstances. And latterly, some females gleefully proclaim how boy dinosaurs had their butts kicked by females of that pre-historic type. Others among the females of the human species are inclined to put on just a little clothing, and the crude carnal-minded males are culpable of ogling the more emotionally refined fair sex. The females, with no less salacious tongues than the males, are apt to boast of strange abilities: for instance, when they make a brief call to the restroom, they could as well ease themselves in a manner very much as the males do – that is, while standing up! Moreover, doing it with a fair amount of accuracy – save for not being endowed with the member to shake! 2

* * *

With hindsight, it appears that when man came down the trees and emerged from the caves, he had let out a battle cry that reverberated through the woods and over the hills – and perhaps echoing unto the heavens – that the goal of life was the survival of his DNA: Clones of himself reportedly strut the earth! And this super ape engages in congratulatory chest-thumping as though he's made anything from zilch. The primate also toys with the notion of taming his aging process to remain eternally young and concocts strange potions to induce his happiness.

If our ancestors held superficial ideas about themselves and their environs and were thereby inclined to superstition, modern man, on his part, engages in make-believe. He is no less a hostage to delusions – including modifying his body parts to look like the demigods in motion pictures, musicals, and glossy magazines. Curiously still, he now and then denigrates himself vis-à-vis creatures lower than himself, speaking longingly of such creatures' seemingly superior social behavior.

His mind plays games with him in the same way he manipulates it to various devices. He has basically turned into the mass man – the man or woman or hordes of folks programmed now and then with set patterns of perception and reason. The creature's inclinations are carved or paneled by the seemingly inevitable cultural turns, ebb, and flow.

Apparently, the process of this primate's evolution became unstuck. While man seemed to develop more and more, he had in fact morphed into enfant terrible. He is pretty controlling and tends to issue thinly veiled threats that he could blow the species off the face of the earth in mutually assured destruction.

One cannot help but mull over this self-styled pinnacle of evolution. It may be worthwhile to peek into the heart of this primate to help him possibly gain a grip on himself.

II. The age-old enigma

There is a breeze of exceptional achievement that surrounds modern man. One gets the impression that he considers himself quite different from the generations that have gone by. Yes, in several respects, modern man is unique. After all, we dwell in the era of technological civilization, including the digital spectacle, which is a far cry from our forefathers' wildest imagination.

Yet the ancients and the modern share this awful flaw: Man's feeble control over himself. An ancient riddle puzzles modern man:


	Why can't we behave as sensibly as we possibly know we should? From where do the destructive passions in man spring up?

	What eats away at the very seams of our existence, leaving us with a sense of ennui – a peculiar restlessness or anxiety with a tinge of emptiness?



Those who read the Bible could be familiar with Apostle Paul's frustration. He noted that "I do not understand what I do. For what I want to do I do not do, but what I hate I do."3

Walt Whitman underlined the dilemma this way: "I contradict myself. I am large. I contain multitudes.”

Another writer who has succinctly portrayed man's inner contradictions in the modern era is Somerset Maugham. He observed: "There are times when I look over the various parts of my character with perplexity. I recognize that I am made up of several persons and that the person that at the moment has the upper hand will inevitably give place to another. But which is the real one? All of them or none?"

Launching from these very same concerns, Dr. Thomas Harris, in his well-received book, I'm Ok – You're Ok, explored why each of us often experiences himself as several warring factions, more or less helplessly. (The book was initially published in 1968.) Dr. Harris elaborated a distinct vocabulary and tool of Transactional Analysis, namely, that there exist in all of us three phenomenological realities – that is, "Child," "Adult," and "Parent". Respectively, "in each person there is the same little person he was when he was three years old. There are also his parents." 4 The "Adult," though "fragile and tentative" in the early years of childhood, with maturation gets to edit "Parent" and "Child" data effectively, sorting out truth from the chaff.

Dr. Harris corroborated his proposition regarding Transactional Analysis with Dr. Wilder Penfield's earlier research. That earlier research indicated that when a weak electric current was applied to a section of the cerebral cortex, particular recollections reflective of the phenomenological realities that he (Dr. Harris) postulated were evoked from the subject's memory in a manner akin to what day-to-day experiences induced.

The first and obvious criticism of the above submission is this: The vast terrain of man’s experiences and imagination rise above and defy reductive constructs or formulations such as the "phenomenological realities" proffered by Dr. Harris. What’s more, his submission, proceeding from glimpses of personal experiences via the workings of the brain, does not compellingly indicate how an individual may ordinarily – or, as a matter of routine – engage the brain to engender desired behavior or attitudinal change.

It is also clear that the approach undertaken by Dr. Harris pandered to the mounting view at the time that a person's mental or psychological state sprung from the workings of the brain, which implied that understanding how the brain functioned would shed light on how to manage the inner aspects. And, in apparent linkage to that prior view, notable voices today consider brain activity and mental processes almost interchangeably. (A number of those voices are indicated farther in this exposition.)

The aforementioned mentality notwithstanding, the focus of this exposition is neither the psychological issues associated with degenerative brain diseases such as Alzheimer's nor the psychological challenges arising from neurological conditions like epilepsy, traumatic brain injuries, or even cerebral malaria, which may require medication or surgical treatment. Instead, this exposition casts light on persons who are medically healthy but won't live as sensibly as they want to; we are talking of persons with arguably sound brains but whose manner of conduct or sense of accountability toward fellow human beings falls short. Undeniably, a person does not need to grasp the operation of neurons or brain cells to enjoy psychological or mental well-being. Neither does one require knowledge of the brain’s overall function for them to be kind and understanding or compassionate: Throughout history, individual men and women have been levelheaded, warm, and compassionate to other people without an appreciation of the anatomy or workings of the brain.

Consequently, it is doubtful that conflating mental function with brain activity can offer a definitive answer to man's feeble control over himself. Still, the observations and criticisms above highlight the difficulty of isolating the problem in its proper context and developing pertinent trains of thought on the matter.

* * *

A psychologist may state that a person will succeed if he pursues his purpose or goal with discipline. However:


	While it is laudable to advocate discipline, habits, or principles for success; how does one rally or summon the requisite psychological mettle to focus and press on as desired?

	It is barely enough to admonish self-control: What levers do I hold, or what faculties do I weigh upon to achieve such control?



Knowing my keen interest in these matters, a close friend forwarded me a striking extract of an e-mail. Whomever the author is, this could not have been stated more palpably. It pinpoints man's deep-seated desire to have the fog of opaqueness lifted off whatever his inner workings might be:

“You people are telling me what you think I want to know. I want to know what is actually happening, become aware of internal, subjective, sub-verbal experiences, so that these experiences can be brought into the world of abstraction, of conversation, of naming, etc., with the consequence that it immediately becomes possible for a certain amount of control to be exerted over these hitherto unconscious and uncontrollable processes.”

In other words, implicit in the poise of modern psychology is the supposition that the psyche is a known entity. When the psyche is ordinarily spoken of, we nod our heads and carry on like we fully grasp what is alluded to. However, candid scrutiny reveals only vague hints of some nondescript or indistinct phenomenon to which a psychologist may have privileged access.

At any rate, conventional psychology does not indicate precisely what the psyche constitutes and, as such, it doesn't pin down how to exercise direct or clear-cut control over one's interiority toward wholesome self-direction. Beyond the individual, absent proper awareness of the psyche begets a blurred, if not patchy and rugged psychological landscape:

Notable literature on psychoanalysis or psychotherapy leans sizably on observing patients or their case histories to demonstrate what constitutes normal or healthy attitudes and behavior. Thus, for example, the book by Dr. Thomas Harris referenced above and The Road Less Traveled by Dr. Scott Peck, carry traces of extrapolating normality from dysfunction. 5 Also, whereas the sources or literature of the kind mentioned overhead tend to consider persons who acknowledge having a problem with themselves but are perhaps benign or harmless to those around them; it narrowly contemplates the seemingly normal populace – regular folks and the elite – who are not only a problem to themselves but are often a danger to others: Their personal or group disorders, while ordinarily glossed over, are often fateful for other individuals and the wider public as touched upon in Section III below.

III. Where is man's humanity?

A relative told me this intriguing story that his German friend had narrated. The friend's father, sick on a hospital bed, remarked thus to his son, who had been reluctant to visit him: "The sick people are not the ones you see here in the hospital or those loitering along the streets, possibly naked and picking from dustbins. The truly sick people are the ones you see rushing off to work, so busy with one thing or the other."

Sadly, the sentiment holds a ring of truth. Benjamin Ferencz put it this way regarding those who planned as well as those who executed the unspeakable Nazi cruelty:

“Though many Nazi atrocities were carried out by nothing less than sadists or professional criminals, those who conceived and directed the extermination programs were quite different. I was shocked to learn that almost all of them were educated men who seemed quite normal. They loved their families, were kind to cats and dogs, enjoyed Wagner's music, and could quote Goethe's poetry. In fact, many of them – I am ashamed to say – were lawyers.” 6

The foregoing observations by Ferenz stand in sharp contrast to Pendered's upbeat views about modern man cited at the beginning of this chapter. Even so, over and beyond those contrasting views, modern man and his forbearers do not come across as particularly dissimilar. That brings to the fore two vitally important and feasibly entwined issues: Firstly, what is the underpinning of man's humanity? And secondly, how does what renders man a human being pertain to his psychological state and mental function? I wrestled with those two fundamental questions in the course of charting the essential thrust of this book. While in that frame of mind, I presented a corresponding hurdle to a youthful medical doctor: If "reality is a vital tool for treatment" 7 as any psychologist would indicate, what are the grounds of man's psychological or mental well-being – perhaps a map, a yardstick or some other element – that we may fall back on for healthful self-adjustment and wholesome self-direction?

The young doctor went on to sketch the graph below:


[image: img]

Figure 1: Normal Curve.



What followed was a simple explanation: Anybody falling between –5 and +5 is "normal". Those who lie between the mean (0) and X are "supernormal", and those who fall within the shaded areas would be "abnormal". This schema would, of course, require an appropriate scaling system to allow for results that are comparable universally. We could decide on 10 or 20 traits as determining factors, each assigned an index or indicator.

However, here is a fundamental criticism of the foregoing viewpoint: Naturally, individuals do not sense their psychological or mental state basing on statistical measures, nor do they achieve inner well-being by adjusting vis-à-vis such measures. Plus, of course, we cannot tell with certainty who is or isn't mentally healthy by simply scrutinizing given statistics or indicators. While that sort of schema may, as it seems, apply in a narrow controlled environment; its validity, given the complexity of human existence, is improbable. A simple instance: A petty thief, maybe a chicken snatcher, is apprehended in the context of such a normal curve, conceivably informed by a given social or cultural outlook. Yet, some people are lawless but are apparently successful and happy, and they live in the mainstream rather than at the fringes of society. They hardly appear to be psychologically conflicted and take life in their stride. It is possible, then, for many people to be in a state of aberrance and yet live heedless of the fact since the entire neighborhood would be in the sway of a given hang-up. In this case, the normal person might be the one who does not conform to the general mindset.

As it were, the sort of graphs or statistics alluded to here can hardly offer a definite personal evaluation nor present a universal benchmark vis-à-vis healthy or unhealthy behavior. Besides, we may ask: Wouldn't "prescribed" notions regarding normal or healthy behavior based on such statistics render us close-minded to the many seemingly unfamiliar yet indisputable ways of life? There is also the danger of crass expediency or self-centeredness when one group of people views other folks via such set notions of normality: For example, crediting special abilities or character flaws to a given “race”, gender, class, or tribe.

When Timothy Pain, a Christian writer, visited apartheid South Africa, he was shocked to find that the segregating mentality had as powerful a hold on the minds of evangelicals as it did on the armed forces. 8 He said he could have denounced the White-led charismatic churches there. But instead, he considered that if he had grown up in South Africa, he probably would have been like the other church members. And, because they cherished many of the values he treasured, he concluded they were "not bad but blind".

Blind – that sounds like a fitting description. A conformist sort of aberrance, I would add. (Here is the kind of ratiocination that sustains the said frame of mind: Because virtually all the people around a given individual hold the same attitudes or behave in a similar manner, the individual as well as his acquaintances can hardly perceive what might be wrong with the prevailing mentality – they don’t incline to intuitively question or call out such mentality. Hence, the conformist sort of aberrance.) It is that anomaly or split exhibited by arguably decent people that I take issue with here.

It is by that sort of anomaly that educated men and women orchestrated Nazi atrocities; it is the same curious split that underlies gender bias; it is by the selfsame dim sight that a school in the United States of America (USA) in the 1950s attempted to bar a young Black woman from attending a "Whites only" school. It is the same split we see when a farm owner throws a laborer into a lion's den. It is a related handicap that drives someone to poke a gun's muzzle at a prisoner's private parts – and this was said to happen in an area deemed religious or compassionate. It is the same anomaly that inclines a woman, wife to a Judge, to engage in the physical and psychological batter of a housemaid.

Still, how come a person considered a good teacher by parents and pupils detonates a bomb in town, maiming some commuters and killing others? What would we say of a physician with the dark obsession of drugging his patients to slow death, as was discovered in the United Kingdom (UK) years back? What of the European or Asian governments that have, at one time or another, mowed down their citizens, such as the haunting brutality in Cambodia? What of the colonial excesses and then the dishonor by African regimes of their peoples in the wake of independence? A cargo ship from a wealthy Western country delivers tons of toxic waste upon the shores of a poor African country, causing over a dozen deaths and rendering thousands ill. What of the old hatreds and bigotries that surface again and again in our day – with the maltreatment or persecution of ethnic groups, including threats of extermination? Then there are these scars: The 1994 Rwanda genocide, the 1995 Srebrenica massacres, and the 2004 Beslan school tragedy.

None of the events or incidents mentioned above is fiction. And as previously indicated, these cruelties and indignities point to how seemingly normal people are not only a problem to themselves but are often a danger to others. The iniquity and cruelty beg for an answer: Where is man's humanity?

I closely followed the soul-searching on some TV episodes after the Columbine High School shooting in Colorado, USA, in 1999. There were all sorts of observations and proposed solutions regarding the incident – including, for instance, the "need for tougher firearm laws" and more care for "isolated groups of alienated youngsters from broken homes". It was observed that "we have failed to love our children", and that "children spend [too much] time at school". There was therefore need, someone observed, for a "whole range of dynamics including a reduction of responsibilities entrusted to teachers". One TV episode noted that, among other things, teen violence was caused by a lack of self-worth, a lack of belonging, and low self-esteem. One lady said she was going to tell her children so: "I am sorry I wasn't as tough with you as I should have been." Another rather bemusing submission was by a female who said she had decided on taking her sons to a respectable father figure for them to emulate him.

From this could be gleaned the familiar psychological commentary and platitudes. Not that the suggestions or recommendations were unreasonable. However, it sounded like rehashed fiddling at the margins or surface of the problem.

Also, we hear from time to time people expressing bewilderment when, for instance, someone rapes and possibly murders a young woman: "Why would anybody do this to a 21-year-old girl?" We are shocked by such things, including the other cruelties and indignities cited above, because of the reluctance to see the dark outline in the outlook of arguably urbane, sophisticated men and women.

The atypical disorder in question here is perhaps best encapsulated in what a psychologist may say of schizophrenia: The patient is ill, yet the microscope won't reveal anything wrong!

The age-old problem of why we seem unable to conduct ourselves satisfactorily persists to this day.

IV. The hallmark of man

Every human being is, in one way or another, entangled in the odd universal handicap at issue here.

As previously indicated, it isn't helpful in the matter at hand to reference the psyche or render formulations about it when we barely know what it is. Still, it would be a vacuous endeavor to anchor a person's sense of normality or inner well-being on statistics and graphs of the sort rendered above.

Undeniably, there is a link between the brain and our mental tendencies or behavior – a connection that may well be scientifically investigated. However, as noted in Section II above, that approach is tenuous with regard to unveiling the psychological levers or inner architecture that a person may directly engage for wholesome self-direction. It is similarly doubtful that peering at a bird's brain or that of a lab rat can elicit a firm, if not personal and practical answer to the issue at hand.

What is patently clear, though, is this: If man is a problem to himself, then the answer must lie within his unique constitution or makeup as a human being. And so we may again ask:


	Beyond man's physical form, is there no shared immutable element between the ancients and the modern – a constancy upon which hinges the entire range of human experience?

	Doesn't there exist something within man which is not merely programming about what reality is – something beyond the myths or cultural constructs that are conveniently adopted or handed down to us through our growing process?



Yes, there is. And I squarely put the finger on this profound actuality: Consciousness! The answer always existed under our noses. Yet, for all that Consciousness is, plus the stack of literature on the subject, sadly, little is grasped of it.

I am afraid scholars of Consciousness today, even with all the available brain imaging technology, hardly differ from Dr. Harris, who tilted then to the burgeoning mentality of conflating mental processes with the electrochemical brain activity. In its barefaced form, that mentality holds that the "psyche" or "mind" – or whatever they label it – could be discerned by scanning the grey matter between our ears.

Steven Pinker's assertion that the "mind is what the brain does" 9 somewhat typifies the aforesaid mentality. Still, such mentality calls up the Marxist reductive view of man's mental or psychological aspects. The Marxist stance, as previously referenced, was concisely stated by Maurice Cornforth: "mind" – from which emanates "people's conscious and intelligent activities" – is the highest product of matter.

However, Keith Sutherland, writing in the Journal of Consciousness Studies, presented a divergent view: "No amount of knowledge of the detailed workings of the brain will ever be able to 'explain' human experience." 10

Jensine Andresen and Robert Forman observed so: "We do not know how to think about consciousness, how it relates to the body, or how it might connect to anything beyond the body." They further noted, "We do not know if the final theory of Consciousness will look like a formula, a brain diagram, a sentence, some combination of the three, or something entirely different. We do not even know the correct questions to ask."11

It is crucial to appreciate here that a seemingly innocuous but potent inclination has firmly taken root since the onset of the scientific revolution in the early 17th Century: The tendency to basically equate reality with matter. The physical or natural world was more and more deemed the "real" world – the tactile world grasped via sensory perception. With the success of the natural sciences, and then the spirit of science given to popular culture, the fallacy that human experience could be entirely subsumed within the notions of the natural world was greatly engendered. Today, what barely accedes to the logic of scientific realism or mathematical description – encompassing material phenomena with the associated physical forces, motion, space, and time – may well be dismissed as a primitive throwback or something tending toward the metaphysical pale.

Against that backdrop of scientism, and furnished with only vague clues of what they grapple with, scholars of Consciousness and other thinkers on a similar quest have tended to impose material notions upon the problem of Consciousness and consequently pursue a false line of inquiry regarding the matter.

* * *

There is a mismatch between what Consciousness is and how the challenge of coming to grips with it has been approached from the material or physical perspective. And, because the context of the problem is misconceived, it has not been possible to wrap minds around the issue.

Cary F. Baynes, in the preface to Carl Jung's Modern Man in Search of a Soul, came well within the precinct of answering the fundamental problem of Consciousness when he put it that there are people who had "experienced the soul as vividly as the body" and that it had "manifested itself in ways not to be explained in terms of either traditional theology or of materialism". In that regard, the appreciation of Consciousness would not only trump conventional notions regarding the spectrum of reality; it would also affirm that man may not achieve explicit inner awareness via the material or materialist lens. Therefore, it is crucial to vacate the material cocoon and the scientism with which the problem of Consciousness has been approached until now.

As indicated in the Introduction, the explication of Consciousness here is partly autobiographical: I would only have gotten to a good recovery from certain searing experiences with a personal grasp of the essential human element, which is Consciousness.

This exposition attests to the pre-eminence of Consciousness in human experience: A dimensionless actuality that not only vouches for itself but also underpins human sentience or sensory perception and the associated thought processes.

Consciousness is the one common denominator intrinsically relating to and yet rising above every terrain of man's outlook – cultural and otherwise. And it is indeed the fulcrum upon which man's psychological well-being and a whole range of mental health issues revolve.
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