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        Dedicated to the memories of Henri Bergson, William James, and Ferdinand Schiller, three remarkable individuals who never let fashion dictate their opinions.
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      “The belief that consciousness itself is somehow produced within the brain will topple under the momentum of observations this theory simply cannot explain. Chris Carter’s second book, as well organized and accessible as his first, details the history, physics, and observed phenomena that will forever change how we look at the brain. A readable, informative, and devastating critique of materialism.”

      ROBERT BOBROW, M.D., CLINICAL ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF FAMILY MEDICINE AT STONY BROOK UNIVERSITY AND AUTHOR OF THE WITCH IN THE WAITING ROOM

      “Chris Carter’s tightly reasoned approach and his encyclopedic grasp of the research make 
Science and the Near-Death Experience the best book on NDEs in years. The clarity of Carter’s writing and the breadth of his scholarship make this an ideal resource for both experts and those new to the field. This book brings much-needed insight and common sense to our understanding of NDEs.”

      BRUCE GREYSON, M.D., CARLSON PROFESSOR OF PSYCHIATRY 
AND NEUROBEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA

      “As a physicist and neurosurgeon, I find Chris Carter’s Science and the Near-Death Experience to be a comprehensive analysis of NDEs, and a book that allows one to understand that consciousness persists beyond the death of the physical body. It is beautifully written!”


      JOHN L. TURNER, M.D., AUTHOR OF 
MEDICINE, MIRACLES, AND MANIFESTATIONS

      “In this important book, author Chris Carter does a masterful job at demonstrating how the evidence does not support the mainstream scientific view that consciousness and mind are produced by the brain. In addition, Carter objectively reviews the empirical data on near-death experiences and rightly concludes that these data fully support the notion that mind and consciousness can continue to operate after the cessation of brain activity.” 


      MARIO BEAUREGARD, PH.D., PROFESSOR OF NEUROSCIENCE, UNIVERSITY OF MONTREAL, AND COAUTHOR OF 
THE SPIRITUAL BRAIN 

      “There has been a spate of books on the afterlife and the immortality of consciousness lately, indicating a resurgence of interest in what is surely one of the most important—and I would argue THE most important—question a conscious human being can pose in his or her life. Carter’s book is not only an important contribution to this literature; it is its current crowning achievement. For he masters both the theoretical and the evidential approach, showing that belief to the contrary of the survival of consciousness is mere, and now entirely obsolete, dogma, and that the evidence for survival is clear and rationally convincing. A book to read and to remember for the rest of one’s life—and perhaps beyond. . . .” 


      ERVIN LASZLO, AUTHOR OF SCIENCE AND THE AKASHIC FIELD 
AND FOUNDER OF THE CLUB OF BUDAPEST 

    

  
    
       

      
        We can easily forgive a child who is afraid of the dark; the real tragedy of life is when men are afraid of the light. 

      

      PLATO 

    

  
    
      FOREWORD

      
        If, like most contemporary Western philosophers and scientists, I were completely ignorant of, or blandly indifferent to, these phenomena, I should, like them, leave the matter there. But I do not share their ignorance, and I am not content to emulate the ostrich. 

      

      C. D. BROAD 

      The history of science is replete with examples of ideas, concepts, and theories that at one time were accepted as true, but which are now known to be false. Once upon a time, it was quite reasonable to believe that Earth is the center of the universe, that it is flat, that it is less than eight thousand years old, that an unregulated free market is the best way to run an economy, that women are by nature inferior to men, that the material world consists of independently existing particles, that the world we observe exists independent of our observing it, and so on. All of these beliefs have been proved false by science. 


      However, as history shows, there is usually a generation time gap between when the old theory has in fact been empirically proved false and when so-called “mainstream” science finally is able to accept the new idea. Hence the quip that science advances “one funeral at a 
time.”1  *1

      Materialism—the belief that consciousness is produced by or is the same thing as the physical brain—is one of those beliefs that have already been proved false by science. However, although science has in fact already established that consciousness can exist independent of the brain and that materialism is therefore empirically false, it will take another generation before these facts are recognized by mainstream academia. Old paradigms never go gently into the night: they go screaming and kicking. And the defenders of materialism today are indeed screaming and kicking ever more loudly, perhaps because of a total lack of evidential support for their respective ideology. 


      The scientific evidence against materialism, and hence in support of the hypothesis that consciousness is independent of matter, has been steadily accumulating for over one hundred years. Even back in the time of the great philosopher and psychologist William James, the evidence was sufficiently strong to convince the majority of scientists and philosophers who took the time to examine it carefully and conscientiously that there was something to it. Today the collective evidence is conclusive: I know of no responsible investigator who has concluded otherwise. For example, after a careful, scientifically rigorous analysis of the near-death experience (NDE), Edward Kelly, Bruce Greyson, and Emily Kelly conclude: 


      The central challenge of NDEs lies in asking how these complex states of consciousness, including vivid mentation, sensory perception, and memory, can occur under conditions in which current neurophysiologic models of the production of mind by brain deem such states impossible. This conflict between current neuroscientific orthodoxy and the occurrence of NDEs under conditions of general anesthesia and/or cardiac arrest is head-on, profound, and inescapable. In our opinion, no future scientific or philosophic discussion of the mind-brain problem can be fully responsible, intellectually, without taking these challenging data 
into account.2

      Thus, it is only because the materialist is deeply ignorant of the empirical data that have decisively refuted his or her cherished beliefs that he or she is able to sustain belief in what is false. The situation for the materialist is logically the same as that of the creationist. Both materialist and creationist must ignore, debunk, and ridicule the scientific findings that have refuted their beliefs. 


      The analogy here is useful. The belief that Earth is less than ten thousand years old has been decisively refuted by science. The fact that over 40 percent of Americans still believe otherwise has no bearing on the truth of what they believe. Similarly, the belief that consciousness is produced by the brain has also been decisively refuted by science. The fact that the majority of scientists and academics do not yet believe this has no bearing on the truth or falsity of the belief itself. What does have bearing on the materialist’s hypothesis is empirical data, collected for over one hundred years, that have led every responsible investigator to the same conclusion as that of the scientists in the above quote. And just as the creationist is more concerned with preserving his religious ideology than he is with discovering empirical truth, so also the materialist is more concerned with preserving ideology than discovering empirical truth, and is quite happy to ignore an incredibly large body of empirical data that proves his ideology false. This is why I said that the evidence is already in, regardless of whether academics choose to examine it or continue to ignore it. The data were already quite considerable at the time of physicist and philosopher C. D. Broad (1887–1971); the data are overwhelming now. 

      I have recently retired after teaching philosophy for forty years at one of the major state universities in the United States. For the last thirty years, I have been carefully following scientific research on the NDE, as well as other areas of investigation that prove fatal for the materialist’s ideology (including mediumship studies, reincarnation studies, and after-death communications). During those thirty years, not once did a colleague come into my office to inquire why I was interested in things that my profession considered “bizarre,” “crazy,” and “off the deep end.” On the contrary, my interest in parapsychology and survival research was taken as “evidence” that I had “lost it,” and my opinions were marginalized. 


      At the time, I accepted being professionally ostracized as the price one has to pay for thinking outside the materialist box. Greater thinkers than I, as the history of science shows, have met similar, if not worse, fates. Yet now, looking back on it, it seems that my colleagues’ total lack of interest in my work demonstrates at best a failure of curiosity of monumental proportion; at worst, it is intellectually irresponsible. There is perhaps no philosophical question more important than the question of whether consciousness is independent of the body and, hence, whether the consciousness that constitutes our very selves survives the death of our body. Given that there is a large body of empirical data that (1) is highly relevant to this question and (2) has convinced virtually everyone that has taken the time to examine it that materialism cannot explain it, I find myself agreeing with Kelly, Greyson, and Grosso that it is intellectually irresponsible for a philosopher or psychologist to be ignorant of this data. 


      At the same time, I was beginning to incorporate these data in my teaching, and during the last fifteen years was teaching courses that centered primarily on these data. The overwhelmingly positive reactions of my students to these data removed any lingering doubts I may have had about teaching this material and allowed me to stay in academia with integrity, my colleagues negative opinions of me notwithstanding. It is not merely that my students found this material intrinsically fascinating and philosophically relevant. More importantly, this material has the power to change lives, and to change them for the better. Students—or at least those who find their way into philosophy courses—are searching for something that gives meaning and purpose to their lives. Reading about the NDE in some detail gives students—and myself—a sense of meaning and purpose; it gives them a framework that greatly helps them with the conduct of their lives, giving their lives direction and meaning that they did not have before. 


      So my experiences teaching this material have brought me much hope and a little sadness. The sadness revolves around the fact that my colleagues will never be able to wrap their minds around these data and, as such, will never be able to receive the personal benefits that come from embracing a nonmaterialistic worldview. They illustrate the “one funeral at a time” quip. My hope revolves around the fact that the future belongs to the students. Many of my students are tomorrow’s doctors, psychologists, and neuroscientists. Because they have been exposed to these data before they become effectively brainwashed by materialist graduate programs to believe that such things are impossible and ridiculous, they go forth into their professions with an open mind and, more importantly, with an open heart. 


      I wish this book had been available when I was teaching, because I would certainly have used it. The author examines in detail virtually all the various hypotheses that materialists have historically advanced to explain, or explain away, the NDE. I use the word “historically” here (even thought the history is just thirty years or so) to indicate my opinion that there is no materialist hypothesis left that any scientist who is highly knowledgeable about the NDE takes seriously. For example, at one point back in the 1980s, some materialists proposed that the NDE was caused by a buildup of carbon dioxide in the brain. Granted, this is not an intrinsically unreasonable hypothesis. But subsequent research has shown (1) that many NDEs occur without a buildup of carbon dioxide in the brain, and (2) that there are plenty of cases of carbon dioxide in the brain without an accompanying NDE. So the presence of carbon dioxide in the brain is neither necessary nor sufficient for an NDE and, hence, has nothing to do with causing the experience. As Chris Carter so convincingly demonstrates in this book, every proposed attempt to explain the NDE in physiological terms has met a 
similar fate.*2 All such proposals have been directly falsified by empirical evidence, and hence it is no longer rational to believe in such things. One of my brighter students—a neuroscience major—after examining the data extensively, concluded that the abysmal poverty and sheer irrationality of the materialist arguments against dualism must themselves constitute some evidence for the opposite position. 


      Science is a rational enterprise. Indeed, science is the epitome of what it is to be a rational enterprise. Although it may not be possible to give a precise definition of the term “rational,” everyone will surely agree that it is rational to base our beliefs about the world on empirical data. It is rational to modify, revise, or abandon our hypotheses in the face of evidence that proves them false. It is irrational to cling to beliefs that have been shown to be false. And it is irrational to refuse to examine data because the data might be threatening to one’s preconceived opinions. 


      Although science is a rational enterprise, we human beings are not rational creatures, neither in our personal lives nor when we are trying to do science. When one is confronted with empirical data that challenge deeply held a priori beliefs, such as geologic facts for creationists or the NDE for materialists, there are various logic tricks that are customarily used to defend beliefs that one is unwilling to relinquish. If the facts are not on your side, you can always “spin” things with words and twisted logic so as not to appear as silly as you really are. These tricks and fancy word games have been exposed by various writers over the years, from the time of William 
James3 to the present, including both 
myself4 and Chris 
Carter.5  *3 
But the issues here go much deeper than mere logic. Logic pertains to the process of reasoning from premises to conclusion, from data to hypothesis. But if one remains studiously ignorant of the empirical facts, then there can be no honest discussion of the logic. Just as creationists will tend to avoid information from geology, paleontology, and biology that undercuts their cherished beliefs, so today’s materialists steadfastly ignore and ridicule the data from parapsychology and survival research that proves their cherished beliefs false. 


      Thus it is imperative for the materialists, if they are to maintain their beliefs, to avoid being exposed to data that run against the contours of their ideology, as my colleagues successfully did for thirty years. To be sure, there are always logic tricks and semantic sleights-of-hand that the materialists can fall back on, should any uncomfortable information come their way. But avoidance of such information is by far the best way to cling to the materialist paradigm. This is surely irrational and very unscientific behavior. Scientific rationality, as philosopher of science Karl Popper maintained, requires that one be constantly on the alert for data that contradict one’s cherished beliefs, rather than constantly avoiding such data. If materialists were rational, they would regard it as their business to seek out and examine data, such as the NDE, mediumship research, and so forth, that challenge their hypothesis. The nature of the human mind is the most important question for philosophers, psychologists, and psychiatrists. One might think that standards of rationality and intellectual responsibility would require that they be fully up-to-date on the findings of parapsychology and survival research, but academics are human first and rational thinkers second. Thirty years ago I would not have believed that an educated person could be as dogmatically and irrationally attached to materialism as creationists are dogmatically attached to their silly beliefs. But I believe it now. 


      Thus far, I have been regarding the materialism paradigm as on a par with other such paradigms that have been overturned in the course of the history of science, but I believe that there is something rather special and different about the present situation. There is a message hidden in all this research, and it is a message that successful academics do not wish to hear. The message is universal love. Every near-death experiencer is convinced that the purpose of life is to grow in our ability to give and receive love. And NDE researchers—as well as mediumship researchers—have themselves come to this same conclusion, but academic life is the opposite of loving. 


      Both science and academia are organized around the same principles that structure the corporate world: success in one’s career depends a little on talent, but mostly on competition, self-promotion, and so forth, that is, on personality traits that have little to do with curiosity, intelligence, or intellectual honesty, to say nothing of love. Those who have been most successful at this—the ones who control the journals, decide who gets funding, decide who gets tenure—hold power in science and academia because of personality qualities that are opposed to the message of universal love. They believe, and need to believe, that the purpose of life is to “win,” to be successful and influential in their field of study. 


      Many academics would be horrified to learn what all near-death experiencers have learned. A successful life is not measured by fame, prestige, wealth, or number of publications; it is measured by how we treat one another, by our ability to live according to the golden rule, and by growth in our ability to feel compassion for others. But try mentioning this at any professional meeting and you will be laughed out of the conference room, and those with the most power and prestige will be laughing the hardest. One of the reasons this research is resisted with exceptional fierceness is because the message of this research—the message of universal love—is threatening to the power structures that govern science and academia. 
Science and the Near-Death Experience is a splendid presentation of thirty years of NDE research. The author does an excellent job of presenting the empirical data and discussing in detail the materialist’s efforts to explain it away. For any open-minded skeptic, or anyone just curious to learn about the NDE, this is a great book to start with, but it is also good for a different category of person: the believer! Often I have had students who already accept the reality of the NDE—perhaps because of their religious faith or because they have had such an experience themselves—and they are resistant to learning the details of argumentation and all the philosophy of science that I make them study. They will say, but I already believe, why do I need to go into the details? My response is, this is not merely a matter of forming certain beliefs: it is also a matter of understanding the scientific, rational basis for our beliefs. 
Science and the Near-Death Experience is as much about rationality itself as it is about the NDE. The author will guide you, step by step, into this fascinating, and very important, area of scientific research. 


      NEAL GROSSMAN 

      Neal Grossman received his Ph.D. in the History and Philosophy of Science from Indiana University in 1970. He has taught philosophy at the University of Illinois at Chicago for over forty years and, for the past fifteen years, has incorporated the Near-Death Experience in almost every course he teaches. His book 
Healing the Mind: The Philosophy of Spinoza Adapted for a New Age presents Spinoza’s elegant system of spiritual psychotherapy in terms accessible to a lay reader. 

    

  
    
      INTRODUCTION

      
        I do not believe we can go back to an age of simple belief. Many of the explanations once given by religion, especially those about the material world, have been shown to be scientifically invalid. The general denial of any possible spiritual reality, however, and the active ignoring of evidence pointing toward the reality of some sort of spiritual aspect of humanity, is scientism, not science. 

      

      CHARLES TART, PH.D., INSTITUTE OF TRANSPERSONAL PSYCHOLOGY 

      The belief in an afterlife dates back at least to the Neanderthals, who buried their dead with flowers, jewelry, and utensils, presumably for use in the next world. Although many people today associate belief in an afterlife with religious faith, it is important to remember that this belief predates any organized religion. It is found in the old shamanic spiritual beliefs of hunter-gatherers from around the world, and usually without any elaborate theological baggage. 


      For instance, the explorer and writer H. R. Schoolcraft, in his travels through the United States in the early 1800s, was greatly impressed with how the Native Americans handled their dead without apparent emotion. 


      The Indians do not regard the approach of death with horror. Deists in religion, they look upon it as a change of state, which is mainly for the better. It is regarded as the close of a series of wanderings and hardships, which must sooner or later cease, which it is desirable should not take place until old age, but which, happen when it may, if it puts a period to their worldly enjoyments, also puts a period to their miseries. Most of them look to an existence in a future state, and expect to lead a happier life in another sphere. And they are not without the idea of rewards and punishments. But what this happiness is to be, where it is to be enjoyed, and what is to be the nature of the rewards and punishments, does not appear to be definitely fixed in the minds of any. If a man dies, it is said, he has gone to the happy land before us—he has outrun us in the race, but we shall 
soon follow.1

      In 1913, nearly a century later, the anthropologist J. G. Frazer wrote, 

      It is impossible not to be struck by the strength, and perhaps we may say the universality, of the natural belief in immortality among the savage races of mankind. With them a life after death is not a matter of speculation and conjecture, of hope and fear; it is a practical certainty which the individual has little dreams of doubting as he doubts the reality of his 
own existence.2

      Of course, civilizations all over the world have built breathtaking monuments to the belief in an afterlife. The Great Pyramids of Egypt, the lost temples of Angkor, the Notre Dame Cathedral in Paris and many other magnificent structures around the world testify to the power of the belief in an afterlife to motivate people to the most extraordinary effort. 


      What is the source of this belief? At this point the skeptic offers various explanations: tribal people dreamed of their dead and mistook these dreams for visits; people tend to fear death and yearn to be reunited with their loved ones, and so are willing to follow anyone who promises eternal life in return for certain forms of behavior; and so on. 


      However, there is another possibility. Throughout recorded history people have reported many phenomena that would seem to indicate evidence of survival past the point of bodily death. Could the nearly universal nature of cultural belief in some sort of survival be based on experiences humans have reported in all known cultures for thousands of years? 


      Even today, reported contact with the dead is surprisingly common. In 1973, University of Chicago sociologist Andrew Greely asked a representative sample of 1,467 Americans, “Have you ever felt that you were really in touch with someone who had died?” Twenty-seven percent said 
they had.3 In 1975, professor of psychology Erlendur Haraldsson asked in a representative national survey in Iceland, “Have you ever perceived or felt the nearness of a deceased person?” Thirty-one percent answered yes. Ten years later Haraldsson asked the question again in the European Human Values Survey: this time every fourth person in Western Europe reported contact 
with the dead.4

      In fact, evidence for the survival hypothesis—the idea that our consciousness survives the death of our bodies—is vast and varied, and comes from several different lines of evidence: NDEs, deathbed visions, reported memories of a previous life, apparitions, and even messages from the dead. All of these lines of evidence have been examined by many first-rate researchers, scientists, and philosophers. However, opinions differ on how all of this data should be interpreted and what it all means. 


      Webster’s dictionary defines prima facie evidence as “evidence having such a degree of probability that it must prevail unless the contrary be proved.” In terms of sheer quantity and variety, the evidence in favor of the survival hypothesis certainly does seem to provide a strong prima facie case in its favor. However, many alternative explanations have been proposed, some crude, some clever. All attempt to account for this evidence in terms that do not require the survival of the mind after death of the body. So if we are to make up our minds regarding the reality of survival on rational grounds rather than on religious or materialistic faith, then we must demonstrate that these alternative explanations are either more or less compelling than the hypothesis of survival. 


      The purpose of this book is to examine and evaluate evidence for the survival hypothesis from near-death experiences and deathbed visions, those strange and often wonderful experiences people frequently report when they have suddenly or finally arrived at the brink of death. But first, we must closely examine the relationship between the mind and the brain, in order to deal with the most common skeptical objection to survival of consciousness beyond the point of biological death. 


    

  
    
      
        
          PART I 

          Does Consciousness Depend on the Brain?
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            In this materialistic age, dualists are often accused of smuggling outmoded religious beliefs back into science, of introducing superfluous spiritual forces into biology, and of venerating an invisible “ghost in the machine.” However, our utter ignorance concerning the real origins of human consciousness marks such criticism more a matter of taste than of logical thinking. At this stage of mind science, dualism is not irrational, merely somewhat unfashionable. 

          

          PHYSICIST NICK HERBERT, 
ELEMENTAL MIND 

        

      

    

  
    
      ONE 

      ANCIENT AND MODERN THEORIES

      The strongest arguments against the existence of an afterlife are those that deny the possibility of consciousness existing apart from the biological brain. These arguments derive their strongest force from common and undeniable facts of experience and from their supposed association with the findings of modern science. In fact, these arguments have an ancient history. 


      The Greek atomists were the first to define the soul in terms of material atoms. Epicurus (342–270 BCE) defined the soul as “a body of fine particles . . . most resembling breath with an admixture of heat.” He stressed the complete dependence of soul on body, so that when the body loses breath and heat, the soul is dispersed and extinguished. The Roman poet Lucretius (99–55 BCE) took up the arguments of Epicurus and continued the atomist tradition of describing the mind as composed of extremely fine particles. Lucretius wrote one of the earliest and most cogent treatises advancing the argument that the relationship between mind and body is so close that the mind depends on the body and therefore cannot exist without it. First, he argued that the mind matures and ages with the growth and decay of the body; second, that wine and disease of the body can affect the mind; third, that the mind is disturbed when the body is stunned by a blow; and finally, if the soul is immortal, why does it have no memories of its previous existence? 


      Similar arguments, to the effect that the mind is a function of the brain, were taken up with greater force nineteen centuries later in the work of men such as Thomas Huxley, who wrote that the consciousness of men and animals “would appear to be related to the mechanism of their body simply as a collateral product of its working, and to be completely without any power of modifying that working as the steam whistle which accompanies the working of a locomotive engine is without influence upon 
its machinery.”1 In other words, consciousness is a mere epiphenomenon of brain activity, that is, an effect and not a cause of brain activity, and is produced by the working of the brain the way a whistle is produced by the working of a 
steam engine.*4 It follows from this, of course, that the mind cannot exist in the absence of a brain. 


      Bertrand Russell started his analysis of matter and mind with his premises that “a piece of matter is a group of events connected by causal laws, namely, the causal laws of physics. A mind is a group of events connected by causal laws, namely the causal laws of psychology.” He admitted that at the time of writing (1956), “We have not yet learned to talk about the human brain in the accurate language of quantum mechanics,” but that the “chief relevance, to our problem, of the mysteries of quantum physics consists in their showing us how very little we know about matter.” He then submitted a hypothesis “which is simple and unifying although not demonstrable” to explain the connection between mind and matter, namely that “the events which make a living brain are actually identical with those that make the corresponding mind.” He writes: 


      An event is not rendered either mental or material by any intrinsic quality, but only by its causal relations. It is perfectly possible for an event to have both the causal relations characteristic of physics and those characteristic of psychology. In that case, the event is both mental and physical at once. Since we know nothing about the intrinsic quality of physical events except when these are mental events that we directly experience, we cannot say either that the physical world outside our heads is different from the mental world or that it 
is not.2

      In other words, Russell argues that both matter and minds can be defined as groups of events and that we know almost nothing about the intrinsic nature of matter. 
If we assume that an event can only be rendered mental or physical “by its causal relations,” and since it is logically possible for “an event to have both the causal relations characteristic of physics and those characteristic of psychology,” 
then it is logically possible that an event “is both mental and physical at once.” Russell’s argument is abstract but logically cogent as far as it goes. 


      However, Russell seems to be mistaken in his view that quantum mechanics has completely abandoned “the assumption of particles that persist through time” and that “now we have to confess to a complete and absolute and eternally ineradicable ignorance as to what the atom does in quiet times.” He means that atoms can no longer be regarded as ordinary objects because “sameness at different times has completely 
disappeared.”3 However, recently physicist Nick Herbert wrote, “An electron does possess certain innate attributes—mass, charge, and spin, for instance—which serve to distinguish it from other kinds of quantum entities. The value of these attributes is the same for every electron under all measurement conditions. With respect to these particular attributes, even the electron behaves like an 
ordinary object.”4 It seems we can still know something about the persistent nature of matter after all. Does it make sense to attribute mass, charge, and spin to thoughts? 


      Russell’s argument is purely of a logical variety, starting with the premise that both matter and mind are groups of events and that since we know almost nothing about matter, for all we know mental and physical events can be one and the same. However, Russell realizes that his argument leaves open a logical possibility: 


      I do not think that it can be laid down absolutely, if the above is right, that there can be no such thing as disembodied mind. There would be disembodied mind if there were groups of events connected according to the laws of psychology, but not according to the laws of physics. We readily believe that dead matter consists of groups of events arranged according to the laws of physics, but not according to the laws of psychology. And there seems no a priori reason why the opposite should not occur. We can say we have no empirical evidence of it, but more than this we 
cannot say.5

      Russell has not taken into account considerations from neuroscientists such as Nobel laureate Sir John Eccles, who has noted with regard to the identity theory that “this extraordinary belief cannot be accommodated to the fact that only a minute amount of cortical activity finds expression in 
conscious experience.”6 The most Russell can really say is that a minute fraction of events in the brain are identical with mental events, but he is not concerned here with empirical considerations, from either parapsychology or neuroscience. 


      Russell also wrote two articles on the question of survival of bodily death, in which he argued that memory is bound up with the structure of the brain, and so when the brain is destroyed the memories must also cease to exist. He ignores the possibility that memory may not be exclusively physical, and bases his arguments entirely on physics and biology. He also makes no mention of phenomena his theory 
cannot explain.7

      In his enormously influential work The Concept of Mind, philosopher Gilbert Ryle set out to demonstrate the absurdity of what he termed the “official doctrine,” which he attempted to ridicule by calling it the dogma of the “ghost in the machine.” Ryle states the doctrine as follows: “Every human being has both a body and a mind. Some would prefer to say that every human being is both a body and a mind. His body and his mind are ordinarily harnessed together, but after the death of the body his mind may continue to exist 
and function.”8

      Ryle thinks that talking of the body and the mind as two separate entities governed by two separate sets of laws (physical and psychological) is to commit what he calls a category mistake, by which he means the mistake of speaking as though something belongs to one category when it really belongs to another. For example, someone would commit a category mistake if he were shown the buildings, faculty, and students of a college, and then asked where the university is. He would commit the same mistake if he were shown battalions, batteries, squadrons, and so forth, and then asked where the division is. 


      Similarly, Ryle argues that we commit a category mistake when we talk about a mind existing over and above a set of dispositions to behave in certain ways under certain circumstances. And he thinks it is a mistake to refer to thinking over and above the behavior that is supposed to be caused by the thinking. For Ryle, nothing else is going on over and above the behavior: thinking 
is the behavior, and nothing more. 

      Ryle’s theory is therefore an attempt to explain away the mind with a sort of behaviorism. He argues that the mind is not another entity in addition to the body, it is just the way the body is disposed to behave, and thinking is how it actually behaves. So for Ryle, the mind is not the kind of thing that could cause anything. Ryle maintains that we refer to people correctly as wholes, not as minds and bodies together, and that adequate descriptions of human behavior need not refer to anything other than human behavior. 


      Ryle does not refer his arguments to empirical issues, either from neurophysiology or parapsychology. Instead, his arguments refer to purely verbal issues; instead of reducing mind to body and mental events to physical events, they reduce all 
talk of minds and mental events to talk of dispositions and behavior. 


      An example should illustrate the limitations of Ryle’s analysis. Consider a Spartan soldier who feels pain but usually does not show it. It will sometimes be true that the statement “he is in pain” will be true, but that the statement “he is displaying aversion behavior” is false. Therefore, the statements cannot have the same meaning, unless either (1) we arbitrarily define pain as aversion behavior, or (2) we simply assume that the subjective experience of pain does not exist. The first is a purely verbal tactic, and the second tries to assume the issue away. It should be obvious that we cannot settle empirical issues, such as whether conscious experience exists, has causal influence, or can exist independent of a body, by verbal analysis alone. 


      Corliss Lamont, former president of the American Humanist Association, has written one of the most extensive statements of the materialist positions in his book 
The Illusion of Immortality, the title of which speaks for itself. He tells us in the preface that he started out as a believer in a future life, but does not give us the reasons why he held the belief against which he reacted so strongly. 


      Lamont rightly contends that the fundamental issue is the relationship of personality to body and divides the various positions into two broad categories: monism, which asserts that body and personality are bound together and cannot exist apart, and dualism, which asserts that body and personality are separable entities that may exist apart. Lamont is convinced that the facts of modern science weigh heavily in favor of monism and offers the following as scientific evidence that the mind depends on the body: 


      
        	In the evolutionary process, the versatility of living forms increases with the development and complexity of their nervous systems. 

        	The mind matures and ages with the growth and decay of the body. 

        	Alcohol, caffeine, and other drugs can affect the mind. 

        	Destruction of brain tissue by disease or by a severe blow to the head can impair normal mental activity; the functions of seeing, hearing, and speech are correlated with specific areas of the brain. 

        	Thinking and memory depend on the cortex of the brain, and so “it is difficult beyond measure to understand how they could survive after the dissolution, decay or destruction of the living brain in which they had their original 
    locus.”9


      

      These considerations led Lamont to the conclusion that the connection between mind and body “is so exceedingly intimate that it becomes inconceivable how one could function without the other . . . man is a unified whole of mind-body or personality-body so closely and completely integrated that dividing him up into two separate and more or less independent parts becomes impermissible and 
unintelligible.”10

      Lamont briefly considered the findings of psychical research, but contends that they do not alter the picture because of the possibility of other interpretations, such as fraud 
and telepathy.*5

      In summary, the various arguments against the possibility of survival are: (1) the effects of age, disease, and drugs on the mind; (2) the effect of brain damage on mental activity and, specifically, the fact that lesions of certain regions of the brain eliminate or impair particular capacities; and (3) the idea that memories are stored in the brain and therefore cannot survive the destruction of the brain. The inference drawn from these observations is that the correlation of mental and physical processes is so close that it is inconceivable how the mind could exist apart from the brain. Except for the appeals of the modern writers to the terminology of neuroscience, the arguments advanced in favor of the dependence of the mental on the physical are essentially the same as those advanced by Lucretius. 


      
        THE ISSUES AT STAKE 

        There are really two separate issues here: one is the logical possibility of survival, and the other is the empirical possibility. The arguments of the epiphenomenalists, the identity theorists, and the behaviorists are logically inconsistent with the idea of survival: if consciousness is merely a useless by-product of brain activity, is identical with brain activity, or does not really exist except as observed behavior, then obviously what we call consciousness cannot survive the destruction of the brain. However, as we will see later, there seem to be highly compelling reasons for rejecting the first of these theories, and it is questionable if the latter two theories are at all consistent with observation and introspection or, for that matter, are anything more than just silly. 


        If, however, we are willing to admit the existence of consciousness, and not only as a useless by-product, then the postmortem existence of consciousness is at least a logical possibility, that is, there is no self-contradiction in the assertion that consciousness may exist in the absence of a brain. Then the question becomes whether survival is an empirical possibility, that is, whether the idea of survival is compatible with the facts and laws of nature as currently understood. 


      

      
        IMPLICIT ASSUMPTION BEHIND THE EMPIRICAL ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE POSSIBILITY OF SURVIVAL 

        All the arguments mentioned above that are opposed to the empirical possibility of survival are based on a certain assumption of the relationship between mind and body that usually goes unstated. For instance, one of the arguments mentioned earlier starts with the observation that a severe blow to the head can cause the cessation of consciousness; from this it is concluded that consciousness is produced by a properly functioning brain, and so cannot exist in its absence. 


        However, this conclusion is not based on the evidence alone. There is an implicit, unstated assumption behind this argument, and it is often unconsciously employed. The hidden premise behind this argument can be illustrated with the analogy of listening to music on a radio, smashing the radio’s receiver, and thereby concluding that the radio was producing the music. The implicit assumption made in all the arguments discussed above was that the relationship between brain activity and consciousness was always one of 
cause to effect, and never that of effect to cause. But this assumption is not known to be true, and it is not the only conceivable one consistent with the observed facts mentioned earlier. Just as consistent with the observed facts is the idea that the brain’s function is that of an intermediary between mind and body, or in other words, that the brain’s function is that of a two-way receiver-transmitter—sometimes from body to mind, and sometimes from mind to body. 


        The idea that the brain functions as an intermediary between mind and body is an ancient one. Hippocrates described the brain as “the messenger to consciousness” and as “the interpreter for consciousness.” But, like the materialist theory, this ancient argument also has its modern proponents, most notably Ferdinand Schiller, Henri Bergson, and William James. 


        Ferdinand Schiller was an Oxford philosopher in 1891 when a book titled Riddles of the Sphinx appeared that, according to the cover, was written by a “Troglodyte” (cave dweller). This troglodyte turned out to be Schiller, who in his book attacked the prevailing materialism of the late nineteenth century without revealing his name in order to avoid “the barren honours of a useless martyrdom.” Schiller likened himself to the man in Plato’s 
Republic who has glimpsed the truth but finds that his fellow cave dwellers simply do not believe his accounts, and so consider him ridiculous. 


        In his book, Schiller proposes that “matter is admirably calculated machinery for regulating, limiting and restraining the consciousness which it encases.” He argues that the simpler physical structure of “lower beings” depresses their consciousness to a lower point and that the higher organizational complexity of man allows a higher level of consciousness. In other words, “Matter is not what 
produces consciousness but what limits it and confines its intensity within certain limits. . . . This explanation admits the connection of Matter and Consciousness, but contends that the course of interpretation must proceed in the contrary direction. Thus it will fit the facts which Materialism rejected as ‘supernatural’ and thereby attains to an explanation which is ultimately tenable instead of one which is ultimately absurd. And it is an explanation the possibility of which no evidence in favour of Materialism can 
possibly affect.”11

        As for the effects of brain injury, Schiller argues that an equally good explanation is to say that the manifestation of consciousness has been prevented by the injury, rather than extinguished by it. With regard to memory, he thinks that it is forgetfulness rather than memory that is in need of a physical explanation: pointing out the total recall experienced under hypnosis and “the extraordinary memories of the drowning and dying generally,” he argues that we never really forget anything, but rather are prevented from recalling it by the limitations of the brain. 


        French philosopher Henri Bergson held similar ideas to those of Schiller, although it is unclear if he ever read 
Riddles of the Sphinx. Bergson attempted to reconcile physical determinism with the apparent freedom of human behavior by proposing a theory of evolution whereby matter is crossed by creative consciousness: matter and consciousness interact, with both being elemental components of the universe, neither reducible to the other. 


        According to Bergson, the brain canalizes and limits the mind, restricting its focus of attention and excluding factors irrelevant for the organism’s survival and propagation. He assumed that memories have an extracerebral location, but that most are normally screened out for practical purposes, and in support of this, referred to NDEs in which the subjects’ entire life histories flashed before their eyes. The brain is therefore both “the organ of attention to life” and an obstacle to wider awareness. He speculated that if the brain is a limiting obstacle, filtering out forms of consciousness not necessary for the organism’s biological needs, then freedom from the body may well result in a more extended form of consciousness, which continues along its path of creative evolution. 


        In 1898, American psychologist and philosopher William James delivered the Ingersoll Lecture. At the start of the lecture, he first remarked, “Every one knows that arrests of brain development occasion imbecility, that blows on the head abolish memory or consciousness, and that brain-stimulants and poisons change the quality of our ideas.” He then made the point that modern physiologists “have only shown this generally admitted fact of a dependence to be detailed and minute” in that “the various special forms of thinking are functions of special portions of the brain.” 


        James then explored the various possibilities for the exact type of functional dependence between the brain and consciousness. It is normally thought of as productive, in the sense that steam is produced as a function of the kettle. But this is not the only form of function that we find in nature. We also have at least two other forms of functional dependence: the permissive function, as found in the trigger of a crossbow, and the transmissive function, as of a lens or a prism. The lens or prism does not produce the light but merely transmits it in a different form. James added that 


        similarly, the keys of an organ have only a transmissive function. They open successively the various pipes and let the wind in the air-chest escape in various ways. The voices of the various pipes are constituted by the columns of air trembling as they emerge. But the air is not engendered in the organ. The organ proper, as distinguished from its air-chest, is only an apparatus for letting portions of it loose upon the world in these peculiarly limited shapes. 


        My thesis now is this, that, when we think of the law that thought is a function of the brain, we are not required to think of productive function only; we are entitled also to consider permissive or transmissive function. And this, the ordinary psychophysiologist leaves out of 
his account.12

        James then raises an objection to the transmissive theory of the body-mind relationship: yes, the transmission hypothesis may be a logical possibility, but isn’t it just unbridled speculation? Isn’t the production hypothesis simpler? Is it not more rigorously scientific to take the relationship between brain and mind to be one of production, not transmission? 


        As James points out, from the standpoint of strictly empirical science, these objections carry no weight whatsoever. Strictly speaking, the most we can ever observe is concomitant variation between states of the brain and states of mind, that is, when brain activity changes in a certain way, then consciousness changes also. The hypothesis of production, or of transmission, is something that we add to the observations of concomitant variation in order to account for it. A scientist never observes states of the brain producing states of consciousness. Indeed, it is not even clear what we could possibly mean by observing such production. 


        As for the objection that the transmission hypothesis is somehow fantastic, exactly the same objection can be raised against the production theory. In the case of the production of steam by a kettle, we have an easily understood model of alterations of molecular motion because the components that change are physically homogenous with each other. But part of the reason the mind-body relationship has seemed so puzzling for so long is because mental and physical events seem so completely unlike each other. This radical difference in their natures makes it exceedingly difficult to conceptualize the relationship between the two in terms of anything of which we are familiar. It is partly for this reason that even though it has been more than a century since James delivered his lecture, in all that time neither psychology nor physiology has been able to produce any intelligible model of how biochemical processes could possibly be transformed into conscious experience. 


        It has been pointed out many times that there is no logical requirement that only “like can cause like,” or in other words, that only things of a similar nature can affect each other; but this consideration has not removed the mystery from the mind-body relationship. As James wrote, the production of consciousness by the brain, if it does in fact occur, is “as far as our understanding goes, as great a miracle as if we said, thought is ‘spontaneously generated,’ or ‘created out of nothing.’” He goes on to write: 


        The theory of production is therefore not a jot more simple or credible in itself than any other conceivable theory. It is only a little more popular. All that one need do, therefore, if the ordinary materialist should challenge one to explain how the brain 
can be an organ for limiting and determining to a certain form a consciousness elsewhere produced, is to ask him in turn to explain how it can be an organ for producing consciousness out of whole cloth. For polemic purposes, the two theories are thus exactly 
on a par.13

        In short, James elaborated lines of reasoning laid out earlier by Schiller and argued that the dependence of consciousness on the brain for the manner of its manifestation in the material world does not imply that consciousness depends on the brain for its existence. At the end of his book 
The Varieties of Religious Experience, he admits to being impressed by the research of Frederic Myers and other members of the Society for Psychical Research and concludes that the issue of survival is a case for the testimony of the facts to settle. 


        James wrote these works around the turn of the twentieth century, but since then these arguments have been endorsed and developed by several more recent philosophers, neurologists, and psychologists, such as philosophers Curt Ducasse and David Lund, neurologist Gary Schwartz, and psychologist Cyril Burt. The latter elegantly summarized the position set forth earlier by Schiller, Bergson, and James, writing, 


        The brain is not an organ that generates consciousness, but rather an instrument evolved to transmit and limit the processes of consciousness and of conscious attention so as to restrict them to those aspects of the material environment which at any moment are crucial for the terrestrial success of the individual. In that case such phenomena as telepathy and clairvoyance would be merely instances in which some of the 
limitations were removed.14

        The argument in its essence is that the transmission and production hypotheses are equally compatible with the facts materialism tries to explain—such as the effects of senility, drugs, and brain damage on consciousness—but that the hypothesis of transmission has the advantage of providing a framework for understanding other phenomena that must remain utterly inexplicable by the hypothesis of materialism. 


      

    

  
    
      TWO 

      OBJECTIONS OF SKEPTICS

      
        It is time for more scientists and interpreters of science to come forward to explain what science tells us about the universe: for example . . . that the evidence points to a biological basis for the mind, and that there is no evidence for reincarnation or immortality. 
      

      PAUL KURTZ, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE FOR THE SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATION OF CLAIMS OF THE PARANORMAL, 1994 

      Some modern philosophers continue to argue that the physical evidence is evidence 
against the transmission hypothesis and for the hypothesis of production. This confusion is most recently found in the writings of Paul Edwards, a well-known philosopher of materialism, who begins his argument quite reasonably with the statement, “The weightiest argument against reincarnation which, if valid, would also undermine most other forms of belief in survival, is based on the dependence of consciousness on the body and more particularly on the brain. . . . The issue is one of weighing the evidence from brain physiology against that from parapsychology. For my part I do not see how any rational person can hesitate in regarding the former evidence as 
vastly more impressive.”1

      Let us examine Edwards’ arguments. First of all, apart from a brief description of the brains of people with Alzheimer’s disease “culled from articles about Alzheimer’s that have appeared in magazines and popular science monthlies in recent years,” Edwards does not offer any detailed arguments from physiology. Instead, he simply passes the buck to his fellow philosopher of materialism Colin McGinn, whom Edwards quotes as saying that the facts of neurology “compellingly demonstrate . . . that everything about the mind, from the sensory-motor periphery to the inner sense of self, is minutely controlled by the brain: if your brain lacks certain chemicals or gets locally damaged, your mind is apt to fall apart at the seams. . . . If parts of the mind depend for their existence upon parts of the brain, then the whole of the mind must so depend, too. Hence the soul dies with the brain, which is to say, it 
is mortal.”2

      McGinn is not a brain physiologist, but a philosopher, and should know better than to argue 
like this.*6 The crucial sentence above is “If parts of the mind depend for their existence upon parts of the brain, then the whole of the mind must so depend, too.” This statement is logically correct, but McGinn has certainly not shown that “parts of the mind depend for their existence upon parts of the brain.” The facts of neurology, as James remarked, “have only shown this generally admitted fact of a dependence to be detailed and minute” in that “the various special forms of thinking are functions of special portions of the brain.” As James took pains to point out one hundred years earlier, the issue at stake is the 
nature of this functional dependence, that is, whether it is one of production or of selective transmission. McGinn has simply assumed that the functional relationship is one of production, and so has gone far beyond what the facts 
themselves indicate.†7

      Furthermore, what does McGinn mean by “parts of the mind”? Is he referring to abilities, memories, or emotions? Intoxication or damage to the brain may indeed affect our mental life, but that does not mean that “parts of the mind” no longer exist; equally consistent with this fact is that the abilities or memories are impaired, inactivated, or inaccessible. 


      Edwards considers the case of a patient with Alzheimer’s disease, which he thinks illustrates that “the instrument theory is absurd.” It concerns the mother of a friend of his, a “Mrs. D.,” who in her pre-Alzheimer’s days was “courteous and well-behaved,” but who ended up in a nursing home and in the later stages of the disease not only no longer recognized her daughter, but also became violent. 


      Let us now see what the survival theorists would say about Mrs. D.’s behavior. It should be remembered that on this view Mrs. D., after her death, will exist with her mind intact and will only lack the means of communicating with people on earth. This view implies that throughout her affliction with Alzheimer’s Mrs. D.’s mind 
was intact. She recognized her daughter but had lost her ability to express this recognition. She had no wish to beat up an inoffensive paralyzed old woman. On the contrary, “inside” she was the same considerate person as before the onset of the illness. It is simply that her brain disease prevented her from acting in accordance with her true emotions. I must insist these 
are the implications of the theory that the mind survives the death of the brain and that the brain is only an instrument for communication. Surely these consequences 
are absurd.3

      However, these are not necessarily the implications of the theory that the brain is an instrument of the mind, but only of Edwards’ crude caricature of this theory. The disputed issue is not the fact of functional dependence of mind on brain, but only the nature of this functional dependence, that is, whether it is productive, transmissive, or permissive. It is perfectly conceivable that Mrs. D.’s damaged brain prevented her from accessing memories of her daughter, so that she genuinely did not recognize her. If, following Ducasse, we define the mind as “a set 
of capacities,”4 then by this 
definition5 Mrs. D.’s mind was not “intact” (from the Latin word 
intactus, meaning “untouched”), since it would seem that several capacities were indeed affected. However, the fact that certain capacities do not appear to currently function because of impairment due to disease, injury, or intoxication does not imply that they have been permanently destroyed. 


      If the mind must inhabit a biological machine in order to operate in and manifest itself in the material world, then as long as it is bound to this machine we should expect its operation and manifestation to be affected by the condition and limitations of the machine. If the machine is impaired, then under both the production hypothesis 
and the transmission hypothesis, so too will be the operation and manifestation of mind. Both of these theoretical possibilities are consistent with the observed facts of this case. 


      However, the effects of brain damage and old age on the mind are not consistent with Edwards’ crude caricature of the transmission theory, in which causal effect only seems to run from mind to body, and never from body to mind. This seems to be the basis for Edwards’ repeated characterization of the instrument theory, and its implications, as “absurd.” 


      Yet it is conceivable that only as long as an individual has a body is consciousness dependent on it for its operation and its manifestation and that when the body dies the individual is freed from this dependency. Consciousness may be joined with a brain during life; the interaction may run both ways, as it apparently does with every causal relationship in the 
physical world;*8 and at death the connection may be severed. The fact that up until the brain’s death the mind can be affected by the condition and limitations of the brain does 
not entail that the mind cannot continue to exist without the brain and carry on at least some of its processes. 


      After presenting his case with Mrs. D., Edwards then switches to an ancient argument of the materialists: 


      It might be added that quite aside from such disastrous brain disturbances as Alzheimer’s, it is well known that many, perhaps most, people deteriorate with age, both intellectually and emotionally. Their memory declines, they are less capable of absorbing new ideas, they get less interested in the world around them, they constantly look for compliments and they also become crankier, more impatient, and more dogmatic in their views. This is far from universal and it is an interesting question why so many people deteriorate while a few do not. However, regardless of how this last question is answered, it is very generally agreed that the intellectual and emotional deterioration, where it does occur, is due to changes in the brain, although undoubtedly other factors are also at work. 
It is perfectly natural to say in such situations—and all of us speak and think like this, even believers in survival—that the person’s mind has deteriorated with age. The annihilation theory is completely consistent with such a statement but the instrument theory is not. An advocate of the latter would have to say that the mind itself has not deteriorated and that the changes we note are due to the fact that the mind does not have an undamaged instrument at 
its disposal.6 (emphasis added) 

      Edwards wrote above, “It is perfectly natural to say in such situations—and all of us speak and think like this, even believers in survival—that the person’s mind has deteriorated with age.” It is debatable whether “all of us speak and think like this.” Regardless, it is also “perfectly natural” to say that the sun rises and sets, but that does not mean that the sun in fact revolves around the planet Earth. The fact that an idea clashes with our current habits of speech and thought does not automatically imply that it is absurd. It is testimony to the desperation of the materialists and the weakness of their case that one of the strongest arguments Edwards can invoke for his cause is that “the annihilation theory is completely consistent” with what he feels it is “perfectly natural to say.” 


      At any rate, neither Edwards nor McGinn are scientists, so it seems appropriate to now examine some of the arguments from three neuroscientists who have examined the physiological evidence in great detail. 


    

  
    
      THREE 

      OPINIONS FROM NEUROSCIENCE

      Wilder Penfield started his career as a neurosurgeon trying to explain the mind in terms of physical processes in the brain. In the course of surgical treatment of patients who have temporal lobe seizures, Penfield stumbled upon the fact that electrical stimulation of certain areas of the cortex could activate a stream of memories that had been laid down years or even decades earlier. In fact, the patient would “relive” the earlier episode, recalling incidents in far greater detail than would be possible by voluntary recall, but during the flashback, the patient would remain completely aware of what was happening in the operating room. Penfield summed up the conclusions he formed on the basis of these experiments by stating: 


      The patient’s mind, which is considering the situation in such an aloof and critical manner, can only be something quite apart from neuronal reflex action. It is noteworthy that two streams of consciousness are flowing, the one driven by input from the environment, the other by an electrode delivering sixty pulses per second to the cortex. The fact that there should be no confusion in the conscious state suggests that, although the content of consciousness depends in large measure on neuronal activity, awareness 
itself does not.1

      On the basis of his experiments and examinations of patients with various forms of epilepsy, Penfield concluded that the mind interacts with the brain in the upper brain stem, an ancient structure that humans share with reptiles. Penfield, who won the Nobel Prize for his work, considers the rest of the brain to be a magnificent biological computer, programmed by the mind. He found that electrical stimulation of most parts of the brain resulted either in memories relived in vivid detail, involuntary movement of a part of the body, or paralysis of some function, such as speech. By contrast, injury to or epileptic discharge in the higher brain stem always simply resulted in loss of consciousness, leading Penfield to conclude, “Here is the meeting of mind and brain. The psychico-physical frontier is here.” 


      Penfield thought that the brain as a computer could accomplish a great deal by automatic mechanisms, but that “what the mind does is different. It is not to be accounted for by any neuronal mechanism that I can discover.” He also stated: 


      There is no area of gray matter, as far as my experience goes, in which local epileptic discharge brings to pass what could be called “mindaction” . . . there is no valid evidence that either epileptic discharge or electrical stimulation can activate the mind. 


      If one stops to consider it, this is an arresting fact. The record of consciousness can be set in motion, complicated though it is, by the electrode or by epileptic discharge. An illusion of interpretation can be produced in the same way. But none of the actions that we attribute to the mind has been initiated by electrode stimulation or epileptic discharge. If there were a mechanism in the brain that could do what the mind does, one might expect that the mechanism would betray its presence in a convincing manner by some better evidence of epileptic or 
electrode activation.2

      In other words, Penfield argues that if the brain produced or generated consciousness, then we would expect that consciousness itself could be influenced by epilepsy or electrical stimulation in some way other than simply being switched off; that is, we would expect beliefs or decisions to be produced. The complete absence of any such effect in Penfield’s experience led him to reject the production hypothesis in favor of dualistic interaction. 
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