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"EAnveg,

Kot petd ocov Aéve ot kokég 01 YADOCGESG «OVO
TPEG  yvoueoy. AAAML va  mov
dwyevdovtar: Ilap’ 6o mov eipoote évieka
LEYPL TOPO OTNV TTopEn KL £XEL 0 KB’ évag Tig
ATOYELS TOV, TIG TPOKATOAYELS TOV KO TIG
TPOTEPULOTNTEG  TOV, KOTOQEPOLE VO
GUUP®VICOLE ATOAVTO 6TO Bactkd BEpa mTov
nog omacyoiel. «Oyw, amopovOnkape OAOL,
KOmolol €VOEmG Ko Kamolol dAAOL TAOYimG,
«dev KUKAOQOpPEL TOPay®YIKO TPHTLTO TOV VO
eEnyel emopk®G TNV SdKOcio  YEVECEWMG
gumEPOY o’ Tov  gyKépaAo». Emiong
GUUP®VOVLE, Ol TTEPLGGOTEPOL, OTL TTOPE TNV
EMAenyn TETOLOL TPOTVTOL 1| GLVEIONOT| TPEMEL
va gtvor omotéleopa 1 TPOidV TOL EYKEPAAOL —
Tpaypo mov  GAlwote  yoapaxktnpilet v
TEPLPPEOVCO, VEVPOETIGTNLOVIKT] OTHLOGOOLPOL
Vv omoia petorofaivel, KoTd Kovova, Kot TO
TAnpoopnuévo kowvo. H ocvppovio en’ avtov
OUmG dev glvat, OTMG TPoEgina, amdAvTY, ylotl
&ovpe Kol TG evotdoels tov [wpyov TOL
[Momadémoviov, katd mhoo mBavoéTT NG
EAévng ZapPdaxn kol 1€A0¢ To 01KO pov Agvkd
yneodértio. Ev ovveyeio, ot mepiocdTEpOL
TOAM cope®VOVUE OTL apyd M ypryopa Oa
TPOKVYEL KOL TO EVOYOVIOG OVOUEVOUEVO
npdétumo, ov K1 o Xtéhog Kepaoiomg, o
Mopyog k1 EAévn, icm¢ akdpa k1 0 Oavdaong
Koapdfartog &yovv eKQpaoet, GAAog
anePiPPOUOTa, OAAOG GUYKEKOALUUEVO, TIG
€VOTAoES Kol TIG OUEBoAieg Tovg €mi TOL
TPOKEYEVOU. Eyo, BéPara, €0
evbuypopupifopor pe v pelovoTHTO KL
enovoraUPdve OTL Kol OTnV TEPIMTOON TOL
gupaviCovtav - 10 &v AOY®  TOPAYOYIKO
npoétVIO, dOev  BA  yape TPOHmO VO TO
aEL0AOYTCOVUE, VO TO EMIKVPMOCOVUE ONANOY,
N vo. T0 amoppiyovLE, OTWS KAVOLUE [’ OAa TaL
TpoTLIO. ¢° OAEG TS EMOTNUEG EUTEIPIKOV
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There goes another stereotype about the
Greeks! Not only is it false that if you bring
two of them together you are liable to get
three different opinions, but it is also false
that each one of them is bound to express an
opinion at odds with everyone else’s. This,
arguably, extraordinary declaration is due to
the realization that in spite our having
approached the issue and formulated our
comments from our several perspectives,
preconceptions and biases each, we are all in
absolute accord regarding the central
question under discussion: No, we have
decreed, there is no generative model now
available that would account for the
process of generation of qualia by the
human brain. There is also general
agreement among most of us that though no
such a model exists, consciousness in
general and qualia in particular must be
the products of the cerebral machinery, an
opinion that reflects the beliefs of most
neuroscientists as well as the informed public
today. Exceptions to that consensus
constitute  the opinions of  Giorgos
Papadopoulos and possibly that of Helen
Savvaki. Mine, being that of an agnostic, as
far as this specific issue goes, is not an
opinion at all. Next, there is general, albeit
not unanimous agreement that such a model
is bound to emerge sooner or later. Stelios
Kerassidis, Giorgos Papadopoulos, most
likely Helen and possibly Thanasis
Karavatos feel differently about this one and
intimate, each with a different degree of
certitude, that they see no way for such a
model to emerge in the foreseeable future. I,
of course, agree with them and, in addition,
continue to claim that even if a way for


http://www.uth.tmc.edu/clinicalneuro/symposium/index.html
http://www.uth.tmc.edu/clinicalneuro/symposium/invite.html
http://www.uth.tmc.edu/clinicalneuro/symposium/question.html
http://www.uth.tmc.edu/clinicalneuro/symposium/tzavaras.html
http://www.uth.tmc.edu/clinicalneuro/symposium/index.html

TEPLEYOUEVOV.

Téhog olaxpive oTig KOVPEVTEG OAMV oG LULaL
ovcloTikotepn, vouilm, ovueovia. Mov
eaivetor dniaodn 6Tt OA0L pag, aKOH K avtol
mov Bewpodv 10 TOWOV G egumepiog Plikdg
OLLPOPETIKO TPAYUA O’ TOV VAIKO €YKEQOAO,
aflovpe x1  amoPAémovpe, miow om’ TNV
TO10TIKY] OLVOLLOTIOYEVELDL EUTTEPLOV Kot VANG, GE
wa mpaypatikotnta Eviaia, Opowoyevr, Mia
Kl Adwipern Kl ®G €K TOLTOL OTOLTOVUE KL
einiCovpe TG €101 KOl TPEMEL VO VOEiTOL.
Avt| 1 Tdon, TPOdNAN oTa AeYOUEVA KATOI®V
e MUOV Kot vmofoOcKovca oTo AeyOueva
AV, eivor evieEA®G QUOIOAOYIKT  OVTOG
Bacikd yvopiopo kot dOPO NG EAANVIKNG
olavoncemwg oty avlpomdto. AAAE Yo va
un vopiotel 6TL ovelpevopat 0,tL dvelpa BEA®,
emTpéyeté pov va mapafécw €00 £Eva-dvo
YOPOKTNPIOTIKO OTOCTAGUATO O’ TO. KEIUEVE
G0G: «... N ovveidnon» Aéer o HAlog KovBelog
«ev givar kdtL TEPAV TOL PLGIKOD KOGLOL
aAAG €yl va KAV e TIG OlEPYNsies VTNG TG
mapa&evng porokidg palog mov ovopdlovpe
gyképaron. K1 o Kootag Kpiundg emkvpmver
Ta avVOTEP® TPocHETOVTOG aKOpo
EUQATIKOTEPAL: «T1) oNUEPIVI LoV TapépPacn Oa
UITOPOVGE VO TITAOQOPEITAL «ELG VIEPACTIGLY
TOL HOVICHOU» 1 «EG VIEPACTICY NG
evotlokpatiagy. Ovimg o voug, 1 cvveidnon
[...] amotelovv 1O TEAELTOIO [...] Kou péYPt
oTlyUng omdpOnto Kdaotpo mov avlictaton
otV mpoomdbsl  HIOG  QUOIOKPOTIKNG
epunvelag [...] mov 6’ aykdiole Ta TavTa Kot
Ba kabiota cvvektikn ko yopig pnéeg v
gpunveia auti, 10 (PLGLOKPAUTIKO
Koopogidmlon. AwsOdvouar, Aoutov, Pabid
aAAnieyyom pe tov Koota wg mpog to aitnua
TOVL OVTOAOYIKOU HOVICHOD KOl GOUPIKOTNTOG
tov Osopov pog moap’ Ot ovveyilo va
apuEPBIA® av 0 HOVIGHOS auTOG TPEMEL VOl
TPOKVLYEL O’ TNV OVOY®YN TOL VOL KOl TOV
ocvveldéval oty (cupPatikn) OAN. AT, tinote
Ogv TPoeLOPAEL OTL «@VOT KOl KPLGLOKPATION
glvar €évvoleg oLVOVVLLEG NG «OANG aKpPdS
OT®C TimoTo 0ev oG ovaykdlel vo TOVTIGOVHE
TNV «QUGT UE TO KADAO» 1] TO «TVELHOUTIKOY.

[MopevOetikd tdpo, emned] moted® OTL 1
G0U0TOON TOV OEIYUATOC TOV OTOYEMY OV
€yovv exepootel amd pag tovg évteka ogv Oa
aAAGEeL pe TV ovuPoAn ot cv{nTnon avTOV
oV ¢ TOpa kdBovtor Ko pog kévovv xalt am’
TIC KePKIdES, Kl €mMEON Eyovpe TOGO EEPVYEL

constructing such a model were to be found,
the model would remain inaccessible to
empirical falsification.

Finally, I discern the profile of a general
agreement on a much more fundamental
level. It appears to me that we all demand
that no matter how heterogeneous the brains
and the qualia may be, their deeper nature
must be one, whole, homogeneous and
undividled and must be eventually
recognized and understood as such. This
sometimes tacit and some times explicitly
stated attitude 1is not really surprising,
especially among Greeks, since the idea is
one more among the many gifts Hellenic
thought has bestowed on humanity.
Consequently, we in the western world are,
exovteg drovteg, carriers of this intellectual
tradition. So let me quote a couple of
passages from your writings that prove that I
am not daydreaming about this point:
“...consciousness is not something outside of
the natural world” says Elias Kouvelas “but
it has something to do with the functions of
that strange soft mass that we call the brain”
and Costas Krimbas, echoes the sentiment in
his passionate statement of purpose: “My
contribution could also bear the title in
defense of monism or in defense of
naturalism. It is true that the mind, self-
awareness, consciousness [....] are [..] the [..]
last, but still unassailable fortress that resists
all attempts at a naturalistic and all-
embracing explanation, a cohesive and
seamless one ..” I find myself empathizing
with Costas’ demand and with his resolve to
restore unity to the severed corpus of Nature
even though I retain my doubts as to whether
this unity will emerge in the form of a
reduction of the “mental” to the “material”,
as the clear majority among us expects. And
I retain my doubts because, as I have hinted
before and as I will suggest once again later
on, I see no reason to consider the “material”
synonymous with the “natural” any more
than I see a priori justification in equating the
“mental” with the ultimate substance of all
that exists.

I don’t expect that this pattern of opinion
will change with respect to the main question
when the rest of you that are still watching
from the sidelines jump in and join the



am’ T OPYIKO YPOVOSLAYPOLLO TOV POPALLOt
LNV TUYOV EKTVEVGEL TO EVOLAPEPOV OAWDV AOY®
tov  opyod  pvBuod g  ovinmoewg,
anopdcloo  vo. oG OmOVINo®  TOP,
KAgivovTtag €101 TOV TPOTO KOKAO Kol GUVAW
AmOPAETOVTOC VO EMAVESTIACW TNV KOLPEVTQ
oe kamow kaiplie onueia mov, av Oyytovv,
ToTELE TG B TV Tpoaydyouv G’ GAA
emineda. BéPata, avtd dev onuaivel kaboAov
TOG OVTATOVTIOVTOG €I0TE VTOYPEMUEVOL VL
Bifete Ko avtd N poOvov avtd ta onueio |V’
angvBbveote poévov oe péva. Emiong, to 011
KAeivoupe pe TNV mOPOVCO  EIONYNOYN TOV
TPOTO KOKAO, kaBOAov dgv amokAeiet tnv
GUUUETOYN OCMV OEV EXOVV OKOUO KOTAPEPEL
va umovv oty kovPévta. Kieivoope Aowmodv
avTNV ™m GOvVTOUN mopEvheon Kl
enavepyoueda otV ovcia.

To #mpodTOo mov Oéh® va  TOvVicw
enavepyouevog, stvar 0t aAndeta eAmilm avtd
OV TPogimo. otV MPMTN Kot devTEPT
TOPAYPOPO VO EKTPOCHOTOVV  EMOUPKDOG  TIG
amoyelg cag. Ki av dgv T1g eKkmpocmmovv
KOVOTTOMTIKA TTEITE POV Vo d10pOdc® To Ao
pov. Ev to petald Osompd oedopévn v
opopmvia. pag 6cov  aeopd Vv EAAeym
napoywywkov mpotvmov. IIpdtuma, PéEPoua,
vdpyovv dpbova —tpidvra Eva pag HETPNCE M
EXévn — povov mov OAa TOLg Eivar OmAMG
WEPLYPOPIKA,  AEyd Kot &V TOAAOIG
AVTIKPOLOUEV TTPAyHo Tov emPefaidvel v
OPYIKN HOL YVAOUN KOl TN YVOUN TOAADV o’
NV TOPER TOV  MGTEVOLV TG  OTEXOVUE
ToPacAyyos amd o IKOVOTOmTIKY €ENYNON
NG TOPAYOYNG EUTEPLOV O’ TOV EYKEPAAO.
Kot unv pov otevayopiéoar ¢ile TloPdpa:
Kavels veupoeihdsopog dev Ba mronbel podvo
Kol HOVO EMEDN SPOVED, E6TO KO POVOYTA,
LE TIC EKTIUNCELS TOVG 1) TNV OGO TIKY TOVG Kl
0Vte Kavévag Tovg Oa eKAAPEL TV KPLTIKT OV
G ATOYOPEVTIKY S1ATAEN KATA TG EKPPACEMG
TOV omOYe®V T0VG. AAAG, Yo vo emovEAO® G’
avTd TOV Agyo TPV, €AAElYEl TOPAYOYIKOD
TpoTOMOoV, dgv PAénw THOG eivor dvvatd o
«KOAOTPOOUPETOC  HOVIEPVOG  OVIGTNG»  TOL
HMa, 1 €1 0 ayvootikiotg (616t HAla pov,
TOPOUEANCEG EUAC TOVG OOEGUEVTOVG OTAV
YDPICEG TNV TOPEN O TOTV EXOVTES VAGTEG
KoL OVIOTEG), VO EVOTEPVIGTOVV TO GOUPOAD TNG
TOTEWG TOV VAMOTOV dNAadn To d1kd Gov, TOV
Avtovn Mooyofakn tov Koota g Epnvng
ZxoMopa, kol tov [dpyov Zoapkaddkmn, yio
Tov 1010 AOY0 movL 0VTE O XOKPATNG

discussion. For that reason, but also because
we are so far behind the original timetable
that I fear that unless someone renews the
exchange of views, our interest may wane, |
thought I’d better try and respond to you
now, possibly re-focusing the discussion on a
few key points that appear to me promising
for advancing it to new levels. Needless to
say, you may choose to respond not only to
these points and not only to me but to any
other discussant. The same goes for those of
you that have not yet broken your silence.

I sincerely hope that the assertions I made
in #1 and #2, above, do not violate the spirit
or the letter of the views you have expressed
thus far. If they do, I stand to be corrected.
But until and unless I am corrected I will
assume the right to declare, again, that no
one of us is aware of a solid generative
model that demonstrates the process of
production of qualia by the human brain,
although Helen has counted thirty-one
descriptive ones. But these, unfortunately,
do no more than remind us, by virtue of their
discord, how far we are from a reasonable
account of how consciousness emerges from
the activity of the brain. And, don’t you
worry  Tzavara, my  friend: No
neurophilosopher is likely to be cowed by
my not- so-politically-correct declarations of
(what I perceive as) their inconsistencies, nor
would any true Believer whatsoever construe
my misgivings about the truth or the
aesthetic appeal of their pronouncements as a
curtailment of their freedom of speech that is
to be observed and obeyed. But, to return to
what I was saying before, I do believe that in
the absence of a generative model, no “well-
intentioned modern dualist”, to quote Elias
Kouvelas, and, I may add, no true agnostic
(because, Elia, when you divided the present
company into monists and dualists you forgot
about the occasional non-partisan), no true
agnostic would be likely to embrace the
convictions of the materialist monists like
you, and like Adoni, Irini, Costa Krimba, or
Giorgo Zarkadaki any more than Socrates
was likely to be swayed by the views of
Simmias and embrace the beliefs of
Empedocles and the physiologically-minded
neo-Pythagoreans. I trust you understand that
the reason I insist that only a well thought-
out generative model would have any chance



6.

KAovicOnke am’ v oBevapn eméioon TOL
Zippia, ovte éomevoe va vobBetnoel  TIg
andyelc tov  EupmedokAn kol TtV  veo-
[TvBayopeimv.

Kt av, 6mog dhwote PAémete, empéve g
uoévo W’ €vo KoAG GUYKPOTNUEVO TTAPAYMYIKO
TPOTLTO  LEAPYEL TEPIMTMOON VA TGTEL O
OVIGTNG V' OAAGEEL YVOUT, KL O AOECUEVTOG VL
evtoyOel, etvon  yati otov  kOopO NG
GUYXPOVNG EMOTNUNG £lvorl TO pHovo Bewpntikd
KOTOGKEVOGLO TOV YOIPEL YEVIKNG OTOdO0YNG.

AAG €0, pov gaiveTal, Tpémel vo oTabo, v’
aKoVo® TS OUAPTLPIEG TOL AVTADVY, TOL
Koota, tov Oavaon TCaPdpa, oiyovpa tov
dAlov Oavaon, tov Kapdfatov, Kot Tig akdua
gvtovotepeg ¢ Eiprivng kot tov HMa: «Edv o
Yokpdtney vopillem Aéve «oAAdL kot O
GUYYPOVOS OVIGTNG Kol O TUXOV AVEVTOKTOC,
TPOocEyylav e TPAYLOTIKA ovotyTO LLOAD Kol
pdtio OAa ta Gvtog aglofadpoacto evpnuaTe
™G oUYYPOVNG VEVPOETICTAUNG, TPOTLTO -
Eempotumo, 1 avtifeon tovg oV 1W€a OTL O
eyképodog umopel va elvor n myn TV
gunelplov iowg va petprdloviay kotd ti. (Kot
QULOIKA pe T AEEN evpruota, 1 dedopéva, 1M
Epfpvyn 6mwg dhwote ki eyo, ¢ile Tlafdapa
OV POTAYES, Kol OAOL Ol GAAOL AVAPEPOLACTE
OTNV  «TLVQAY Opacn» OTOV  «OOPOUAUIKO
avVTOYOVIGHO» TOL @iAov pog Tov  Nikov
AoyoBém k1 A0 TapOUOLN TTOL KL 0 AVIOVIG
Kt 0 HMog aAld mpo mavtov n Eiprivn éxouvv
ekBéoel pebodikd ko dawyéotata). Mdaota,
n Eipfvn Ba pmopovoe va’ ye mpoteivel 6T 0
Yokpdtng iowg v’ aAlale otdomn S10TL OGO Kt
oV Ol TEMOONGELS Hog amoppéovy am’ v Koo’
OAOL TPOCOMKOTNTO KOl TNV 1OUOTIKN HOG
1oTopio 0ev Umopel TaPA VoL TPOTOTOLOVVTAL EV
OYEL TETOI®V KOl TOGO CNUAVTIK®OV EVPNUATOV.
AAMG, PéPora, m Epnvn timota tétolo dev
EeotOoe. Amevavtioc, pog gime mwg, Kotd
méoo mBavotnta, TOL XOKPATN T avti
kaBolov dev Ba  1dpwve, yuwrli ovtd T
EUPNUOTA OV KOl  EVIVIIOCLOKG,  OgV
amoteAobV  amodeifelg  O6cov  apopd TNV
gPUNVEIDL TNG LTOKEWEVIKNG eumelpiogy. Ko
GUUTANPAOVEL «av Kat, BEPata, Bo pmopovoe va
mopatnpnoel  kavelg Ot [0 Zokpdtng]
amoitnoe ToAD AMydtepo amd amddelEn yo TV
Owkn tov memoifnorm OtTL €pevye v TAEL va
GLVAvTnoN Toug BE0VCOY.

[Na va dovpe Aowmdév Epnvn pov av Ha

to change the mind of a dualist or to make a
believer of an agnostic, is because in the
universe of scientific discourse, it is the only
theoretical construction that enjoys universal
acceptance.

At this point I can almost hear the rising
tide of protests of Krimbas, Moschovakis,
Tzavaras, Zarkadakis, possibly Karavatos,
and, certainly, those of Irini and Elias
Kouvelas: “If only your Socrates as well as
your modern dualist and occasional agnostic”
I think I hear them saying “were to approach
with an open mind all the new facts that
every contemporary neuroscientist is familiar
with, their opposition to the notion that the
brain produces qualia may have relaxed a
bit.” And by “facts”, Irini and everyone else,
are obviously referring to retinal rivalry,
blind sight and the like, which Elias, Adonis
and especially Irini, has very neatly and
clearly described. (Incidentally, my friend
Tzavara, this is the kind of facts that I was
referring to in my original statement and
nothing more or more esoteric than that).
“Socrates may in fact have been swayed,”
Irini may have allowed, “because our belief
in the capacity of the brain to produce qualia,
however prior to and independent of these
new facts it may have been in its inception, is
bound to be transformed by these facts.” But,
obviously, Irini said nothing of the kind. On
the contrary, she suggested that, odds are,
Socrates would not be swayed by any of
these facts because they, and I am quoting
her now, “do not constitute proofs when it
comes to explaining subjective experiences”
and, she adds, “...one may feel inclined to
point out that he [Socrates] did settle for less
than proof in his conviction he was just about
to join the gods”.

Well, Irini, to begin with, if you mean to
say that the facts do not constitute proof
because they do not cohere into a generative
model, don’t you think we should side with
Socrates and with any non-materialist for that
matter? After all, in not changing their
fundamental beliefs when they do not see
any compelling reason to do so, they behave
like your rational scientists who may be
ready to change their minds, but only when
confronted by sufficient contrary evidence.
The question, of course, is what constitutes



UTOPEGOVLE VO, GUUPOVNCOVUE: AV EVVOEIS OTL
To &V AMOYy® EUPNUOTO  OEV  OMOTEAOVV
«omodelEn» pe v évvolr 0Tl Ogv
cuvamoptiCouy  €vo  TEIGTIKO  TOPAYOYIKO
npdTLTO, 0V BA TpemE Vo OeXTOVUE TG KOAL
éKove 0 Zokpdtng (1 0 6To10G U LAIGTIG) Kot
dev emelon; AOTL, pe 10 vo pnv aAAdEet
Kaveig yvoun otav dgv cuvipéyovv cofapoti,
melotikol  0éAw  va  mw, Adyol,  Oev
CUUTEPLPEPETOL OTTMOC EYD KOL GL KL 0 KdOe
EMGTNUOVOS TTOV, VO HEV, EILOCTE ETOLUOL VO
vrofdAlovpe TIC mEMOIONOEL HOG GE AOYIKO
Eleyyo M eUMEPIKEG OOKIUOGIEC OAAA TIC
OTOPPINTOVUE 1) TIG TPOTOTOLOVUE HOVOV OV
cuvipéyovv coPapoi Aoyor, To epodtnua eivar,
BéPoara, T1 amotehel coPapd Adyo 1| TEIGTIKA
dedopéva. Edm, eV k1 OA01 6GO1 OVIKETE OTNV
Katnyopioe T@vV vAoT®v/poviotdv tov HAla,
ovumepthapPavopévov kot tov TCafdpa av Oyt
kot Tov Kopdpatov, gicaote, vouilm, £toyot
vo  Bepn|oeTE ®OC EMAPKDOG TECTIKA TO
gupnpata wov £xelg T16co kabapd kol Eaotepa
nopabéoel.  Eyon, ouwg, o  Tudpyog
[Momadomovrog M EAévm k1 o  Ztéhog
amodeyopedo eV avtd TO ELPNUOTO OAAG
LOVOV MG EVOEIKTIKA TOV OTL O €YKEPOUAOG KO
ol dlepyacieg €viog TOL Elvon  avaykKoieg
cuvinkec, cvvOnkeg mov ywpilg avtég Kopio
eunepio 0ev Ba pumopovoe vo vmépel. Agv
amodeyopedo, onradn, Ot avtd To. EvpHUAT
amOKAEIOVV EVOALOKTIKEG epUNVELES TEVEGEMG
TOV EUTEPLOV TEPOV TS VAoTIKNG. Ki dmog
€Y TEL APYIKE, Y10 VO TTEWGTA OTL O EYKEPAAOG
TaPAYEL GVVEIONON, OTL Tapdyel eumelpiec, dev
amouT® vo. pov omodeifel o AAlog OtL O
€YKEPOAOG amoTeAEl KOl avoyKaio Kol tKav
ocvvOnkn. Eimo pdiicta mog o térola
aroitnon etvar eviedmdg mapdioyn. AviiBétmc,
gima, ovtd mov Bo pov aPKOLCE VO TEGTO,
omwg  vouillm 6O’ opkodoe o’ OmolOV
KAAOTPOXIPETO oviot, 10EAMOTY il
AYVOOTIKIOTH, €lvar, omAdg kot povo, éva
EUTELPIKE OLOYEVGLUO TAPAYOYIKO TPOTVTTO
Bociopévo 67 aVTa T ELPTLLOTAL.

'H, va. to mo aAlmg, o Xtéhog, o ['dpyog o
[Momadomoviog n EAévm xu eym, dev elpoote
Glyovpot 0Tt 1| «TLEAN OpaCT» Kl Ol VITOAOITES
EPEVPESELS VoL TTOAD TO TEIGTIKEG O TO
yeyovog (1 v wyevdaicOnomn) movd yer yivel
YEVIKOG OTOOEKTO €0 Kl EIKOGUTEVTE TOGOVG
a1dVES Kol TOL EKPPALETOL LE TO PNTO «VOUG
VYUG EV GOUATL VYU, EKTOC KL OV TO, VEX OVTA
EUPNUOTO  CLUVOTAPTILOV — €VOl  TOPAYOYIKO

sufficient evidence. You and all the others
that Elias has identified as materialists
including Tzavaras and perhaps Karavatos
seem ready to accept as sufficient evidence
all the facts that you have so clearly
described. I, on the other hand, Giorgos
Papadopoulos, Helen and Stelios do accept
that these facts prove that the brain and its
functions are necessary conditions, are the
sine qua non for any subjective experience
whatsoever, but doubt that they exclude the
possibility that in the production of qualia,
other factors, beyond the brain events, may
also be necessary. I also stated, clearly, I
thought, in my position statement, that to
make a convincing case that the brain events
suffice to produce qualia one does not need
to prove that the brain events are necessary
and sufficient — something of the sort would
be completely unrealistic. Rather, I proposed,
one simply has to put together, on the basis
of all available data, an empirically
falsifiable generative model of the process.
That would be enough proof for me (and, I
dare say, for any reasonable man whether
dualist idealist or agnostic).

To put it differently, Papadopoulos,
Kerassidis, Savvaki and I, doubt very much
that blind sight and the rest of the truly useful
and often brilliant modern discoveries, would
carry much more persuasive punch than the
truth (or illusion) accepted by everyone since
the fifth century B.C. or maybe earlier,
namely that the material body and the events
that transpire within it, are absolutely
necessary for any manifestation of
consciousness — a truth enshrined in the
maxim, Novg vymg &v copott vyu- “A
healthy mind depends on a healthy body,”
unless the facts and the discoveries were
brought together into a reasonably detailed
generative model. And it is abundantly clear
to all of us that no matter how much some of
us may lust after such a model and how
persuasive our friend Adonis is in foretelling
its imminent arrival, the model has, simply,
not arrived as yet. Instead, what has arrived,
is the ever-expanding sequence of merely
verbal and often contradictory models Helen
has patiently tabulated for us. I trust, of
course, that all of us are clear about the fact
that between a generative and a descriptive
model (a model that merely summarizes the
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necessary conditions and inter-relates them
through verbal or pictorial similes and
metaphors) ydopo péyo  €0TNPIKTOL-“an
unbridgeable gap intervenes.” I also assume
that we are in agreement on another point,
namely, that mere enlargement of the set of
the necessary conditions, however extensive
the addition may be, does not automatically
transmute a descriptive model into a
generative one.

As for the opinion that Socrates settled for
less than a proof for his own convictions, I
must remind the company that the proof he
offered to his disciples, in his last day, was
complete, given the fact that they all had
accepted as true some doctrines like that of
anamnesis and of the independent existence
of ideas, or of &ion. This is not to say that
these doctrines are true. The entire history of
western thought is, to a large extent, an
unremitting debate about this issue. I,
certainly, have no idea whether the doctrines
are true. All I am saying here is that one
thing Plato’s Socrates should not be charged
with is logical inconsistency. This,
incidentally, is one of the reasons that I must
disagree with our friend Karavatos’ guess
that Socrates would lend a receptive ear—
€uUNKooVv 10 ovg to the siren songs of modern
neuroscience. It seems to me, Thanasi, that to
Socrates, attempts like that of Angelergues,
intended to bridge the gap that separates the
experiential from the physiological order of
events with maxims like the one you quoted
at the head of your response, or terms like
dvadikotta “publicity”(?) (as opposed to
“dualism”) would sound awfully similar to
the verbal games of the sophists so long as
the denotative and the referential meaning of
the terms remains sufficiently dark and
unspecified to admit any of a number of
alternative interpretations. And, it seems to
me, that a term like dvadikdtnto or a maxim
like “ no human being knows the world only
with his consciousness, only with the
information he receives” admit of a number
of alternative interpretations. For instance,
for you, the “paradoxical” as you call them,
percentages of Francois-Bernard Michel (i.e.
asthma is 100% somatic and 100%
psychological) constitute an example of a
monistic world view but the same
paradoxical percentages are, according to our
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friend Elias, indicative of dualistic thinking:
The contemporary dualist firmly believes, he
is telling us, “...that the universe is
composed 100% of matter and 100% of no-
matter”. This is why I think that theoretical
pronouncements of this type would sound to
Socrates more like the “enigmatic little
expressions”- the owirypot®on pruotioxio
with which his contemporary “Ephesians”
were conducting their un-philosophical
verbal exchanges. Granted, this is only a
guess, on my part, regarding Socrates’ likely
attitude, a guess based on my study of his
critique of the deconstructionists of his day
which you have, kindly, advertised in your
piece, but a possibly wrong guess,
nevertheless. Therefore, if you and, for that
matter, all other discussants feel otherwise
regarding my interpretation of others’
opinions and regarding any proposition that I
have thus far taken the liberty to assume you
accept in concert with me, speak now.
Otherwise we will end up looking to each
other like Nikos Kavvadia’s ships in the
morning fog which “we would only hear wail
as they float by unseen”.

On the other hand, folks, if we are indeed
in agreement on the above points and, most
importantly, if you agree with me that it
would take a reasonably solid and
empirically verifiable generative model to
persuade any reasonable scientist, dualist or
monist, devout Moslem or Christian,
professed Analyst or Atheist, to give up a
deeply held conviction, allow me and
Giorgos Papadopoulos, to doubt the
proposition that the material brain produces
qualia. Also, allow us both as well as Stelios
and Helen to reject the contention that the
truth of this proposition derives from the new
facts of the neurosciences, in much the same
way as we all doubt some dualists’ attempts
(like the one of Eccles) to explain how the
mind may causally interacts with the brain
and, finally, allow me to wallow in my
denials and doubts no matter how trying it is
not having Ayio moidv va. TpooKuved ovTE
KOVTNAL 67 ddglov ovpavod--“neither a saint to
worship nor a candle in the empty sky.”—to
remember the departed Gatso. And yes,
Tzavara my friend, it is a trying experience
indeed that agnosticism occasions. Only,
regrettably in my case, agnosticism has done
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TOPAYOYIKO TPOTLTO, TOTE EMTPEYETE GTOV
INopyo tov IMoamaddmovio kot G° gpéva v’
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epeldeTOl  OTOL  EUPNUOTO  TNG  CLYYPOVNG
VEVPOETIOTAUNG, OTMC aKPPdg OAOL  pOg
apeofnrovpe mv gykvpotTO TV

BeopnTiK®V TTPpooTadEIdV TOV KATO KOPOVG
dvioctov  (6mwg ovty tov  Eccles) va
TPOGOI0PIGOLY TOV TPOTO TTOV YLYT| KOl GO
OAANAETIOPOVY, KOl TELOG, EMITPEYETE HOL V
aANTEV® GTO YVMOGIOA0YIKO TOVBEVA KL O¢ PNV
€Y «AYyl0 TOWOV VO TPOOKLV®, OVTE KOVINAL
G’ Gdgov ovpavdy Tov Aeye KL 0 pakopitng o
I'cdroog. Tarti dikio €xelg eide pov TlaPapa,
ot un evraypévol mavra tpoapdve (oOpt — mpdrypa
OV JAMIOTOo0 €5 ATOADY OVOY®OV KOl TOAD
TPV OMOTOAUNCG® TO  EMUOPOOTIKO  LOV
mpookvuvnua oty dnw Eonepia.

Oa yete 0oPOADS SoMoTOCEL TG KOOE Alyo
aVOQEPOUOL  OTOLG  TMOMTEG  KOU  GTOVG
opopaTiotég pog. To damictmoa Aowmdv Ki £y®
KOl TOPO avVOpOTIEROL PNy TuXOV cvuPaivel
avtd AMOy® mov Kt gpelg katd Pabog cuintdype
YL OPAUOTO, YO «KOGHOEO®MAN» 7oL &ime
nponyovpéveog o Kootag, 1 péAiov  yio
gpUNVEIES, YL EVOAAOKTIKEG epunveiec TV
1010V akpIPdOg O0EO0UEVOV TOV KATOANYOLV GE
owQopeTikd  Koopoeidwia.  BéBoawx o
TClaPdpoc, O0nwg 04 yete dAAwote dafdoet,
eaivetar va. vmoomnpiler 0Tt glivol eviEA®DC
QLGLOA0YIKO Kl AVOTOPEVKTO Ta. 1010 dedopéva,
ta O yeyovoto  va  gpunvedovol
evarroktikd. H Eipnvn, emiong eaivetonr mwg
npecPevel to 1010 mpdypa Otav pog AEEl TG
«ta, 1Ot dedopéva amd dAlovg Ba Bempodvtan
®g melommpo. kot dAlot Ba ta Bewpodv
doyeta». Mdovo mov 1 Eiprivn Bewpet 611 povov
0ol (QUOPOLl EMGTAUNG OTOVG OTOiovg, OAMG
TAPUdOEMS, GLYKATOAEYEL KOl TOV ZOKPAT,
£€YOVV TO TPOVOULO VO EpUNVEVOVY TG BEAEL
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Béotv  vo  avoBewpoldv, ev  Oyel TV
TEPAUATIKOV  OEOOUEVOVY, OKOUO, Kol  TIG
BepeMdde1c Tovg mEMO1ONoELS, AV Ol TEAEVTAIEG
TPOGKPOVOLV otV EMIOTNHOVIKA
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so even before my educational pilgrimage to
outer Hesperia.

[ am sure you all have noticed that I am
parroting the voices of our visionaries with
increasing frequency. I noticed it too and I
wonder whether it is not because we all here
are talking about visions of reality, about
interpretations, - alternative interpretations of
the very same empirically derived facts
whether new or old. Tzavaras, as you may
have noticed, appears to think that alternative
interpretations of all facts is something
natural and inevitable. Irini also seems to
believe the same when she claims, and I
quote, that “the same evidence will be
corroborating for some and irrelevant to
others”. Only Irini appears to restrict the
practice of interpreting facts in alternative
ways to people that do not think like
scientists and paradoxically includes Socrates
in that category. But, she thinks, real
scientists like us are different - and here she
and Tzavaras part company — in that “having
such beliefs [..] does by no means imply we
can not engage in rational discourse, put our
beliefs to the test, be scientific in our method
of inquiry, or change our minds as new facts
come along.” That is to say, we have a
standard, furnished by our methods, by
which we interpret our findings. Therefore,
not all interpretations are equally appropriate,
equally befitting these “scientific” or
scientifically derived facts. A particular
theoretical vision may emerge out of the
totality of our experiences, as Irini has so
aptly put it, but it is either nurtured or
disconfirmed, later on, by the scientific facts.

And the facts, both old and new, do not
support equally all beliefs, all visions; they
do not lend themselves equally to all
interpretations. Take for example the very
old realization to which “blind sight” and the
like can be viewed as specific cases or
elaborations: 1i.e. “A sound mind depends on
a sound body” and its (implied) corollary:
Every disturbance in mentation is caused by
a disturbance of the bodily mechanism on
which mentation depends. Do not these facts
that have begun accumulating since the dawn
of human self-awareness, and which are now
showing up in droves, support the vision of a
brain mechanism that produces qualia rather
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EUTEPICTATOUEVT]  TPAYUATIKOTNTA. )G €K
TOVTOV, Ol EMGTHUOVES TOVANYIOTOV, OgV €lval
Beptd va epunvevovy ta 1010 dedopéva £TGt
®ote T dedopéva, v cvppadilovv pe TG
BeopntiKéc | «pHoel TpoOTEPES) BEcEIC TOVC.
Ta Aéw kard Eipnvn;

Ta dedopéva Aowmdv, cvppova pe v Eipnivn

aAAG Oy ko pe tov TCaPdpa, dev euvoodv €&
foov Oleg T memownoelg ko OAEG TIG
Beopntikég  Béoeic. Tty TPoOKEEVN
nepintmon to dedopéva evvoovV TNV B€om mov
Aéel TOG 0 VYMS YVYIoUOG eEapTATal O’ TNV
vyelo TOL oOpoTOC (Ko emopéveg 0Tl
KOKOOELS TOV CAOUOTOG EXOVV EMNTTOCELS GTOV
YUYIoUO, OmMG .. OTNV TEPITTMOON NG
«TVQANG opdoemc») kol TV  enainBevovv
KaOnuepvorc. OmdTte av pOTACOLUE €AV TO
EUPNUOTO OVTA Elval TEPIOCOTEPO GLUPOATA pE
v TPOTACT) TS O EYKEPAAOG TOPAYEL
eunepleg mapd pe avrtiBeteg mPoTAoES, M
Epnvn aAld kot 0 Oavaong kot puotkd OAot
ol VAMotég, elte  mpeoPevovv  glte  Ogv
pecPedovy Tmg To 1Ot dEdOUEVL EMOEYOVTAL
EVOAMOKTIKEG epunveieg, Bo amavtioovy otV
EPAOTNOT KOTOPOTIKA.

Epeic opmg, ot peovomta, o INopyog o
[Momadomovrog o Xtéhog 1 EAEévn k1 ey®, dev
to Balovpe kbtw. Nou pev, Bo Adyaue, kotd
Kovova, To eumelpkd dedopéva dev gival to
1010 ovpPatd P OAeg TG Be@PNTIKES TPOTAGELS
aALG, 660 Mo can gival, TOGO0 TEPIGGATEPO
Telvouv va €uvoolHv TNV pa Kot vor Oy edidovy
dAdec.  AwQopetikd, KAOE  EMIGTNUOVIKY|
dpaoctnpomra. Bo  koTOvTovGE  €val KEVO
TEPLEXOUEVOD TToyVidl am’ avtd mov Emanlov ot
60Q1oTEG TOL TTapeABOVTOC Ko Tov mailovy ot
amodoUNoTEG NG ONUEPOV. AVTO  OU®C,
ovveyiCovpe epeic or téooepl; (Mo ey
Té60epIg OAAG av TTPEmEL Vo T TPELG 000 1
évag pe ewomnoteite, £T01 modld;) dgv onpaivel
TG T0 1010 aKPIPOC WoyvEL Kot pe BewpnTikég
mpothoelg MeYdANG euPérelnc, TPOTAGELS
LETAPUOIKEG, OM®G VT TOov  GLINTALE.
AvtiBétmc, Bewpolpe Tpoeaveég T akplPdg
ta 0 dedopéva €xovv otn OldpKeE NG
avOpomvng 1otopiag ypnowomombel yo va
ompi&ovv 1000 TOV WOEUAMGHUO TOL ELGTPOPOL
Berkeley, tov mpoPAnuotikdé dSvicpd Tov
Kaptéoov, v Bgocéfeia tov Nevtowva kot
tov FEinstein 6c0 kot Ttov addAraKTO
mpaypotiocpd tov Neils Bohr, tov opoiwmg
OKAUOTO OVOYy®YIoUO TOv AVIOV Kol TOV
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than any of the various alternative visions?”
“But of course” answer all the materialists of
our gang including those that favor
alternative interpretations of all facts (so long
as the interpretations do not conflict with
their a priori convictions).

But the valiant minority, namely Giorgos
Papadopoulos Helen, Stelios and I, will not
abide by that verdict: It may well be that
scientific facts typically accord better with
one rather than some other interpretations
(for, otherwise, all scientific enterprises
would automatically degrade to empty games
that the ancient sophists and the modern
deconstructionists are addicted to) but non of
the specific alternative visions under
discussion are uniquely compatible with the
old and the new scientific evidence. Rather,
we in the minority claim, it is an indisputable
historical fact that the very same evidence as
well as all other relevant human experiences
have been marshaled as much in support of
nimble minded Bishop Berkeley’s idealism,
Descartes’ problematic dualism, Newton’s or
Einstein’s theism, as they have in support of
Neil Bohr’s uncompromising pragmatism,
Adonis’ equally unrelenting reductionism,
and Elia’s, Costa’s, Irini’s, and Giorgos
Zarkadaki’s, materialist monism. Some
people ponder these facts and see behind
them the interplay of countless faceless
forces forming, randomly, purposeless
systems (i.e. human beings) that, luckily,
entail a sufficient degree of orderliness to
even produce pleasures, pains and concepts

like the “square root of two” or
“immortality”.
Others, pondering the same facts and unable

to fathom how it is at all possible for
faceless, purposeless, random forces to
coalesce into seemingly purposeful systems
(again, human beings) that can even blow
themselves up for such non- things (as far as
the materialists are concerned) as the sense
of duty or freedom, cannot but exclaim: Q¢
gueyoaAovin ta épyo cov Kople mhvta ev
coopia emoincac.. -“O Lord, how manifold
are thy works! In wisdom hast thou made
them all.” Finally, the very same facts lead
Stelios into his epistemological quandary,
Giorgos Papadopoulos to a frank denial of
their relevance and leave me in my familiar
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vAMk6 povioud tov HAla, tov Koota g
Epnvng kot tov [Ndpyov Zapkaddxn. Koot
€€ NMUOV avaroyllopevol awTd To. OEGOUEVA

SwPAémovv Tiow TOVG CLYKLPLOKEG
aAANAEMIOPACELG Kl aAAniovyieg
OMPOGUETPNTOV  TUQADV Kl OTPOCOT®V

OLVAUE®V TOL EVTEAMG TLYOIMG GLYKAIVOLV
Kol  ouykpotoOv  oavedBuva  cvothupota,
GLOTHLOTO, YMPIG OKOTO — OVOPMOTOVG EVVOM —
o omoia, TWAAL Tuyoig (Kol TopadOEMQ)
gvéyouv emapkn Pobud evtatlog wote va
TPOKLTTEL OO €V TOLG TUNUA — O’ TOV

EYKEPAAO TOLG — M yevdaicOnon  ToL
aLTOEAEYYOV, NG vrevfuvdtnTag Kol Ot
TOVTOEWElS KL amepdplBuec  moovég Ko

00VVEG KL Ol emiong anelpdpBueg Evvoleg Omwg
«teTpaymvikn pifo Tov dvo» 1 «abavacion.

AANot mTaM, avoroyllopevol akpPmg to oo
dgdopéva Kot pn SuVApEVOL VO EVVOTIGOVY TG
04 tav moté dSuvvatd AmMPOCMONES, (GKOTEC,
Toyoieg KU OVTOKIWVOVpEVEG €0Tieg VANG Kl
EVEPYEWS, VO OOHOPPAOVOLV  EAAOYO
cvotnuato pe TPoBEcElg Kol GKOTOVG — TAAL
avOpdTovg EVVOM — OV Tyaivovtag evavTia
otV 1310 TOLG TN EVOT| UTOPOVV AKOUA KOt V’
OLTOKOTAGTPAPOVV EVEKEV ALVOTOCTATOV (KATA
TOVG LMOTEG) TPAYUATOV, 1} UN — OVI®V, OT®g
N aicOnon tov ypéovg N g erevbepiag, dev
uropovv mapd vo cvpydAlovy pe Tov Aawid:
«m¢ gueyodbvin ta épya cov Kopie mavra gv
coopia emoinocac». Téhog, avaioylopevor ta
0w okppmdg dedouéva, o0 pev  XTEMOC
KOTOANYEL VO OLOAOYNGEL TNV advvapio pog vo
EVVONCOVUE TAOG O EYKEQPAAOG  TOPayEL
cuveidnon Pacel avToOV TOV dedOUEVOYV, O OF
[Momadomovrog va apvnbel mwg €xovv timota
va GUVELGPEPOVY GTOV ev AOY®
npoPAinuatiopnd. Eyo, ev to petaéd kataAnym
K6Be @opd Kot MO  pmepdEUEVOC KL
aVOTOPAGIOTOC OC TPOG TO OV O EYKEPOAOG
Tapdyel Guveidnon aAld GAo Kol o Giyovpog
®g TMPoG TO  OvOmOOEIKTO  —  UEC®
EMOTNUOVIKOV HeBOGd®V, dNAOOT EUTEPIKDOG
Slyebomv TPOTOHTOV — NG Omowag Béong,
glte LVAIOTIKNG &ite OLIOTIKNG, OEOOUEVNG TNG
OYOTOUNCEMG TOL EMOTNTOV GE TPAyHOT
vAMKa kot abAa. TIpopavade, Aowmdv, xamolo
wpofAnpata, TpofAiuate 6Twg 1 YEVEST TV
eumelplov, 1 elevbepia ™ PovAncemg M M
omopEn tov Beov dev  givar  dvvatd  va
emAvBobV HOVO Kol HOVO HE TN GLOCMPELOT)
eMOTHOVIKOV dedopévov. [hbavdg dpwg va
uropovcov vo emAvfodlv — To dVO TPOTO.
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state of perplexity. It may well be that some
questions, like the origins of qualia, the
freedom of the will, or the existence of God
can not be answered one way or the other by
any assortment of facts unless the facts
coalesce into a coherent, internally consistent
and empirically verifiable generative model.
And when no such model is available or not
at all possible (and, I think we are all more
or less in agreement that this is the case for
the aforementioned issues) some of us use
other than the criteria Irini was alluding to
for choosing one answer over another ( e.g.
moral or purely rationalistic criteria, as, |
suspect, Plato did) others accept the answers
they received from their confessors, their
commissars, their gurus or their aunt Katina,
others, like the comrades from Volos in
Thanasis Tzavara’s piece, accept the verdict
of a dully conducted, yet lamentably silly
vote, others settle for the brand of wisdom
expressed in Savvopoulos’ verses —tov 000
N xopn Mo @LAdel am’ To GovEE KL O
oVpayKOTAYKOG am to. Ogikd epé and let it go
at that, while others still, remain suspended
in the void of deferred decisions.

As for me, given my professed agnosticism

on the question of the origins of qualia, I too
will have to postpone judgment for as long as
it takes for the first empirically falsifiable
generative model to hit the presses. And,
given my only strong conviction thus far,
namely that no such model is possible, or
possibly falsifiable, as long as we maintain
the division of nature into material and
immaterial, the question will remain on the
shelf till kingdom come unless, of course,
you manage to demonstrate the feasibility
and empirical falsifiability of such a model.
And, Adoni, Elia, Costa, Giorgo Zarkadaki
and Irini, I don’t think any of you folks have
demonstrated any such thing, but please
correct me if I have missed something here.
So, it may turn out to be interesting if we all
joined forces and embarked together on the
venture I hinted earlier on, in my position
statement, to formulate the problem of the
relation between brains and qualia starting
from a bifurcation of nature different than the
one we have adopted today.

Meanwhile we should be careful, I think, not
to try solving the problem by simply
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onuovpyio TETOIWV TPOTOHI®V Elvon TPy
avEPIKTO (KL &X® TNV eVTOTTOOT TS OAOL HOG
Myo — TOAD TGTEVOVUE TOC KATWG £TGL £YOLV
€00 TO TPAYUOTO) KATOOL KAVOLV YPNom
AoV kpumpiov, wEpav TV  cLUPOTIKA
EMOTNHOVIKADV, OT®G Y. NOwdV-
0g0VTOAOYIK®OV N KABOpDS AOYIKOV Kplrnpimv
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KL O OLPOAYKOTAYKOG
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Téhog, Kémolot GAAOL TOPAUEVOLY HETEMPOL KL
avOTOPAGIoTOL.

Ooco y1a péva, v OYEL TOV AYVAOGTIKIGUOD TOV
€Y TAEOVAKIG OUOAOYNGEL OGOV OQOpPA TO
OmMUoL TG YEVEGEMG TV EUTEPLOV, AOYIKO
glvolr vo awwpodpot Kt €y® €mG OTOL e
EMOVOTPOCYELOCEL 1 APIEN TOL TOPOYOYIKOD
TPOTOMOV oL Afyape. AAAG dedopévng g
uoévng memoldNocE®S MOV  £Y® G TOPO
EKPPACEL, OTL KL VO, TPOKVYEL TETOLO0 TPOTLTTO
oA dypnoto Ba ‘vor kKoot un-otayedonuo,
il Bo Ppebd peTE®POC €KTOG KL v e
neloete Yoo Vv mOavOTTO OOUNCEMS Kot
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mov 0ev Voul®m mwg ovte 0 Avidvng ovte o
HMoag ovte o Kaootag ovte o Tubpyog
Zopkaoddxkng ovte 1 Epnvn €govv katapépel —
extdg Kor av Kave AdBoc, otnv  omoia
nepimtwon, mowdwd, olopbaoote pe. Ovrtog,
AOmOV gYOVIOV TOV TPAyUAT®V, dgv vVOpilm
g Oa yavape Kot tirota ov tpoctadoVcallE,
0 k0Beic Katd SUVOUN, VO GUVEIGPEPOVLE OF
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dissolving it by accepting, on the one hand,
the above named cleavage of Nature and on
the other, by trivializing (to use Adonis’ apt
phrase) the contents of the one of the two
divisions, namely the qualia or, by sacrificing
them, as Costas Krimbas, Elias Kouvelas and
Zarkadakis appear willing to do, in order to
preserve one, whole, and undivided Nature,
the material one. Because I do believe it is a
fact that in all cases where the materialists
attempt to restore the unity of Nature, they
proceed by repudiating the significance of
consciousness and reducing its contents to a
mere set of “epiphenomena”. I will have to
say a few things later on about this form of
solution, echoing Helen’s comments, because
I have never in my life understood clearly or
accepted as real the difference between
“phenomena” and “epiphenomena” and
because I am not persuaded neither by the
implications of Costa’s “second statement”
nor by Adonis’ direct charge that by insisting
that qualia aught to be accorded the same
existential status “physical” phenomena are
routinely and uncritically accorded, I am
committing a grave logical error. But before I
do so, I wish to take note of a very peculiar
attitude, one that, I have often realized, I am
at times a-critically adopting myself, and I
now see articulated simply and disarmingly
by my friend Stelios Kerassidis: Stelios, as
you may all have noticed, though convinced
that the brain must create qualia has,
nevertheless, declared that, as things stand
now, no generative model that will explain
that process is possible. Yet he confesses,
simply and disarmingly, as I just said, his a-
critical belief that, most likely, and though
we will never know how, the material brain
does produce qualia — a belief identical to the
one every self-respecting  materialist
professes, without, of course, sharing Stelios’
epistemological pessimism or, for that
matter, Karavatos’ doubts and hesitations.

And I wonder, Stelio, now, as I have
wondered innumerable times in the past:
Given (a) our shared assumption that neither
we nor anyone else is able to demonstrate
whether and how the brain’s micro and
macro machinery creates qualia and (b) that
the relevant facts can be and have been used
to support diametrically opposite
metaphysical visions, aren’t the following
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(among many other) alternatives
equiprobable? Is it not as likely that (i) the
material brain produces qualia as that (ii) an
extra-material agency manifests itself by
using the cerebral machinery, a notion, by
the way, that William James discusses quite
seriously in his essay on “Immortality”. Or,
as likely, that (iii), there are no such things as
purely material or purely immaterial entities
but that, in some ways that the authors
Thanasis Karavatos cites are trying rather
unsuccessfully, in my judgment, to articulate,
every speck of matter in the universe is full
of qualia albeit in a nascent (for us) form, in
which case the relation between brains and
qualia is not a relation between two radically
distinct layers or strata or reality?

I think you will agree that if propositions (a)

and (b) in the previous paragraph are
accepted, possibilities (i), (ii) and (iii) as well
as a number of others that we may concoct,
are indeed equiprobable. I also think you
will agree that proposition (i) is associated
with existential and moral visions or reality
that afford the least comfort and serenity to
human beings whereas propositions (ii) and
(ii1) are associated with visions that not only
afford more comfort and serenity to those
that hold them truly, but with visions that
have been instrumental in the passage of
people from the state of troupes of
anthropoids to that of citizens of states. But I
have complicated matters. All we need to
agree on, in order to advance this line of
inquiry, is that someone who adheres to
proposition (ii) or (iii) and all their cognates,
is likely to feel more secure, happier and
with less existential agonies than most people
are likely to experience by adhering to
proposition (i).

Now if we agree on all that, why do you
think we would ever opt for (1) rather that (ii)
or (iii) - all of them being equiprobable?
One possible answer is that in the process of
living and learning new things, every time
we encounter phenomena that cannot be
explained by currently available models and
which, as Zarkadakis points out, other, less
scientifically minded folds, are ready to
attribute to extra-material agencies, turn out
to be explicable in terns of this or that system
of chemical feedback loops. On top of that,
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davralopor TG CLUEOVOVLE, ZTEMO, TOG OV

amodeyTOVE — OTMG OVTMG amodeyopedo — Tig
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we know how much abused the (possibly)
existing spiritual agencies have been in the
hands of organized religion — a realization
that propelled many of us, especially in our
youth, when we “knew everything”, to
“throw out the baby with the bath water” as
the saying goes. Or more concretely, to
throw out, along with your one hundred
thousand gods and Irini’s vital spirits,
everything else, except the Democretian
“atoms and the void”.

But these reasons are no longer credible:
Having “grown-up” we know better than be
swayed even by the truly impressive findings
and plausible sounding explanations of
phenomena we previously thought of as
inexplicable. After all, we have agreed (and,
I think, Helen and Giorgos Papadopoulos
will also agree with us) that no matter how
many biochemical processes you may
arrange in feedback loops and hierarchies,
you cannot explain the emergence of qualia
any more than you can explain the
emergence of life. Moreover we all realize
that extra-material agencies may indeed have
been abused, but no more so than materialist
principles have — like those of historical
materialism, for example. In the name of

both, countless atrocities have been
perpetrated, and the latter can be as
inappropriate for accounting for some

phenomena as the former may have been for
accounting for others. Finally, I trust, we all
realize that the mere fact that a certain
theoretical posture is fashionable or, as Helen
has said, “politically correct” among
scientists, does not constitute a warrant of its
correctness.

So, given all that and given also that, by-
and-large, propositions (i1) or (iii) give me
more existential headaches than proposition
(1) (in the event that I did adhere to them) and
certainly less than my present state of
foraging for answers while in the back of my
mind the demon of doubt (that one cousin of
Socrates” demon who sinned and was
banished in the deserts of perennial
agnosticism) is whispering: “don’t be a fool
— there are no answers possible to those silly
questions”, could it be that I am behaving
like the proverbial tricky simpleton who
renounced the goods offered to him to avoid
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the imaginary eventuality of being taken
advantage of? (Folks, I have forgotten how
this proverb goes but I trust someone will
remember it and tell it to us all—it is a really
funny one).

That was quite a mouthful! But all I am
asking is this: if the truth of materialist
monism is equiprobable with that of
explanations that admit into reality
entities that are non-material, and if the
latter afford us a superior quality of
experiential life, why do we insist in siding
with the option that affords us less? Maybe
Karavatos and Tzavaras, our resident
psychiatrists, can lend us a hand here. But let
neither them nor us say here that “we opt for
proposition (i) because it encourages and
promotes the search for the mechanisms
behind phenomena, and is a stimulus to
progress, whereas the others encourage
intellectual docility, quiescence and blind
adherence to authority” or any of over-used
slogans of that kind, because I have a hard
time thinking of Leucippus, La Mettrie, or
Laplace as the sole intellectual giants and
champions of civilization and of Plato,
Aristotle, Descartes, Spinoza, Newton,
Mendel or Einstein as the misguided
simpletons of human history. So, once again,
why should you, Stelio, say that the qualia
must be products of the brain? And why do
I join you occasionally in that belief, when I
am not over the other side, or, as is most
often the case, in the in-between-them
epistemic nowhere?

I realize, of course, that those that believe,
but really believe, in one thing or another, do
not arrive at their conviction as an engineer
would arrive at the solution of a technical
problem by systematic use of an already
known sequence of already familiar
differential equations. Arriving at a belief is,
I think, like the mystical experience of a
religious conversion or like the equally
mystical, though possibly less momentous,
“getting” of a joke and laughing with it when
the guy next to you who didn’t “get it” looks
at your merriment dumbfounded. And this,
Stelio, makes the task of answering all these
questions that I realize I have been spewing
out like a machine gun spews out bullets, a
much more laborious one. Good luck to you
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Ondte ooy, YU AN po eopd, Yol va AeG,
21éMo0, OTL 0 €YKEPALOG TTapAyEL EUmELPiEG Kot
yutl KL €y vo €pYOHOL VO GOV KAV 6 ovTo
T0 TWOGTO TOPER OTOV OEV TAPOTAI® OTNV
avtitepa.  O0xn N oto  petad  tovg
YVOGIOAOYIKO «TovheViy;

I'vopilw, PéPora, 611 Kdmolog mov TEAKA
KOTOANYEL Vo ToTevEl o€ kATl Pabdd i
amoAvTO, 0EV QTAVEL TOTE G° oVTO TO OoNuUEio
HETEPYOUEVOG TOV TPOTO TOL UNYOVOAOYOL, OG
movpe, 0 oOmoiog OTAvVEL oTn AVoM  evog
TPOPAAUATOS  ADVOVTOG OmOvVOTO KOl UE
mpokabopiopévn oepd Vv pie, MO YvooTy,
dpopikn elowon, petd v GAAN. 'vopilo
ONAadn Kot ToTEL® OTL KATAANYEL KOVEIG 0TV
amdivtn memoidnon W’ évav TpOmTOV TOL, GTO
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or to anyone who might wish to undertake it,
because I must turn, for the time being at
least, to the issue of solving the problem of
the emergence of qualia, by dissolving into
nothingness the presumed product of the
brain that, even the uncompromising
materialists themselves must realize must be
“something” other than ‘“nothing” or else
they would be wasting their time seeking a
solution to the problem of the genesis of
nothingness!

So let us look a little closer at the oldest
trick in the materialists’ book (so old that
they often forget that it is a trick) used in
addressing the problem of the genesis of
qualia, that is, trivializing those phenomena,
by calling them epiphenomena, which means
sometimes  “real but causally inert
phenomena”, and some other times means
“nothing real at all”. Now, if qualia in
particular and conscious experiences more
generally, are empty symbols, words without
any referent, there is no issue to address: All
that remains of the issue is the nonsensical
question “how does the brain generate
nothing at all?” T hope we are all together in
this one, right? Therefore let us not waste
any more time with nonsense and move on to
the next possibility: Conscious experience in
general and qualia in particular refer to
something.

That much is, or should, at any rate, be
certain. Opinion may, of course, differ as to
the nature of that something: Some of us may
make of this “something” the ultimate reality
(Plato certainly did so for some conscious
phenomena like the notion “square root of
two,” or “straight line,” or “virtue,” etc.).
Some others make of it the ultimate grounds
for asserting that anything whatsoever exists:
we all remember “cogito ergo sum”, and
cognitions are conscious experiences.
Finally, for some other people, for Adoni, for
instance, the words refer to something like
Pindar’s oxibg ovap --“dream of a shadow”
and nothing more than that.

But we need not get involved here in an
inquiry into the subject of whether
experiences and qualia are the basis of all
reality or whether, at the other extreme, they
are non-consequential entities; entities that
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TEMKO TOL TOLAAYIOTOV KOl KPIGIHo oTddlo,
potdlel MOAD HE TNV «ULOTIKNY OladtKocio
t060 G Opnokevtikng 000 KOl NG
Bewpntikig evopdoemg M pe TNV OpOimG
CUOOTIKT» av Kl {omG AyOTEPO ONUOVTIKN
Stadkacio OOV «TAveEL Kaveic Eva avEKOOTO
Ko Eexapdiletonr ota yéAlM, evd O OSuthavog
TOV 7OV OEV «TO’ TOCE» TOV KOLTAEL TTOV
veldel, amooPoAimpévos. Ki avtd, mov Aeg,
2tého, vouillm 6t kaboTtd TV amomEpa
ATOVTNCEWS G OAEC ETOVTEG TIG EPWTNOELS TOV
cov opadtdlm, axopa Svoyepéotepr. Koain
Toym Aowmdév o’ ecévo 1 Omolov  GAAOV
OOKIUAGEL V' OTOVTOEL G~ AVTA TOL YUYOAOYIKAL
EPOTAOTA Y1OTL €YD TPENEL Vo EMOvELD® GTO
TPOPAN U TNG OvVaY®OYNG TNG EUTELPIOG OE KATL
Un TPOYHOTIKO MG TPOTO OTOKATAGTAGEMS TNG
EVOTNTOG Kl OUOLOYEVEWS GUUTOVTOS  TOL
EMOTNTOV, ONAON NG OVOY®YNG NG
eunepioc, ovolaotikd, oto timota! Ilpdypa
mopaooo, PEPata, Kot TPAYHA TOL KL 0 TAEOV
ad1dALaKTOG VMOTHG 04 Ttpeme va dtakpivel ¢
Topaoolo Kol TapAAoyo O10TL, OV OVIMG Ol
eumnepieg elivonr éva timota, av givol TpaypoT
yopic vrdotoon, Yopig ovcia, TOTE O
eYKEPOAOG TTapdyel TImOTa Kl EMOUEVOS O €V
AMy®m  vAoTg  xOvelr  TOV  KOpO  TOL
TPOCSTOODVTOG VO TEPLYPAYEL TNV TOPAYOYN
TOV TimoTa.

Ag piEovpe Aomdv pia O TPOGEKTIKY HOTLEL

OTO HOYIKO «KOATMO» mOL TOAAOL VMGTEG
petépyovtal ywoo vo €€nynoovy, TouTtoXpova,
Kol TTOG O €YKEPOAOG Topdyst KATL TO uUn
TPAYUATIKO — TIG EUTEPIEG — KO TAS, TAPA TO
YEYOVOG OTL O1 EUTEIPIES OEV £XOVV TPUYUATIKT
VOGTACT], 0EV SAMPATTOVLY TOV TOPAUAOYIGHO
G €€NYNOEMG TNG TOPAYMYNG TOV TIMOTAL.

To k6Amo avtd Pacileton otov Bavpatovpyd
OpO «EMPOVOUEVO» O OTOi0G, OavAAOYO, TNV
TEPIOTOON, WTOPEL VO oNpoivel «KATL TO
TPOYHOTIKO  OAAD  OUTIOKADG — adpovég Kl
Gypnoto» N «Timoto — YEVIKMG». AAAG €dv Ot
t60ec AéEelg mov Aépe KABe pépa Kol mov
avaeépovtol 1 Tpocdlopilovy To TEPIEYOUEVO
TOV OTEPAPIOU®V EUTEPIOV HOC, Elval KEVES,
GVEL OMUUVOUEVOD, GEPEG NYWOV, OV T OVTL
O0gV avo@épovtal G€ TIMOTA OMOAVTMG, O&V
veiototon TPoOPAnUa mov amoutel Avon. Aot
omwg elmope, eivor TPodNA®G TopdAoyo v
Yayvel kavelg va Bpet edv Kot Tmg 0 eYKEPUAOG
KAToQEPVEL Kal mopdyel «timotay. Omodte 0g
QPNOOVUE OVTNV, TOVAAYLGTOV TNV EKOOYY| TNG
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just happen to emerge in this world (without
worrying, incidentally, why they bothered to
emerge at all, and not only that, but how did
they manage to be selected for survival and
for torturing homo sapiens, fine specimens of
which species comprise the present
company). Rather, for the purposes of this
discussion, it would suffice, I think, to agree
on just the fact that experiences do exist
though they may or they may not be
efficacious or veridical but merely illusory
such that a conscious decision to do X is not
the real cause of action X as Libet thinks he
has proven, although I can’t resist the
temtation to point out that especially the
materialists aught not insist that experiences
are causally inert. Because, if they were,
Adoni, Elia, Costa and Giorgo Zarkadaki,
how would you then propose that they
activate the brain mechanisms through which
we become aware of them? Or isn’t such
activation a definite sign of causal efficacy?
But, to resume the main line of argument, all
we need to agree here is that the experiences
merely exist, even if they are illusory. Even
if, for example, my percept of “red” may not
be an accurate report of the corresponding
aspect of ... the real reality but it might be an
illusion or even a hallucination: The aspect
of real reality in question being ... really
“green” or completely colorless rather than
the.. illusory “red”.

I will resist the temptation to rewrite here
the entire chapter of my book “Emeotion: a
reconsideration of the somatic theory”
devoted to this issue, in order to persuade
you that it really makes no difference
whether the experience is an illusion or a
hallucination (i.e. that it offers a report that
does not concur with other similar, equally
experiential reports, deriving from the other
senses or from the read-out of the appropriate
scientific instruments); that it is sufficient for
the experience to exist at all (and it has to
exist before it is judged to be correct or
incorrect on the basis of another criterion of
correctness) to legitimize the inquiry about
its genesis; that it makes no difference
whether we have to show if and how the
brain generates really existing veridical
experiences or equally really existing, but
illusory or incorrect ones. (In fact,
psychologists and psychiatrists find it a very
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oNUaciog Tov OpPoL  «EMLPUIVOUEVO» KL 0OG
g€etdoovpe TV €kdoyn OTL EmMPAVOLEVA,
GUVEIONTEG ONAOY eumelpieg eivor «KATY» Kt
Oy «TimoTay.

Ovdév, BéPata, 0 mapdTumo €6V Ol YVAOEG
duoTOTOl OC TPO TNG PVUOT AVTOD TOL «KATLY.
Eivar dAoote moociyvooto 61t kdmowor Oa
TOLV TG OPICUEVEG EKPAVOELS OVTOV TOV
«KOTY» PETEYOVY NG amoAvTOV aAndeiog, TG
@ oOvtt mpaypatikomtoag. O IAdtov, yo
mapadetypa, oiyovpa  Bewpovoe  kdmoln
QOIVOUEVOL TNG GLVEIINGEWS, OO TNV £VVOld
«&VBEel «OPETN» KTETPAYOVO» K.A.TT. APPNKTAL
HéEAN Kol GUOTOTIKA oTNG ™mg
TPAYLOTIKOTNTOS. AALOL TAAL PAETOVY G’ QVTO
T0 «KOT» TO TAEOV PAcipwo ki addpinto
Kpumpo g kaf’ dhov YmapEews: Oror Oa
Bopdpaocte o mepipnuo Cogito ergo sum, Kot
10 «okémtecBoy Ogv ovvictator mopd oE
GEPEG  EKPAVOEMY TOV «GLVELEVA. TEAOC,
Yy Kémoovg dAlovg, 1o 1010 OVTO «KATLY
AVOPEPETOL LEV GE VTTAPEELG AL VILAPEELS TNG
g koatnyopiag pe 1o IMvdapikd «oKidg
Ovop» Kot Timota wopd Tave.

AM\G dev 10 Bempd avaykaio vo apyicovpe
€0® AAAN cv{ntnon yio To v Kol KoTd TOc0
ol eumepieg omoteAovv TN Pdon g
TPAYUATIKOTNTOG 1 OV &lval omA®dg «Ovelpa
OKIOV» ~ OVEPO KOl OKLEG TOV TPOEKLYAV G’
avtév 1oV KOouo Kotd AdBog N kaTA
ocountmorn KL gueaviovior  Otov KOO0
e€aptnuata Tov KNX Aettovpyodv ywpic Opmg
VO GUVEICQEPOVV TIMTOTO TO OVGLUCTIKO GTOV
avBpomo ~ mpAyuaTO TOV EUEOVIOTNKAY Yo
AOYOVS Ayv®dGTOLS KOl Tov, TopaddEMS, Yo
emiong  dyvootovg  Adyovg  tuxe  va
GLYKOTOAEYOVTOL UETOED TMV TPOIOVI®MV NG
eEeMéemg TV €0MV TO OTOl0L EMAEKTIKAOG
enélnoav  yww va... toloviCouv €0IKA TO
avBponivo €idog Tov omoiov e€aipeta delypata
anoptilovy TV TapoLGH OpUNYLPT. AVTIBETMG
Beopd emOpKEC, Yoo TNV TPOOY®YN TOL VO
ocv{nmon 0€HoToc, Vo GLUUEMVAGOVUE HOVOV
6T0 OTL Ol gumepiec elvor «KAtwy, OTL givon
TPAYLOTO VTOPKTA KL oG PNV givor a&lomoTteg,
Kl 0g €ivol akOpo Kl oTIOK®G adpaveic ympig
Koppd — emimtoon, ko unv - sivor  wopd
yevdaonoelg N mapocOnoels: Ag elval, yio
TOPASELYL, T GULVEWNTH HOL OmTOPACT] V.
KOUVIIO® TO YEPL OLTIOKA OOPOVAG ~ OC UNV
glvat auTN TO aiTo NG KIVIGEMG, 0ALY 06 Elval
ATAMG 1 OKL0L TV VELPOVIK®OV CUUPAVTOV TO
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worthy exercise to discover what accounts
for the hallucinations of the schizophrenic, or
the inability of someone to comprehend the
relation between the diagonal or a square
with sides of one foot and the square root of
two). Should we say anything more on this
score? Maybe I should.

Maybe this is the best point where I should

address Adoni’s explicit charge that by
defining qualia and brain events as equally
real but radically different, I assume that
which 1 aught to demonstrate. 1 don’t
remember the technical term for this type of
error in English which we call Afqyn tov
{nrovpévov. What I have to say to Adoni
will also suffice, I believe, as a response to
Costa’s “second proposition” in favor of
restoring unity to Nature by reducing qualia
to their brain correlates and to similar
statements in Elia’s response, though Helen,
Stelios and Giorgos Papadopoulos have
already countered, effectively, in my opinion,
Costa’s and Elia’s position on the merits of
considering correlations as indices of
unidirectional causality.

My response, Adoni, is this: Indeed I accord
equal existential status to both brain events
and qualia. I also describe them the way they
appear to me, and they appear to me, and, I
trust, to you too, radically different. A pain
and this pen I am now holding, appear to me
radically different in that the first is a
sensation that, though localized in a part of
my body has no other content than itself,
whereas the second appears as an object
independent of me. Moreover, though I
suspect that even independent objects consist
of sensations, those sensations do have
contents besides the ineffable quality that
guarantees they are mine. As for their
content, it consists of what appear to be the
“physical” attributes that constitute the
object, i.e. the smoothness, the color, the
shape e.t.c. Finally, despite my knowledge
of the fact that none of what appear to be
“physical” attributes of the object are as real
as the nineteenth century physicists were
reassuring us they were, the appearance of an
independently existing object persists such
that I have no choice but to state that the pain
and the pen appear to be equally real but



26.

omoia  glvor  TO TWPAYUOTIKA aitio, OTMG
wyvpiletar mog €xet  amodeifel  KAmol0G
@LGloAdYoG ovopatt Libet. Av k1 €d®d mov oL
Aépe, elvar tedeing mapddoo, 101K Yoo TOVG
VMoTéG, va vmootnpilovv OTL Ol gumelpieg
OTI®G 0L «OTOPACT), EIVOL AUTIOKMG 0OPAVELS,
KaBOTL v Ty, TG B eEnyodoav o Avtdvng
N o Libet 10 yegyovdg 6t yivovtor avTiAnmTég,
YOPIG Vo eMOPOVV KOl VO EVEPYOTOLOLV T
KOTOAANAQ ylo. TN OOVAEWY VT VELPOVIKA
diktva; 'H yivovion, Aviovn, HAla, Eiprvn,
Koota kot T'opyo Zopkaddkmn, oviiAnmrés
YOPIG TNV UECOAGPNON TV KOGV 7OV
Aéyape; ' H pimmg Kot 1 evepyomoinor Kamolmy
EYKEPUAMK®OV UNYOVICUOV 0V  TPOoDTOOETEL
@LoKa aitia; TéLog TAVTOV, GLYVAOUN TTOL OV
umopeco v’ avtiotaf®d OToV TEWPOCUO Kl
dvoi&o GAAN KovPévta. AAAG emavépyopat: Ag
glva, Aoudv TopotcOnoelg 1| yevdaionoelg ot
eunepiec. Ag etvar, @ep’ euelv, avutd mOL
voullm  «kokkwvo»,  AdBog.  Ag  unv
OVTOTOKPIVETOL GTNV TPAYUATIKOTNTA, 1) OToin
TPAYUATIKOTNTO, OVTO €0M TO YOAAKL, €lval,
otT’ aAndeia, Oyl KOKKIVO ALY TPAGIVO 1) UTAE:
Otével va eltvor 1 gumepio KOTL, OTIONTOTE,
VTOPKTO.

Metd dvoKoAMag GLYKPOTOVHOL €M KOl OEV
evdldw otov  mEWPOSHO  vo  emavaldPo
OAOKANPO  TO  OYETWKO  KeEPAAOO NG
novoypapiog pov “Emotion, a reconsideration
of the somatic theory” ywo va y® ™ cvveidonon
pov Movyn oOtl €kava T advvaTo dvvaTd Vo
cog meiom Ot gfvorl TOVTEADG Ad1dPOPO Y10 TO
O0épo pog av ol eumepieg eivan, katd Pabdog,
«Anfeicy M amAdg  moposHnoelg M
yevoaioOnoerg (av, W dAha  Adywo, TO
meplexOeVO Toug etvar 1 dev glvar copPato e
T0 TEPLEYOUEVO GAA®V, OHOIMG oucOnTIK®V
EUMEPLOV OV  EKMOPEVLOVIOL OO  OAAML
QLGLOAOYIKG 1 Kot TEYVNTA oucOnmplo Kot
petpnoelg) -~ Ot apkel amhdg kot poévov vo
VIAPYOLV Ol  EUmEPlEG — Kl ACQOUADG
VILAPYOVV, AAAMMG TS O UTOpoLGE 0 KaBEvag
Hog vo Kpivel kot v’ amo@ovOel yioo To av Kot
Kot@  mwoco  Koatomtpilovv  owoTd 1
AavBacpéva, v «aAndwvn» TpoypaTiKoTTa,
OTOL0L TLYOUVEL VA VaL, KOt VO STKALOAOYNGEL TIG
OMOTELPES OGS VO EVVOT|GOVUE AtO TOV KL TAOG
TPOKLITOVV ~ VO 60G Telow, TEAOG, OTL givan
adldpopo av yhyvooue vo Ppodue moOG 0
eYKEPAAOG  Tophyel  €yKvpeg N AKLPEC
eumelpiec. A0TL givor opoimg evOlOPEPOV Kot
TPOKTIKA OQEMUO Vo EEETAGOLUE TN YEVEDT
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radically different.

Granted, my perceptual judgment may turn
out to be right, wrong, or indeterminate. It
will be wrong, for instance, if you
demonstrate that the apparent difference was
illusory and the pain, the sensations of color
shape e.t.c. are nothing but the non-
consequential aspect of the truly real ion
flows in the brain, or when you specify how
these brain events, that are co-substantial
with the pen, produce this non-real “artifact”,
the qualia, i.e. the subjective sensations that
correspond to the color the shape and all
other attributes of the pen which, in your
scheme of things must have an independent
existence from me, the observer; if, in other
words, you solve the “hard problem” Helen
talked about. My perceptual judgment will
also be wrong if we or someone else manage
to demonstrate that the appearance of radical
difference between the pain and the pen is
illusory in that either both are non-material
entities or both belong to a category other
than the material or the non-material. Next,
my judgment will be correct if some very
clever dualist (much cleverer than Descartes)
manages to demonstrate that, first, the pen is
real, material and independently existing
from me and my brain which is also real and
material. Second, that my pain and my
sensations that correspond to the pen are also
real but definitely immaterial, but, third, the
latter and the former are united by the bonds
of bidirectional causality. Finally, my
judgment will be indeterminate, as is at
present, in the absence of any of the above
demonstrations, or generative models. I said
all that just to reassure you that I do allow for
the possibility of being wrong in claiming, in
concert with the immediate data of my
consciousness, that qualia and things like
pens and brain events are radically distinct
and irreducible the one to the other.

Therefore, I am not prejudicing the issue.
The fact that I believe that you will never be
successful in constructing a model that will
show how the brain produces qualia, does not
preclude you from proving me wrong. The
main point here is that I describe the
phenomena as I see them and I am calling for
a way of relating them. I do not consider my
judgment regarding the phenomena a proof
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EYKUPOV  EUTEIPLOV KOl TN YEVECT TOV
napocOnoewv tov oyloppevods, N TV
dvvortdtTo M TV advvopio Tov podnt va
gvvonocel ) oyxéon HeTa&y G daymviov, og
ToOUE, €VOC TETPAYDOVOL HE TAELPES HOG
TOAGUNG Kot TG TETpay®mVIKNG pilag Tov dvo.
®o otapatio® €0  VmoBETovTog MG
CUUPOVOVE G TOVTO TOLAGYIGTOV: GTO OTL
dev givar Aoywko va Tpoomafoipe va AbGovue
T0 aiviyuo G ox€0EmG  €YKEQPAAOL Ko
yuywopov pécw g vrofabuicemc TV
eowvouéveoy ¢’ emeowvopeve 00Tt M
TOVTOAOYOVUE, GTNV TEPITTMOT TOL BewpovE
Kot o OV0 €101 VIOPKTA, 1 0EPOALOYOVUE, OV
€E10ADOVOVIE T EMPOVOLEVO, LLE TO TITOTA..

Kapdg topa va aviipetonicon Katd pHETOTO
mv yvoun tov Aviovn mov, Oa Bopdote, Aéet
OGS EMPEVOVTOS VO EKAQUPAVE eumelpiec Kot
EYKEPAAOVG MG oMol aANnOvES Ko VITOPKTES
OVTOTNTEG KOl TAVTOYPOVAOS PLEIKEL OVOLLOLES (G
TPOS TN QUGN TOVG, TEPT® GTNV  AOYIKN
apaptioo.  mov  ovopdlovpe  «Aqym  TOL
{nrovpévouy. MMoapepumnréviwg, avtd mov Exm
vo T otov Aviovn yu V' oamodsiEm v
abwotntd pov,. oamaptiovv emiong MV
OmAVTNGCY MOV OTN «OeVTEPN TPOTOGN» TOL
Koota Kpymd, vrép g anokatastdoems g
OVTOAOYIKNG KOl EMIGTNUOAOYIKNG EVOTNTOGC
TOV oVvuUmOvVTog PEcw TG vrofaduicews Tov
EUMEPLOV  KOL NG  OVOY®YNG TOVG OTO
avtictoyo eykepolkd dpopeva. Oco yuo Tic
mopopoleg mpotdoelg tov HAla kot yi v
Kown dmoyn OAwv Tov katd tov HAla
VAGTOV/HOVIGTOV TNG TOPENS KOL Y10 TV TAOoT
T0ug vo  Towtilovv  TIC TPOYUOTIKEG KOt
aOLOPIAOVIKTTES OVLOYETIOELS peta&n
EUTEPLOV KOl  EYKEPOUAMKADV OPOUEVOV  LE
(vmoBeTKég) oyéoelc artiag —amoTeAEopaTOC,
dgv Ba Kave Waitepn pveio d10TL vopilom mwg
o ZXtéhog mn  ErXévn k1t o Twpyog
[Tomaddmovrog £xovv EMOPKMG KATAOEIEEL TNV
TAGVN TETO10V €100VG TOVTIGE®V.

Aoy, Aviovn: Zootd 1o Aeg 6t apyilom pe
NV TOPAd0YN] MG KOl Ol EUTEPIEC Kot Ta
eYKeEQOAMKG dpdpeva givar to 1010 VIOPKTA,
Tpaypatikd, oaAndwd, oArd emiong pulikadg
avopola, 6£d0UEVOL OTL 01 TPDTEG OEV EYOLV TA
YVOPIoHATO TOV OELTEP®V KL avTioTpoa. Kot
apyilo P’ avtdV ToV TPOTO Yo TOV OTA0VGTUTO
AOyo 0,11 €101 Qaivovror TG £YovV  To
TpAypoTo o€ péva, KL vobétw ¢’ ecéva Kol
otov kabéva. Apyilo oniad pe MV
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of their ontological difference or identity. I
am not assuming that which is to be
demonstrated. In fact, I have often stated
my perplexity and agnosticism on that
question. You, on the other hand, in spite
your own feeling of the apparent differences
of the two sets of phenomena, demand that
the one is reducible to the other without any
proof of your claim other than your own a
priori conviction. Which one of us, then, is
more eager to take for granted that which is
to be demonstrated?

But to really see what it means to be entirely

convinced of the truth of materialist monism
so as to be unable to take seriously your own
perceptual experiences which tell you that
pains and pens are different and take it for
granted that they are the same, so much so as
not to understand why people need any proof
of the obvious (to you) fact that pains and
pens are both material, read again section
2.b. of Irini’s piece. “I don’t understand what
is so difficult to understand” she confesses,
about the obvious (to her) fact that “first
person experiences” are reducible to third
person “objective stuff” like ionic currents
and chemicals. But the reason Irini and
every devout materialist has, truly and
sincerely, difficulties here, is that they take
for granted, as already proven, that which we
are all endeavoring to establish, namely, that
“the brain is capable to create an abstract
representation of the world”, “that the
representation is an activated state of the
brain”. So, Adoni my friend, if you are to
charge any one with the sin “Aqyn tov
{nrovpévov” find a believer to charge and
not a poor and indecive agnostic.

While waiting for Adonis’ certain rebuttal, I
think I should address a concrete proposal
put forth by Krimbas, Skaliora, Kouvelas and
Zarkadakis as to how we may learn a

sufficient amount about the brain
mechanisms involved in consciousness
production to, possibly, construct a

generative model of the process, even though
we should not need any demonstrations, it
being sufficiently proven, for most
materialists, and certainly for Irini, that a
percept is a brain activation profile. The
concrete proposal in question is that it might
be possible, at some point in the not too
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TEPLYPOPT] TOV VIO €ENYNON QULVOREVOV.

‘Evag mévog 610 yO6vOTO Kot TO HOAVPL pE TO

omoio TOPA YPAP® @aivoviol Kol To VO
aAnOwa aAAd Kot evteddg avopola: O wovoc,
av Ko evtomileTon 6° €vol oMpElo TOV COUATOG
Hov dev €xet mepleyOuevo GALo TEPOV TOV OTL
gtvol movog koG pov. To poAvPr, an’ T dAAo
Hépog, eaiveTal Tmg vrdpyel aveEdpmra omd
uéva. I'vopilm, PéPota, 611 0vTO TOL ROV
eatveton g gival o oveEapnn and péva
omapén, mBoavodg cvviotator omd o OpAd
acOnudtov ékooto tov omoiov (VToBETm)
OVTIGTOEL O KATOW «PLGIKA» YVOPIGUOTO
tov avtikeévon. I'vopilo eniong ot kavéva
oan’  avtd T QULOIKA YVOPIGHATO  TOL
OVTIKEEVOL Ogv givol kol 1060 avBOTOPKTO
Ko aveapTNTO Kol TPAYUATIKO OGO Mo EAEYE
N khaokn evotkn. [lap’ 6Aa TavTa, T0 HoAvPL
aKOUo Hov @aiveton vo vmapyel avedptnto
amo péva Kot TG acstnTikég pHov eumelpieg evad
0 moOvog ovveyilel va pov @aivetor Twg eivan
Hovo dwog pov ki g€aptdrtal on’ v vmapén
pnov. To poAOPr @aivetonr mwg KatalapPaver
Y®po, 0 movog Oyt. To poAvPt gaivetal mwg
gtvo eTioypévo amd VAN (doyeto ov 01 PUGIKOL
Hog Aéve Tmg 1 VAN elvar KL avtn oKldg ovap)
evd 0 TOvog Oyl OmoTE, MG TOPOTNPNTAG, OV
€Yo €mMAOYN TOPA VO OLOAOYC® TS To, SO
eawvopeva  @aivovtor 1o 1010 oAnbwvd i
eVIEA®G ovopow. ¢  EMOTAUOVOS TOPO,
EeKvavTag am’ avT TV Teptypapn apyilo va
Yoyvo, Omwg OAOL pog, £dv GvTmg ta Tpdrypota
glvan étol Ommg eaivovtal 1 Kdrmg aAlimg. Ki
av oAMmG, TOTE, POT®, Tolo gival 1 oAnOwvn
TOLG VO

AnAadn, Aviavn, amodéyopot Tmg pmopel v’
avTeOnNKa Tov KOGUO «OMOTE» Kot To
mpdypato va vor €tot Ommg @oivoviot, oA
umopel Ko AdBog, kol to. TPAypOTo Vo pnv
glvan étol Ommg eaivovtatl. Emiong amodéyopan
TG VLdpyel Kt N mhovotnTa TOTE Vo un Bpw
amAVTNON YL TO OV 1 OVIIANYN HOov 1Tov
cwot| N AavBacuévn. Oa Efpaue TS 1M
avtiinym pov (kat BéPato Kt M Ok Gov Ko
ToL KaO’ €vOC) deV NTOV GMOOTN TN GTIYUN TOV
amodelyvape OTL 1 QOIWVOUEVIKY]  dlpopd
HeTa&y TOVOL Kot HOALPLOL MTOV YWEVTIKN Kl
0Tl TOGO 1 gumeEPic TOL TOVOL OGO KL Ol
aloOnTikég eumelpiec mov  ovvieTOLHV  TO
QOIVOLEVO «LOADPLY dev givarl Topd OKIEG TV
EVOOKPOVEI®V PELHATOV, TOV LOVOV aANOVDV
TPAYUAT®V TOL Elval OUOLOYEVH], GTNV Omoid
TEPIMTOOTN, TOGO 01 NOOVEG KL 01 00VVEG OGO KL
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distant future, to obtain direct evidence of
the cerebral mechanisms of qualia. This
evidence, they think, could emerge in the
form of functional images of the type offered
by PET, fMRI, and kindred methods. I may
be a bit more garrulous than usual in my
attempt to show the impossibility of such feat
(so brace yourselves for a long ride) for two
reasons: First, because, paradoxically for
those of you that know me well, I happen to
belong to the brotherhood of such
technologists and have had ample
opportunity over the years to reflect on the
limits of the power of my and my fellow
travelers’ expensive and extensive gadgetry.
Second, because I have already put on paper
these reflections elsewhere before, and most
recently in a skinny book “Fundamentals of
Functional Bran Imaging,” from the last
pages of which I am about to lift, the essence
of the argument as to why Costas, Giorgos
Zarkadakis, Elias and Irini may be betting on
the wrong horse by betting on the capabilities
of the so —called functional neuroimaging
methods.

Expecting that high-tech gadgets will solve
the issue of how or what parts of the brain
machinery generates qualia, reminds me of
Garcia Marquez’s José Arcadio Buendia who
had resolved to use a daguerreotype
laboratory, the gypsy Melquiades had given
him, to prove through imaging... the
existence of God. As the incomparable
Marquez puts it “Through a complicated
process of superimposed exposures taken in
different parts of the house, he [Jose Arcadio
Buendia] was sure that sooner or later he
would get a daguerreotype of God, if He
existed or put an end once and for all to the
supposition of His existence.” It remains now
for me to convince you why I think that
trying to capture the cerebral mechanisms of
consciousness in general and qualia in
particular, in functional images, is as
hopeless an exercise as that.

The argument I am about to launch does not
depend on the relative merits of the various
metaphysical  positions  (i.e.  whether
consciousness is or is not real, is or is not
wholly or partly dependent on the brain). In
fact I will assume that there are patterns of
brain activity that correspond uniquely to



0 KOGHOC OAOG EUTEPIEXOVTOL GTOV EYKEPUAD
pov! oAAd kot otov Okd cov! A@rvouvpue
Aowmov avt Vv ekdoyn mpwv {oAMoTobue Kot
Eavadokipdloope. Oa EEpape OTL M avTiAnyn
HOL NIV OW®OTH OV  UTOPOVGOUE VO
Kabopicovpe OGS To EYKEPUAIKA dpDOUEVA TOL
omoio. cvoyetilovtolr HeE TIG EUmEPieg KoL TO
omoiat aviKovv oTny 101 KaTnyopio LAIK®V
TPAYUAT®OV OTOL OVINKOVV KOl TO oAV,
TOPAYOVV OVTEC TIG GLAEC KOl OVUTOGTOTEG
gumelpieg o1 omoieg Tvyaivel KOL OVTIGTOLYOLV
OTO OVTIKELUEVIKG YVOPICHOTA TOV HOAVPLOV
T0. omoio.  yvopiopato, ONUEIWTEOV, GTO
mAaiclo Tov 01Koh GOV KOGHOEWMOAOL, &lval
OVIMG OVEEAPTNTO ELOV TOV TOPOTNPNTOV. O
Eépape, eV OMyoOlC, TOG M OVTIANYY pog glvat
cpaiepn €bv Avape to “Hard Problem” mov
Aeye m EXévn, M av  kotopépvape Kot
OOLOVGOLE TO EUTEIPIKE Oy EHONLO TPOTVTO
TOPOYWYNS EUTEPLOV oV B4 yete Papedel va
ne axkovte vo pvnuovevw. Emiong 0o EEpape
TG M avTIANYN Hog GOEAALEL bV amodeiyvope
WG TOC0 Ol EUTELPIEC 0G0 Kot T LOAVPa etvan
TOV 1010V THTOV, KL AVIKOVV GE W10 KaTnyopio
TPOTHYVOPN, OVTE VAMK®OV OVTE UN-LAMK®OV
Tpaypdtov. Metd, n avtiAnyn pog 0o Pyove
ocwotn  €qv  Kamowog  €&umvog  OLIGTIG
(e&umvotepoc an’ tov Kaptésio) pog amédetyve
0Tl akpIPOS 0TS PaitvovTon Kot 0 TGHVOS KOt TO
noAvPt €10t ki elvon oty mpaypatikotnto. Ot
ONAadn o0 oAU elvarl OvTmG VAKO, axplBadg
OmmGc pog  Qoaivetar, Kot OVIOG veioTOTOL
ave€aptTmg  TapATNPNTOV, TOA  aKPPOC
omw¢g pag gaivetor. Oti, emmAiéov, axpiPog
Om®C pag @aivovior o mOVOG OAAG KOl To
acOnuate mov  avtietoryohv ©TO  HOAVPL,
onAadn kot aAnBwvd oAAd kot doAa, €101
axplfdg etvor kol oty TpaypaTIKOTNTE, Kot
0Tl T060 TO VAIKO HOAVPL OGO Kl Ol (QUAEC
gumelpieg cuvodovtat e apeidopoun ortidtnra.
Téhog Ba mapopével dmwg TP, acTddunTto
v n avtiAinyn pov (ko M avtiAnym Olwmv
Hag) cedAAiel | Oyl €p’ OGOV Kopd om’ Tig
avOTEP® LIOOETIKES AmOOEIEEIS OV TPOKVYEL.
[ToAvAoy®d tOOM Opa Avidvn poOvo Kot HOVO
Yy vo unv ocov peiver apeiBorio ot
amodéyopor v mBavotnTa vo Kave AdBog
OTOV OHOAOY® OTL HOVL QOiVETOL TG Kol Ol
gumePieg OV Kot 0 AOITOC KOGHOG fvat Ko TaL
000 mpaypoTikd oAAG kot avopola. IIpdypo
TOL OoNUOivel TG €T’ 0vdEVI AOYO dgv
«QapPave to {ntoduevor.
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specific qualia and then simply speculate
whether it is feasible to capture these patterns
and establish their correspondence to any
conscious experiences, regardless of whether
that correspondence is to be later interpreted
as evidence for “dualism,” “psychophysical
parallelism,” or any of the reductionist
doctrines such as “material monism” or
“neural identity.” And, in the event that in
the course of the argument we either find or
assume that such unique correspondences
can be empirically established, the further
question I will examine will be whether we
could then read, in the images of brain
activity, unfolding on the computer screens
of our imaging devices, (assumed for the
sake of this discussion to posses perfect
temporal and spatial resolution) the very
content of people’s consciousness.

But before I embark on this venture, it
would be useful to be as clear as I can, about
what I will mean here by consciousness and
its contents. So, here it comes: It is common
sense that the phenomena-tokens of some
psychological or behavioral functions are
either entirely or partially subjective. A
common itch, a token of a simple sensory
function, besides its objective aspect
(possibly the reflexive movement of
scratching or of tightening of muscles) has
also a subjective one; namely, that peculiar,
unpleasant experiential quality that we call
an itch and which we cannot describe except
with similes or metaphors. The percept of a
red rose, a phenomenon-token of the object-
recognition function, besides its objective
aspect (any of a number of possible
discriminant responses including the verbal
response of calling out its name) also has a
subjective one; namely, the peculiar
experiential quality which is entirely
different from that of the itch and is unique
to a particular occasion — the presence of a
specific stimulus at a specific moment in our
experiential life.

A fleeting thought or mental image of a red
rose, a phenomenon-token of the visual
imagery function which 1is altogether
subjective (unless we choose to communicate
it through some discriminant response), is
clearly different from the percept of a red
rose, though akin to it in that it belongs to the
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Ba puropécovpe vo OOUNGOVHE TO TPOTLITO TOL
Ba e&nyel mog 0 eyképarog mapdysl eumelpiec,
dev gumodiler ovte oéva ovte tov Edelman va
dwyedoete avtd mov poMg eima. T v’
avakepalowwow: Ileptypdpw To @oavopeva
£T61 OTIMG TO, GLVEIINTOTOLD KoL YAYV® Vo Bpm
av ainbevovv 1N Oxt. To yeyovog OtL Yhyvo
amodeiyvel 0Tt dev Bewpd TV avtiinyn Hov
avVOYKOOoTIKG €yKvpn ovte Kol Bewpd TO
YEYOVOG OTL gumelpieg Kot VAIKG Tpdypoto
Qaivovtol SloPOoPETIKA, amdOelln Mg €101 Ki
elvar. AMoote €o TOGES Kol TOGES (QOPES
OHOAOYNGEL TNV Gyvold pov OGOV aQopd TN
oxéomn eUmEPLOV Kol gyKepdAwv. Ecv ouwc,
Avtovn, mop’ OTL KOl GL OlOMICTMOVELS OTL
EUTEPIEC KO EYKEQOMKO OPOUEVA 1) OTITIOL
Kot LOAVPLoL eaivovTol GponV SLoPOPETIKA Kol
aAnOwa, amoiteic Tmg T PEV avAyovToL 6To 08
YOPIG AAAN  amOdElEn TWEPAV NG KPVOEL
TPOTEPN G MEMO1ONGEDS Gov. [Totog Aowdv ar’
TOVG OLO HOG PEMEL TMEPIGCOTEPO TPOG TNV
«\yn Tov {nTovuévouy;

AMG av oAnfelio Béhelg va vidoelg Tt
onpoaivel va motedel Kavelg akpdoavio 6To
aAGONTO TOV LAIGTIKOD HOVIGHOV TOGO OV VL
unv umopel vo maipvel oto coPapd  TO
dgdopéva TV 101V TOV ochncedv Tov To
omoio. TOV  TANPOPOPOVYV TG HOAVPLo Ko
wévol  Qaivetol TG  OlPEPOLY KOl V]
aviikofiotd ovtd too  dedopéva  pe TNV
Bewpntikn| memoibnon Ot Kot Tor poAVPiar Ko
oL o00bveg eivar 1010 K1 amopdALOKTOL,
TPAYLOTO DAIKA Kot, TEAOG, VoL NV UTopel va.
KatoAdPel oG eivor duvatd o VTOAOITOG
KOGHOG Vo unv PAEREL TO TPOOMAO (ONAOT Vo
unv motedel ta i01a), SdPface GAAN por popa
10 Yopio 2. oto keipevo g Epnvng. «Aev
KaToAaPoive T glvan avTo OV
dvokoievopaote TOGO Vo KOTOAAPOLUEN
oporoyet n Epnvn avagepduevn oto  (yt
aLTV) TPOINAO YEYOVHS OTL O VITOKELUEVIKEG
eunepieg (TPMOTOL TPOGAOTOV) OVAYOVTAL KO
TaVTILOVTOL [LE OVTIKELLEVIKO TPAYLOTO 0TS
v ékkpion vevpodafifactdv kAt AAAG O
Aoyog mov n Epnvn, 6mwg xdbe amdAvta
OULVEMNG VAMOTNG, £yl aAnbeio duokorieg emi
Tov T{pokewEvoy, elvar  emewd”  Bewpodv
dgdopévo avtd mov O6Aotl pog moacyilovpe va
TEKUNPLOGOVUE 1| V' amoppiyovpe, dNACON
€dv KOl HE OOV TPOTO O €YKEPAAOG €ivan
KavOog  vo ONUOVPYNGEL U0 OONPNUEVN
aVOTOPACTACT] TOU KOGHOL 1) OV KOl TTMOG
aKpPog «... M avarapdoTocn vty vt po
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same class or type of experiences (namely,
visual). I will call, here, “consciousness”
the capacity of people (and perhaps of some
animals) to have such subjective experiences,
and by contents of consciousness” 1 will
mean the innumerable experiences that cover
seamlessly (as long as we are awake) the
successive moments of our existence, the
defining features of which is what we call
qualia. So that, when we inquire whether it
is possible to read the contents of
consciousness in the unfolding profile of
brain activation displayed on the screens of
our “perfect”(for the sake of the argument
perfect) imaging devices, what we are really
asking is whether it is possible to make
statements like “the subject just saw this red
rose, then he felt an itch on his forehead and,
while raising his hand to scratch, a fleeting
image of another red rose went through his
mind’s eye, etc.” and be right about them.
Clearly, no one at present would be likely to
insist that such feats are indeed accomplished
through functional imaging, yet many like
Krimbas, Kouvelas, Zarkadakis and Skaliora,
are willing to forecast the possibility, even
the inevitability, of such feats.

To be able to read in this fashion the
contents of people’s consciousness as they
unfold from moment to moment, one must
first be familiar with the “letters” and the
“words” that make up the “text” of the
unfolding story. To know, that is, exactly
what experiences each brain activity pattern
represents. For the sake of this argument, let
us assume that we have established the
unique correspondence of brain activity
patterns to each of countless subjective
experiences and thoughts. Let us further
assume that we have become as familiar with
these patterns as with printed words; that
once we see them, we automatically
understand their meaning. Thus prepared, let
us now stand in front of the screen of an ideal
functional imaging system where the echo of
the ongoing brain activity of a conscious
human being evolves, in real time, and let us
try to identify the kinds of experiences that
succeed each other in that person’s stream of
consciousness. But, no sooner would we
confront the record than we would realize the
hopelessness of the enterprise: Unlike the
words of a text that are laid out in series one
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Eipfpyn  6nwg mavteg o1t motol  Aéve
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32. Topa, péxpt va ENAVOKAUYOLY 0 AViOVNG
Kot 1 Eypnivn dpuidtepot — mpdypo mov gbyopon
va ocvpPet ocvvropa, BG4 Tpene va Tw dvo Aoy
Y VO GUYKEKPUEVO TPOTO, TOV TPOTO TMV
AELTOVPYIKAOV OMEIKOVIGEMY, HEG® TOV OTOIOV
o Kootag, n Epnvn, o HAlag k1 o T'idpyog
Zopkaddkng eAmilovv mwg Oa cvAréEovpe
apketés  Paoeg  mAnpopopieg  ywoo  TOVG
EYKEPAAKOVS U OVIo oG TOPOYWYNG
EUTEPLOV YLOL VO, OOUNCOVLUE £€VO TEICTIKO
npdTLIO NG OdIKaciag, oV Kol Om®g
TPOKVTTEL O’ AVTA oL POMG gima, KOTOLOL
ot mapéo Ogv ypeldloviol TPOTLTTO Yol VL
TEWGTOVV LG Kot elvar ON TENEIGUEVOL TG
mo  oawofntiky  eumepic glvor  évag
CYNUATICUOG EYKEQPUMKNG EVEPYOTOMGEWS. Ev
TOCEL TEPMTMOEL, 0VTO TOL Ol QIAOl HOg
mpoteivouv etvar mwg apyd M ypryopo Oa
Katootel QkTd va £yovpe dueca otoryeio yio
TOUG  EYKEPOAIKOVG  PNYOVICHODS  TOV
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EIKOVOVY, «EIKOVOV Asrtovpyiag», KaAiitepa,
TOV TOUTOV OV UG TPOGPEPOLV 1) AELTOVPYIKT
LOYVNTIKY TOpoYpaeio 1 1 Topoypagio Bacet
exmopunng molitpovimv. E&etdlovtag avtr| v
pdTAoT, 10MG POVEO TEPIGGOTEPO TOAVAOYAS
ar’ 6t ovvnBwg, KL aVTO YL dVO AOYOUG:
[Mpwrtov 61011, OA®G TaPadOE®S Yo dGovg €€
vuov pe Eépete kaAhitepa, TuyOivel vo EXm
aoyoAnBel W’ awtéc T1g TEYVOLOYiEG G° OAN TNV
EMOYYEALATIKT OV oTadodpopio Kt TG LoV
Y€ 000l TAEIGTAKIC 1 EVKOPiO VO VOAOYIGTM
T1G SLVATOTNTES AALA KoL TOL OPLoL SLVATOTHTOV
TOV TOAVEEOOWV KL LEEPGVYYPOVOV OVTMV
TEYVOLOYIDV. Agbtepov, ooTL Ex®
EMOVEINNUUEVOS EKPPACEL TPOPOPIKADS KoL
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eyxepiolo “Fundamentals of Functional Brain
Imaging” am6 tov emiloyo TOoL omoiov Oa
HETOQEP®  TO  POCIKO  ETUYEPNUOTA  TOV
delyvouv mOGo (SLCTLYMG 1| EVTVYMG) HATOLES
glvol  eAmideg mov evamoBETouy o1 eilotl pog
G’ OVTEG TIG TEYVOLOYIES.
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by one, the patterns would be blended
together, forming the river of global activity
consisting of numberless activity patterns,
each associated with each of the numberless
functions that the brain mediates
simultaneously (anything from
thermoregulation to walking and talking and
chewing gum at the same time) obscuring
each other and making it impossible for us to
tell not only what each pattern looks like but
how many are present at each point in time
and where each begins and ends. And this,
folks, is a fact, not an opinion.

I trust it is abundantly clear that
accomplishing the feat of reading the
contents of consciousness is impossible,
aggressive marketing on the part of some
overenthusiastic scientists and of science
fiction writers’ notwithstanding, even if the
prerequisites for such a task were met to
perfection. But the more realistic question is:
can these prerequisites be met? Can we, in
other words, create an extensive library of
brain activity patterns, each corresponding
uniquely to each  possible human
experience? We could at least begin to hope
that we might, if the number of all possible
human experiences were finite. Yet, the
entire experiential life of all human beings
that have ever lived does not contain all
possible unique experiences. That this is a
statement of ordinary, plain fact and not a
theoretical supposition is easy to establish.
Consider, for example, progress in science.
It is a plain fact that new insights, new ideas
— some similar to but not the same as pre-
existing ones, others entirely unexpected and
novel — are born in people’s minds every so
often. As long, then, as the conscious life of
humanity continues, new and unique
experiences will always be coming into
existence. Therefore, no library of all
possible  experiences is  conceivable;
consequently, no library of corresponding
brain patterns is possible.

One may object at this point that, although it
is true that the number of all possible unique
experiences is not finite, it may be that each
experience, new or old, is but a combination
of some “experiential elements” from a finite
and relatively small set. And, though it
might be impossible to expect the creation of
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H memoibnon mwg ot teyvoloyieg avtég Ha
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H eyxopomg tov emyeipnudtov pov, BEA®
va o, 0gv e€aptdtol amd To €0V Kol UE O
évvouwn glval ot gumelpieg mpaypato oAndvd 1
YeLTIKA KL O’ TO €0V Kol Kotd 7mOco M
ékpavon toug efaptdrol amd Tov £YKEPAALO.
Oo vroféocw pAMOTO OTL OVIMG VTAPYOLV
CYNUATICHOT EYKEPOAIKNG EVEPYOTOUCEMS Ol
0To{0l OVTIGTOLOVV OAMOKAEICTIKA O KOOEVOG
610 ooV kébe E&xmpng eumelpiog Kot HeTd Oa
KOVBEVTIAC® TO E€QIKTO NG «GLAAMYEW®S)
TETOLOV  QEVYOAEDV  CYNUOTICUAV KOl  TO
EQIKTO TNG TOVLTOMOMCEMS TNG OKPPOVS Kot
QOKAEIGTIKNG avTioTotyiog Tov ko’ evog pe
po  eumepia, ave€dptmro am’ 1o €Qv 1
avtiotoryio  ovt) ekAneBel ¢ TEKUNPlo
€YKupOHTNTOG TOV «OvicpovY, TOL
«YVYOPLGIKOD TOPUAANAMGHOV» 1 TNG LG M|
™mg AN oA iog VoY ®YIGTIKOV
npooeyyicewv. Eni miéov, vmobéroviag mmg
o TETOWL OMOKAEIOTIKY] avTioTolyio  €ivor
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otmv o06vn oaxépo Kol evOg  10EMOOVE
OMEIKOVIOTIKOD GULGTNUOTOS, TO TEPLEYOUEVO
MG &V Opaoel GUVENGEWS TV eEETAlOUEVOV.

AMG mpwv  EeKvAcGovUE TPOG OLTH TNV
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a library of brain activity patterns, one for
each experience, it may be reasonable to
hope for the creation of a smaller library
containing a finite number of brain activity
patterns corresponding to the relatively few
experiential elements. After all, with the
twenty-six letters of the alphabet an infinite
number of real or possible words can be
constructed, and with the finite number of
words contained in a standard dictionary an
infinite number of novel and unique
sentences can be produced. Therefore, if in
fact there is a small set of unique experiential
elements out of which all experiences are
made, it may be possible to discover the
handful of elementary brain activation
patterns that correspond to them. And, once
we see a particular activation pattern, we can
determine whether it corresponds to an itch
or a red rose by combining the appropriate
elementary activation patterns that we
already know to correspond to the
experiential elements that make up the
experience of itches or red roses.

Granted, to do so we will also need to know

the rules for combining the elementary
patterns, because there is no compelling
reason to believe that the only form of
combination is simple addition. But, before
we could confront this problem, we would
have to have a list of the putative experiential
elements. As it happens, no such list is
available, in spite of the valiant efforts of
structuralist psychologists at the beginning of
the last century, and of some British
empiricist philosophers before them, to come
up with one. Thus, until and unless such a
list makes its appearance, one might be
justified is considering the construction of an
“alphabet” or a “dictionary” of elementary
activation  patterns an  unreasonably
optimistic enterprise. If reading the contents
of one’s consciousness in the stream of the
recorded echoes of one’s brain activation is
beyond what can reasonably be expected, is
it any more reasonable to expect that the
patterns corresponding to some familiar
experiences, like the experience of the itch or
the red rose, can be identified?

I should remind you here that, to image the
brain activity pattern specific to any
phenomenon, the phenomenon must be
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0AOGYEPDC €lTE €V PEPEL, LITOKEEVIKA. Mia
KOwn mePImT®OON  Qayovpos — (QOLVOUEVO
EVOEIKTIKO TNG COUOTAUICONTIKNG Agttovpyiog,
TEPAV TOV  AVIIKEWWEVIKAOV YOPAKTNPIOTIKOV
™mg (. MOUVOG KATOU®V OVTOVAUKANGTIKOV
OUOTACEMY TOV HVOVOV) €Yel Kol TNV
VROKELUEVIKT] TNG GmOY™M, CULTAV TNV KO,
KOG evOoYANTikn eumepio 10 wowdv NG
omoiog HOVO e TOPOUOIDGELS KOl UETOPOPES
gtvon duvatd va weprypdyovpe. To couPdy g
avTMYe®s evOg KOKKIVOL pddov Tov etvan
QOIVOUEVO EVOEIKTIKO TNG Agrtovpyiag mov Oa
UTOPOVGOUE VO  OVOUAGOLUE  «OTTIKN
avayvopion», mwEpav  am’ to  mThoava
OVTIKEWLEVIKA TOL yvopicpato Ty pio 1 v
GAAN  avtidpaon mov  TuYOV  EmETOL  TNG
TOPOVCLACENS TOV  OYETIKOV  gpebioparog,
yopaktnpileton emiong omd TO OvtioTorKO
VTOKELUEVIKO TOWOV TNG EUMEPIOG TO Omoio
dpépel pikd am’ ovTtd NG QOYoVPOS Kot
OmOVIQ OMOKAEIGTIKA OTNV  GLYKEKPLUEVN
nmopovciocn  tov  gpebiocpatrog kot dev
enovoropupdveTal  TOVOUOWOTUTTO G  GAAEC
mopovcldoelg tov gpebiocparog - mpdypa mov
Bo avaAivBel Ayo ektevéoTepa TO KATO.

To mépacua pag 6KEYNG N N ELPAVIOT LG
VONTNG EIKOVOG — (QALVOUEVO EVOEIKTIKO TNG
Aertovpyiog ™G @avtaciag, to omoio elvat
HUOVOV VTTOKEIUEVIKO, GOPDG OPEPEL QT TNV
gumepioc  aVTIAMYE®S TOL 10100 KOKKIVOL
podov, av Kal glval GLYYEVNG TPOG OVTNV VIO
NV €vvola OTL AVIKEL GTOV {010 TOTO EUTEPLOV
(OnAaodn, tov omtikwv). Ovoudlovpe ¢
GUVEIONON TNV SLVVATOTNTA TOL AVOPOTOL Kl
evogyoUévOs Kol Kamowwv Chmv va €rouv
TETOL0L €100VG VITOKELUEVIKEG EUTEIPIES KO LE
«TEPLEYOEVO TNG CLVELONGEMG EVVOOVE OVTEG
TIG eumelpieg ot omoieg yepilovv OAEG TIG DPES
nog (e@’ 6cov BéPara TeAovuE €V gypnYOPCEL)
KOl TOV OTOlV TO KUPLOTEPO KOWO YVAOPIGUA
glvarl 10 amokAEloTIKO NG KAOe pag avépato
mowdv. Omote Otav efetdlovpe eav  etvan
EPIKTO VO ovoyvwoBovv ta mepleyOUeEVO NG
GUVELONGIOKNG PONG LESO GTNV OVTIoTOLYN PON|

TV GYNUOTIGUAOV EYKEPOAMKNG
gvepyomomoemg mov Ba ekTvAiccovtay otnv
006vn  evog  (10eOOVC)  OMEIKOVIGTIKOV

GUOTNHOTOG, OVTO TOV OVLGLUCTIKG POTANE
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repeatable and must have an objectively
identifiable beginning and end. To image,
therefore, the pattern corresponding to a
particular itch or to the mental image of a red
rose, this itch and mental image must recur a
number of times and we must know when
each recurrence begins and ends. The first
question then 1is whether a particular
experience can be expected to recur. Our
reflexive response to this question is “of
course, it can.” After all, we have had
countless experiences of an itching forehead
and we can readily imagine a red rose time
after time. Yet this response completely
misses the point of the question. The
question is not whether we can have repeated
experiences of the same #ype but whether we
can have the same experience repeatedly.
And we need the recurrence of the same
experience if we are to image its activation
pattern and not the pattern of that type or
class of experiences. The difference between
the first and second pattern would be
appreciable. The first would be the sign of
the mechanism of a particular experiential
event, the second, the sign of the mechanism
of a function; in the case of the itch, of a
simple sensory function. Therefore, let us
reflect on whether any specific experience
can recur in the course of time.

Consider, then, any two percepts of the same
red rose, any two fleeting thoughts of the
same object, and any two itches of the same
place on the forehead. Let us, in fact,
consider them happening one right after the
other, without any third experience
intervening between them, so that we can be
absolutely sure that we don’t forget the exact
way that the itch or the percept feels in its
two successive occurrences. Now, either the
two itches or the two thoughts are identical
or they are not. If they were identical,
provided that no other experience intervened
between them, how could we possibly tell
that they were two separate ones rather than
one? Clearly we could not, unless they
differed in something: unless they were not
really identical. And claiming that they were
identical in all respects but they just
happened at different times does not help
matters, because, in order to tell that one
happened after the other, we must have
already felt that they were two rather than
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glvonr edv eivar dvvotd va  oamo@avOovpue,
TOPOKOAOVODVTAG OVTOVG TOVG GYNUATIGHOVS
ev e€eM&et, OtTL To VIO e&€taom ATOMO «UOMG
TOpO £10e» T.Y. «Eva KOKKIVO TPLaVTAQUAAO, KL
evbvg opéomg ooBavOnke @ayovpo oTO
HETOTO KOl KOBMG TOPO ONKMVEL TO YEPL TOV
Y va EUGEL TO UPETOTO TOL, O PEVLYOALN
ewova  evdg  GAAov  KOKKLVOL  pOSOL
EUEOVICETOL OTO TPOCKNVIO TNG QOVTOCIOGC
TOV» Kl EMTAEOV, OAOL AVTA TTOL EXOVUE TEL VL
glvor axpin kot cwotd. BéPara kavévag om’
aLTOVG 7oL  €YOoLV  KOmow 10€0 Yl TIG
SLVOTOTNTEC TOV OMEIKOVIOTIKOV HEBOOWV Ogv
woyvpiletar 611 T€rota Badpota NN £yovv yivel
N yivovton onuepa. Q¢ 1660 MOAVS KOGLOG
onog o Kootog Kpwmdc, o Tudpyog
Zopkaoddkng, o HAilag KovBerag k1t n Eipnivn
ZKOMDPO, EVEATIGTOVV Kol TPOoPAETOLY TNV
4epiEn avtdVv TV Bovpaciov.

AAMG Yo vo dafacovpe To TEPIEXOUEVA TMG
avOpOTIVNG GLVENCEMG KOOMG O1adEXOVTaL
0 va T 0AO og adldieuntn oAiniovyia,
TPENEL TPAOTO, VoL Yvopilovpe TV «oA@afnTo»
Kol 10 «Ae&MOYI0» TOV CYNUOTICUOV TOL
anoptilovy 10 €YKEPAMKSO avTioTOY(0 TNG
OVEMGGOUEVIG VTOKEWEVIKNG totopiag. Na
yvopilope, oAadn molo axpifdg eumelpio
AVTIPOSOTEVETOL OO ToV Kabe oynuoTiouo.
Ag vroBécovpe Aomdv, Yo vo S1EVKOAOVOLLE
auTV €0M TNV EmyEpNUoTtoAoyia, OTL MoM
yYvopilovpe TV OTOKAEIGTIKY AvVTIGTOLYiO TV
CYNUOTICUDOV  EYKEQPOAIKNG  EVEPYOTOU|CEWMG
kol tov onepopibuov  eunepiov. Ki o og
vmofécovpe  akdpa, OTL  Eyovue  TOGO
eEowkelmBel e vV HOPOY| TOV GYNUOTICUOV
aVTOV OGO KOl UE TIG HOPQYES TOL YPOTTOV
Adyov mov €vBig Otav TG avikpilovpe,
EVVOOVE TAPOVTO KL VTOUATO TO VONULE TOVG,.
Yn' avutéc Aowmdv Tig cuvOnkes ag modue OtL
kaBicape prpog tnv 006 v ToL VTOAOYIGTI] TOL
0EMOOVG OMEIKOVIGTIKOD OGS GUGTILOTOS UE
npdOeon v’ apyiocovpe tOo «OGPacuoy TOV
TEPIEYOUEVOV  TNG  GLVEWNOCEMG TOV VIO
e&étaon atopov: «HOMG TOpa €108 £va KOKKLVO
TPLOVTAQLALO K.A.TT. K.A.TT.». MOvVo mov dotka
mpoonabovpe: Mo Tpd™ potid otnv 00o6vn
Ba pog meloetl Yoo 10 avEPIKTO NG TPOoBEGEMC
nog: ol avtd mov eppoaviletar otnv 006vn
TOV TEAEIOV OMEIKOVIOTIKOY GUOTHHOTOS Eivar
TO GUVOLO TOV YOPO-YPOVIKAV GO TICLOV
EYKEPUMKNG O1EYEPGEMS OV 0 KaBEVOS TOVG
aopd, COLEMVA LE TNV KOWN HOG OIodoyN|,
Kol por o’ TG TO0EG Kol TOGEG AEITOVPYIES
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one; that is, we must have already felt them
as different. And they are indeed always
different, never identical, if for no other
reason than because the second includes the
memory of the first and differs from it in at
least that respect.

Now, according to our reasonable
assumption, without which there would be no
reason even to try to image brain activity
patterns unique to each experience, each of
any two occurrences of the itch or the percept
or the thought, to the degree that we
experience them as two, must be associated
with unique and therefore slightly different
brain activation patterns. Therefore, were we
to average together the patterns embedded in
the global brain activation during each of
several occurrences of the itch or the percept
or thought in order to extract them from the
background activation, we would be
averaging or subtracting out, along with the
rest of the background activity, all the
aspects of each pattern that are unique to
each occurrence of the itch or the percept of
the thought and which account for the fact
that each feels unique each time. Instead, the
extracted pattern, if any, would be the pattern
specific to a particular sensory, perceptual or
cognitive function and not to any unique
experience.

I don’t know if Costas or Elias or Irini or
Giorgos Zarkadakis are convinced by my
rather lengthy and a bit scholastic argument.
If not, people, I will be happy to hear your
counter-arguments. Or maybe you or
someone else may have additional proposals
as to how we may reach that critical mass of
evidence, whether through imaging or some
other method, that will allow us to build, on
their basis, the still missing generative
model. But that, I have argued, and I do not
think I have heard a direct refutation or my
claim, would be a useless exercise, even if it
were to be fruitful, in spite Helen’s Stelio’s
and Giorgos Papadopoulos’ reservations,
because by its very nature the fruit of the
exercise, the model, would be beyond
empirical verification. I will not bother you
here by repeating the reasons I claim such a
thing, since they are presented in my position
paper. I would, however, be willing to recast
them in a different, perhaps more translucent
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(amd Beppopvbon kol méyn €wg okéyn) ot
omoieg TEAOLVTAL 1] EAEYYOVTOL EV TOPUAANA®.
Kt ovtd «obiotd movteddg advvato va
SlokpivovLe TOvg eml LEPOVG GYNUATICHOVS Kot
VO OVOYVOPIGOVUE TNV SLUOPP®OT|, TNV apyn
Kot 1o mépag tov kob’ evoc. Ki  owto,
GLUVAdELPOL, €lvorl YeEYOVOC KL Oyl €1KAGio TOL
Avopéa.

EArniCo va unv  ypedleton  meportépm
avéAlvon g KotaoTdcemg Yoo vo. mewshel o
TAEoV evBovomdomg Bcmtng ™mg
OMEIKOVIOTIKNG  TEYVOAOYlOG  mepl  TOL
avepiktov ™G TPoBECEMG VAL OV YVAOGOLLE O
évag  TOL  GAAOL  TIG UOYlEG  EMTmElpiEg
TOPOKOAOVODVTOG OYNULOATIGLOVG
NAEKTPOYNUIKOV EYKEPAMK®OV GLUPAVIOV CE
006vec. AAAG, BéPata, To amrodotepo Kol TO
KOTA TOAD GLVTNPNTIKOTEPO EpMOTNHO Elval GV
KAmoleg TovVAd IoTOV am’ TG TPoLTMOBEGEIS TG
aVOyVOGEMG AVTOD TOL €100VG €ivol EPIKTEC.
Edv, oep’ emeiv, givar epiktd vo drakpivovye,
Vv’ amodnocavpicovpe Kol vo KOToX®PTCOVE
OAOVG TOVG GYNUOTIGUOVG, ONUIOVPYDVTOS £TGL
€va. 0YKMOeS AeEkd oynuaTIcpdV Omov Oa
avaypdeetol eniong oe mow am’ OAEC TIG
avOpomves gumelpieg avtiotoryel o ko’ €voc.
Qo pmopovcope i6mg vo cL{NTAGOLUE L
tétole.  mBavoétnta €dv  T0 GOVOAO T®V
avOpOTIVOV  EUTEPLOV MTOV  TETEPAGUEVO.
AAG va ov glvan dmelpo: AkOua KL av lyope
TPOTO VO KOTOYMOPNOGOVUE OAEC TIS EUTEPiES
oLV TV avBponwv mov £{ncav kot {ovv GTov
mAovTn  omd  KoToPoAng Tov  avBpwmivov
gldovg, mhA dev B4 yope Eva TANPES GUVOAO.
Kt avto eivor mwodr yeyovdg ki Oyt Ok pHov
ewaoia: 'V anddeién otaver va okepbeite
to0T0 povo: Kdbe pépa mov mepvdier, OA0 kot
Kamowo  Kovovpyln  10€a  epgovifeTonr ot
cuveldnon mote TOL €VOG TMOTE TOL GAAOL
emoTNUOva (Yo vo unv mape mo wépa) — €101
dgv glval; AkOpo Aoudv KL av Ot KOvoUpyLeg
W0Wéec  BewpnBoldv  amAdg  KOWVOVPYLES
dwppulpicelg NoON VIOPYOVOOV 1WOEDV, TAAL
amoteloVV VvEeg eumelpleg Omw¢ akplPdc To
KOVOOPYLoL EVPTLLOTO KO Ol VEEC OLOMIGTMOCELG
OV TPOKVTTOLV KAOE péPa. AlPOpeTIKA devV
B vmpée M mwpOodog, moL  OAOL  HOG
OlOTIGTMVOLE, OTIG EMCTNUEG OAEC KOl OTIG
owéc pog, 1M omoion  pdAota  wPOOOOG
Astovpynoe ¢ KivnTpo owtng €0® NG
KovBévtag. Ondte Aowmdv, €9’ OGOV LVILAPYOLVV
dvBpomot pe ovveidnon 6io kot 0’ av&dvetl o
aplOUOg TOV EUTEPLOV TOL EUPAVICTNIKOV Kl
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form if anyone has had a difficult time
trying to understand them.

Instead, assuming, until you present me with

some reasons why I should not, that we have
come at a veritable impasse, I will try to
articulate a possible way out. Certainly I
realize that this is neither the first time that
people have met with blind walls when it
comes to this issue, nor that I made a novel
pronouncement just now. But I also realize
that people like us cannot help it but try to
find our way around such walls having eaten
the fruit of the biblical tree of knowledge ...
of our ignorance when we come up against
them, as in the present case. So what is this
proposal? For starters, it entails the claim
that we (I mean we the westerners from
about the fifth century B.C. onwards) have
adopted the wrong bifurcation of nature. We
have unprofitably and presumptuously
severed the body of Nature along a fissure
that we have imagined scores its otherwise
smooth, unscarred and compact body, and
have done so against our native abhorrence
of divisions that, I suspect, underlies
demands to restore the lost unity (like the
demand put forth so elegantly by Elia and
Costa Krimba). Why is the division of
nature into things material and immaterial
wrong? Here are some reasons:

First, the division rests on the assumptions

of naive realism, which I trust all of us have
outgrown. Specifically it rests on the
assumption that there are things that have
bulk (substance I believe is the Aristotelian
term) that occupy space, besides other
“secondary” attributes like color. By virtue
of their substantiality (the assumption here
acquires momentum), these things are real in
contradistinction to things like qualia, that
are not things at all — lacking the defining
attributes of the real things. Moreover, these
non-things are completely different, and
completely independent of the real things
because they do not have anything
whatsoever in common as far as the
attributes of real things go — like extension in
space.

Consequently, and here is the root of our
difficulties, things and non-things can not
make any contact, can not be causally
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gpeavifovton oto mpodcwmo ¢ yns. Emouévac,
N onwovpyio. tov Ae&kov TOv AyopE, TO
omoio Ba ypelaotel ywoo TV avdyvoon Tov
TEPIEYOUEVOV TNG €V evepyeio. GLUVELINGEWG
OTOLOVINTOTE ATOLOV, £ivor TPaypLo 0 dVVATO.

Oa pmopovoe PEPata v’ avtiteivel Koveic 00,

TG av Kt oAnfevel 61t o aplOudg TV
gunelpwv  elvar  dmepog, mbavov  KdaOe
eumepio, mokod M ayévvnm, v’ amoptiletan
and GLVOVAGHOVS EUTEPLOKAV GTOEI®V
Ommg akpPds ot AéEelg pag YAOooag — TG0
oVTEG OV VTLAPYOLY OCO KL aVTEG oL O
mAocToUV oto péAAOV — oamaptilovror amd
GLVOVACHOVG EVOG TEMEPAGUEVOD KOl GYETIKA
LKPOU GUVOAOL YPOUUUATOV (KOl @OV UAT®V).
Onodte iom¢ Kataotel eQktd va dnpovpyndel
éva AeEkd oynuaticpov o kaf’ évag am’ Tovg
omoiovg Vv’ avtiotoyel Ko o éva
«epmelproko» otoryeio. Ki agod pdbovpe va
Olakpivovple TNV HOPOY]  OLTAOV  TOV
GYNUOTICUOV OT™G pabaivovpe mv
eovoloyikn]  oafla TV YpappdTOvV  TOL
aApapntov, iomg vo  pmopécovpe  va
«OVOYVOCOLUE»  GUVOETOVG  OYNUOTIGLOVG
EVEPYOMOMGEMS KOl V' amoPovOOVLLE Y10l TO OV
Kol mote to Vo eE€taon dtopo PAEmEL TO
KOKKIVO TPLOvTOQUAAO TTov Afyape M €Qv Kot
TOTE TOV TAVEL PAyOVPOL.

dvowd yoo va pmopécovpe va pabovpe
avToh TOV €100VE TNV AVAYVMOOT TPETEL TPAOTA
Vo EVNUEPOBOOVUE YO TOVG KOVOVEG TOL
otémovv v ovvBeon TtV ohvOeTwV
oynuatiop®v,  PAcEl  TOV  GTOLYEK®OV
oynuoticp®v. AAAG oKOpo o TPV, OVAYKT
Téoa vo KoTopTicovpe T0 Ae&ikd 1| HOAAOV TV
aApafnrto TV «eumElplokdv ototyeiovy. Kt
€00 vmdpyel GAAo adiEEodo: AxoOua Kt av
VIapyovy avtd T VITOOETIKA oTolYElD KOveig
OG TOPU eV €XEL KATAPEPEL VO T” ATTOUOVADCEL
Kot vo  ta  tovtomoinom. Emopévog 1
mpotevopevny  €d®  Adon  Ba  mopapével
avEPIKTN  HEYPIS  OTOL  KOTOPTIOTEL M
«gpmeprokn oAeapntor. Ki av Adfovpe vr’
oYV TIG NPOIKES TPOCTADELES TV YVYOLOYWV
™G «JOMKNG» GYOAG Vo KOTOPTIGOLV pio
Tétole.  aAQaPnta  mov  vovdyncav, TOAD
eofduot mwg 1M mpotewduevr Avon  Oa
mopopeivel eoaet avermidotn. Edv Aowmdv 1
avlyvoon TV TEPLEYOUEVOV TOV
GUVELONGCIOKOD PEVUOTOG, KATA TNV ovEMEN
Tov, glval Ovelpo omatnid, Bo Tov PTG
OKOTMO V' OVOUEVOLHE TNV OLVOTOTNTO

related, can not be reduced the one to the
other save only by fiat or by Anynm tov
{nrovpévov: We all know that there is no
credible proposal as to how the “res extensa”
could be controlled by, or have any contact
with, the “res cogitans”. Whence the proof of
the unnaturalness of the bifurcation (to say
nothing of Descartes’ tarnished reputation
even before the recent exposé of his other
error by Dr. Damasio) as well as the source
of the problem we are faced with and which
will remain (I claim) unresolved unless we
do away with this particular division of
nature. Abandoning this division would
seem utterly counter-intuitive to anyone
unfamiliar with the ruin Rutherford’s model
of the atom brought to our intuition of things
real, or to anyone unfamiliar with the utter
pulverization of all substance and of the
equally intuitive mode of causal relations
among things physical, that quantum
mechanics and its more recent elaborations
have accomplished since the 1920s. It is
rather ironic that the very physics on which
our friend Adonis counts in his attempts to
reduce to substantial brain mechanisms,
everything from percepts and decisions to the
very qualia tov mapdmovov ™G ApeToHoog
tov Kopvépov — “of the hart rending love
pains of Aretousa”, has banished all signs of
the brain’s materiality leaving in its stead an
unnamable something which we try in vain
to capture in images of vibrating strings
consisting of the same unnamable something.

47 But surely, you might say, there must be

some grounds for classifying together things
like Adonis’ Rover 216 GSi, the garage he
would bring it to, the road on which the
Rover moves, the boulders on the left side of’
the road on the way to Rethymno; Rethymno
itself, on the one hand, and my recollection
of the same road (with Yianni
Kougioumoutzaki driving—Yianni, were are
you hiding? we have missed you in this
discussion!) as well as things like the square
root of two, on the other hand. Well yes,
there are grounds for such classification and
for a bifurcation of nature that, unlike the one
I have been complaining about, is not
presumptuous, is very pragmatic, and very
wise in its non-presumptuousness. Knowing
by now my affliction - mpoyovoratpeia - I
doubt you would be surprised to hear that the
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avayvVOPIcE®MS OYNUATICUOV  KATolwv Mon
YVOOTOV EUTEIPLOV — TOV KOKKIVOU POSOV Yol
nmopdoetypa; Katomv eoptig avtd PBéPora —
oniadn, oyt xabmg ocvpPaivovv, oAAd a@ov
€xovv cvuPet Kot £xovv KoToypoPet.

Ed®d Bo mpémer va cog Oupicw O6tL Yo va
anelKoviohel £vog GUYKEKPLUEVOG GYNULOTIGLOG
EYKEPAAIKNG EVEPYOTOMGEMS OV OVTIGTOUXEL
G’ €évo. EMIONG GLYKEKPUEVO QOLVOUEVO, TO
QOIVOUEVO TPEMEL VO €lVOL  EMOVOAYNLO Kot
LE OVTIKELLEVIKMG ELOLAKPLTN apyn Kot TELOG.
[a v’ anewovicovpe Aomdv ToV GYNUOTIOUO
OV OVTICTOLXEL GTNV VONTY| €1KOVA TOV POSOV,
N eKOva TpEmeL va emavaineBel apkeTeéc opic
TPOTOV, KOl deVTEPOV, TPEMEL Vo yvopilovpe
TOTE OKPIPDOG GLVEPN M EUPAVIOT KL 1) EKAELYT
NG GTOV POLV TOL GuVEWEVaL. OndTe T0 TPAOTO
{ntovpevo elvar  €av oL CUYKEKPLUEVN
gumepio — OTMOG M VONTH EIKOVO TOV KOKKLVOL
podov elvar  emavoAqynun. X’ avtd n
avBopunTN amAvINon Hog eival «acEAANDS Kt
glvor  emavoAnynun». Movo mov ovt| 1
angvinon, map’ OAn v oAnboedveld g,
gtvar AavBacpévn: Tati n epd™on dev elvan
edv expdvoelg tov 1010V €IBOVS EUTEPLOV
glvor  EMOVOANYMLES, oMb eav M
ovyKeKpuévn gumepia elivar emavoAymun —
Tpdypo eviehdg opopeTikd. Ev to petady,
av 0éhovpe TOV OYMUOTIGUO TNG eumelpiog
aTNG, Kt OYL TOV GYNUOTICHO TTOVL OVTIGTOLYEL
o10 €idog ¢, etvar avaykn va emavoinedel
avtn 1 1010 gpmepio K Oyt KAmoleg moPOUOIES
mGg. ATt poévo oty mpadtn mepintwon o
YOLUE TNV €KOVO TOL  UNXAVICHOD  TNG
eumepiog evd oty O0gvtepn OB Eyovue v
EIKOVO TOV UNYOVIGHOD OGS AEITOVPYING — TNG
Asrtovpyiog NG OMTIKNG  QOVINGING, OTNV
nwpokelévn mepintwon. Ondte Aomdv avayKkn
OGO VO OTOVTIGOVHE GMGTO GTO EPWOTNUOL
Eivon ovykexpiuéveg eumelpieg emavainymueg
N oy, Edv n amdvinon €do sivor var, n Pacikn
npovimdOeom ™mg OTEIKOVICEMG TOV
€YKEQOAKOD TOVL pNyavicpov elvor mbovn -
€av Oyt avEQIKTY.

[Ipoteivw hAomdv Tmwg T0 deVTEPO 1GYVEL Ya
TOoVG €ENC AOYOVG: AG TAPOVUE OC TOPBEOETY AL
NV TEPINTOOTN S0 S10S0YIKAOV EUTEIPIDOV TOV
i0lov  Tmov  (oVTWG ®CTE VA PNV TIS
dwpopornotel n mopepPoAn Tpitng eumepiag):
Eivon moté dvvatd va eivor movopoldtumec;
Edv tav, 84 tov adbvato va modue mwg Nrav
000, pag kot 0ev Ba elyav Kavéva ototryeio Kot

distinction I mean is that between oawcOntd
and vontd —the sensibilia and intelligibilia of
the scholastics. May I expand on the virtues
of these concepts besides their mere
pedigree? They are non-committal. They
entail no assumptions regarding the ultimate
nature of reality and the features inherent in
it and fundamental in defining the respective
constitution of the things classified into the
two respective categories. They are simply
empirical and tell only what anyone from a
dweller in the caves of Cro-Magnon to a
graduate of MIT (or of the Metodpio, for that
matter) can tell, and tell the same way: That
in the one category belong things you can
touch and see (never mind whether that
means that they are compact and massive and
they reflect photons or not) and in the other
belong those that you can experience without
the mediation of your sensory organs. That
way the two concepts and categories (i.e.
vontd — aiodntd) will remain unaffected by
the changing theoretical fashions in the
showrooms of physics. That way also, they
do not prohibit, a priori, the sharing of
attributes inherent in members of the two
categories. Do you see the virtue of such a
division of things? Do you get the same
feeling I get, that starting from here one may
never find oneself in Descartes’ predicament
and that one may find some day reasonable
ways of relating the no-longer “material”
brain to the no-longer “non-material” qualia?

48.And then, my friend Karavate, while we are

about to solve the greatest enigma of nature
(edm, Oavaon, yerdve) using the wisdom of
our ancestors, enshrined in their and our
every-day language, you are in a hurry to
distance yourself from those of us who insist
(xt €0 Eavayeldve) that ot apyaiot muov
npdyovor did discover all that is worth
discovering! I’ll tell you what I mean in a
moment: Do you remember the profound
stuff you quoted from Costa who, in turn had
borrowed from a very innovative
contemporary scientist saying that “all parts
of nature are in mutual interaction and we
can know them only thanks to that
interaction”? Now listen to Socrates
mimicking Protagoras: “ovtd pev ko’ avtod
uUNnoév eilvat...ev 0g T mPog GAANA0 optiio
névta ylyvesOor...” The contemporary stuff
are (k1 €00 koBOAOL O yeldue) not so
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KOUULO AETTOUEPELD TTOV VO TIG SLOPOPOTOLEL.
Kot dev opehel va modue €d® OTL KOl oTNV
mEPIMTOON MOV  MTav  movouoleg Bo  TIg
SlPOPOTTOOVLGE  TO  YEYOVOG  OTL 1 Hid
gueoavionke HETA TNV GAAN O10TL Yo Vo
aVoyVOPIGOLHE TNV YXPOVIKN] TOLG Ola00xN
TPEMEL VAL ELYAUE OVOYVAOPLOT] EK TOV TPOTEPOV
OtL Ntav dvo kt Oyt pia! AAAG moté Svo
eumepieg oev pmopel va ivon axpipag idteg —
€L un T GAAo, Ady® tov OTL M devTEPn Oa
EUTEPLETYE TNV UVIUN TNG TPOTNC.

Ev 1o petadd, oopemva pe to apyikd aitnpo
(6Tt dMNAadN oe KABe eumelpior avticToyel Kt
VoG  OYNUOTIOHOG  EVEPYOTOMGEMG)  OVO
owdoyikés eumepieg Bo ocvvendyoviav Svo
oynuoTticpovs ot omoiot Ba d1EPepaV 6TO UETPO
mov ot eumepiec o diépepav. OmodTe OTOV
cuuynEILope TOLG d1AB0YIKOVS GYNMUOTICUOVS
Y10l VO, TOLG So(WPIGOVUE O’ TOV PLGLOAOYIKO
B80pvPo ( dMAadN TOVS GAAOVS CYNUATIGLOVG
mov  oveAloocovtol &V TOPUAMA® Kl
avTIoTO(0OV OTIg YiMEG OvO Agttovpyieg mOL
dwpecorafel o eyképarog), Ba kKataAnyope
otV aymyn &vOg «UEGOL» CYNUOTIGHOD O
omolog kat’ ovaykn 0o eumepieiye pévov ta
KOwa  otoyeio ToOv  emi pépovg
CYNUOTICUOV VO T Wwitepa oTOKElDL TOV
KéOe evOg oynuaTIcHoL (Kot g avtioToryng
eumepiog) O anémumtav OnwS yiveton pe ta un
KOwWd oTotyela ToL PLGLOA0YIKOD Bopvov.

Kot avdykn Aowmmdv o KOwog «UECOCH
oyNUoTIoNOS — o0 povog mpocoPacipog - 0’
OVTIOTOLY0VGE TAVTO GTO. KOO Yyvopiopato
TOV €M1 HEPOVS EUTEIPLOV KoL OG ToV 1) €OV
TOV UNYAVIGHOV TNG AELTovpYiag Kot ToTé vOg
LELOVOUEVOD QOIVOUEVOD — EVOEIKTIKOV TNG
Aertovpyiog  (OmA.  HoG  OmMOLGONTOTE
GLYKEKPLUEVNG epmElpiaG).

Agv pmopo va E€pw v o Kdotag, n Eyprvn,
o [Nopyoc Zapkaddkng Kt o Hiog kot puowd
0 Avtovng, &yovv melchel Yo To avEPIKTO NG
OMEIKOVIGEWMG TOV UNYOVIGUOD EUTEPLOV 1 O)L.
Edv 6y, moAd Oa Ogha va axovow TIg
€VOTAGELS GOG, Yot i6mC KATOL VA Y® KAvEL
AGBog. Av vai, tOTE {0MG VO YETE KATA VOL
Kamolov dAlov TpoOmo — mEPQ am’ oVTOV NG
AelTovpYIKNG amekovicewg — Phoel Tov omoiov
Bo cuykevipwBouv apketd eumelpikd oToryEin
Yy TV o0uncmn  ToLv  TOPO  ATOVTOG
TOPOy@YKov mpotumov. BéPora €y Mon met
(ko dev vouilm mmg pe déyevoe Kaveig Gog)

contemporary, are they? So, Thanasi, my
friend, watch out, because I may show up
one day at your door-step in Kalamaria with
a fifth century B.C. edition of psychoanalysis
from a reputable Athenian publishing firm, in
hand. Well, to tell you the truth, I wish I
could be there anyway, with or without the
book, just for the pleasure of your company
and, if you are in the mood, for a xoapapdkt
0vCo.
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oG Kol v epeaviCovray éva T€To10 TPATLTO -
TPAYHO. OV, €KTOC amd pévo, Bo eEémintte
emiong tov XtéMo, v EAévn ko tov IMapyo
tov [lomaddmovro, Ba tav Sdpov Ad®PO
kaB0TL Bo rav evoel un edéyEpo — eAéyEyo
LLE TOV HOVO TPOTO TTOL OOdEYOUACTE OAOL LLOG
®¢ £YKLPO, TOV TPOTO, dNANOY, TNG EUTEIPIKNG
dwyevoews. Ot Adyor mov vrmootnpilw ovtd
TO TTPAYH €xovv MON ekTedEl 6TO TPMTO POV
Kelpevo. AALG av dgv Tovg €xm exBécel pe
capnvela meite pov kat o Eovampoomadnow.

Ev 10 peta&d o counepdvo (ot Bo empeive
GTO GUUTEPACUO OVLTO  EKTOG KL OV UE
petamneicete), OtL £yovpe POAGEL TAAL GTO TTPO
VeV Yvootd adiéEodo. Ki ev pépet emeon
o tov kpipa petd amd tOoM Qoacapio vo
KOTOANEOVUE OMAMG Kot YU GAAN ol Opa GTaL
mematnuéva  yopig  va  mpoomabncovue
TOVAdYIoTOV, Vo Bpovpe kdmola 01E€0do, Oa
Kévo pa Tpdtaot, dvtag TAP®SG EVIUEPOS OTL
dgv mpodKelTal Yoo po. cvykpotnpévn Bewpio
oAAG v évo aféforo ayvapt, por vrovoln
PNYHOTOS, GTOV GLUTOYT TOTXO OV Lo KAEIveL
to opopo. [Towa, Lomdv, Tpdtaon;

[Ipodtov mpoteivew, OTmG €y MON KAmov TeL,
0Tl TOLAdy)loTOV  guelc ot Avon Kot
TOVAdIoTOV o’ Tov méumto oidvo wX.
€yovpe amodeyfel g OPIOTIKY KO TPOYHOTIKY|
wo  AavOBacpévny  dryotéunon  Tov  TAVTOG
(noBnTOv 1€ KU emMOTNTOV) Kl EMEWDN KATOL
dwcBavopacte 10 AdBoc, mpoomabovpe
OLOVES TOPO VO ATOKATOGTIICOVLE TNV YOUEVN
EVOTNTO. HE OUTNUOTO TOL TUTOV TOL EXEL
npoteivel 67 avtv €dm v cvlntmon o HAlog
Kot Tpomdviov o Kootag Kpiunds. Mati eivan
avtn 1M Oyotdéunon oteipa KL avtdg O
KOTOYWPIGUOC TOV TPOYUAT®V GE VAIKA Kot
dbia AaBog; 1600 kdmolor Adyou:

[Ip®Ttov 0 d1aywPIoUOG EPEIOETAL GTOV «OPEAN
PEOAMGLO» TOVL OAOlL HOG £YOVUE, TIOCTEL®,
Eemepdoel. Epeidetar, BEAm va mw, oto aitnua
OTL VIAPYOLV TPAYUATO TOL KATOAAUPAvoLV
YOPO — KL avTo givar 10 Pactkd TOLG YVOPIGHA
(ywti VILAPYOVV Ko devtepevovTol
yvopicpato, OT®MG, T.Y. TO YPOUO TOVG) Kot
TPAYLOTO OTT®G 1 MOOVI NG HVPMIIG TOV
meLKOL UETA TN PBpoyn, M 10 deato KivnTpo
K60 ovvewonmg mpaéng, 1M M évvow NG
OKOLOCVVNG OV OVTE YDOPO KATAAAUPAVOLV
obte ypodpo ovte pvpwdld &xovv. Ta mpoTa

b

glvon, Aépe, T anbwd mpaypota. Ta



47.

YEWPOMOoTd, To VAIKA. T’ dAAa ta dvAo, To
armotAd. Ta mpdTo £rovv TNV SVLVOUN Kl
opovv ¢ aitie GAA®V emiong aAndvov
Tpaypdtov, o dgvtepa Oyl Emopévog — i
€dm glval M amapyn tov adeEdoov — dev £xel
ToTE KOavelg Kota@EPEL Vo TPOTEIVEL KATOL0
TOTEVTO TPOTO EMAPNG HETAED TOVG. Meta&y
TOL res extensa Kol TOv res cogitans Kot TOv
EAEYYOL TOVL TPMOTOV €M TOV OELTEPOL KOTA
TOUG VMOTEG, Kol TOL OgvuTépov €mi TOV
TPAOTOV, KaTd TOVg dvioTés. EE ov kot 1 kokn
efun oLV eovkapd tov Descartes mpv akoOpa
Eeokemdoel T GAAO TOv TO AdBOC 0 AdKTWP
Damasio. H eykatéiewyn tov &v  Adyo
dloywpopov @aivetor TopdEevn K Atomn o’
OAoVG OGOl eV €YOUV  EMyVMOOYN NG
KOVIOPTOTOMCEMS TNG VANG 7OV TO YEVIKMDG
amodexktd mpdétvmo  tov  Rutherford 1y
dekaetiec topa amepyaleton. Ki  emiong
eaivetal dtomn ¢’ avtovg MOV AYVOOUV TNV
akopa mo prloomoctiky e€abiwon e VANG
KOl KOTOOTPOTIYNON OKOUO KOl TNG €VVOLoG
NG QUOTKNG QUTIOTNTAG OV 1 KPAVTOUNYOVIKN
€XEl KOTOPEPEL, TOPE TIG AVIPPNOCES TOL
Einstein ot g «xowng Aoyikne». Ki etvan
HaAlov elpmvikd 0tt 1 Puciky, otV omoia o
¢ilog pog o Avtavng otnpilel tnv mpodHeon ko
NV TPOcTAOELd TOV V' avaydyEL TV GLVEION O
TOV TOVTOG -- Ao TNV oeONTIKn avTiAnym g
Rover 216 GS1 g 710 mapdmovo 1ng
Apetovoag tov Kopvapov -- og vAkovg Kot
YEPOTOGTOVG  EYKEPOAIKOVS  UNYAVIGLOVG,
€XEL AMOTEUYEL OUETOKANTOG O’ TOVS KOATOVG
MG Kol T0 TeAELTOio onudol VAKOTTAG TOV
gyKepdlov kor kdbe dAlov mponv aAnBvov
TPAYLOTOS, agnvovtag ot Béon tovg éva
deoto KATL TOL TNV O0LGIL TOL  pdTOoX
npoonabovpe  va cLALGPovpe HEC®
QOVTOCLOKOV EKOVOV TOALOUEVOV  YOPOIDV
TOV ..TimoTa.

AMG B pov meite, dev umopel, mpémer va,
vIdpyel KAmolwo ynypo oAnbewog, kdmolo
aAnBég kprrnpro v v ta&wvounon g Rover
oV Avtovn oty 0o katnyopia pe 1o dpopHo
v o©t10 omoio KLAdel kol ta Ppdyw o’
aplotepd TOL OpOUOL TNYAivOVTAG TPOG TO
PéBvpuvo am’ 10 va pépog, Kot TNV avapvnon
TOV 1010V dpdHOL, TNV TEAELTAIO POPE TOV LE
mmye o I'avwng o Kovyrovpovtlaxkng (I'évvn
dgV aKOVOTNKEG OKOUO, OV €lcat;) TNV Evvola
™m¢ teTpayovikng pilag tov ovo, ki AL
mapopola, on’ T dALo. Zouemve. Movo mov N
ta&vounon mov mpoteivew Paciletor 6 GAlo
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KPP0, TOAD 7o AUEGO Kl apepOANTTO O’
v NoN Eemepacpévn €vvola NG LAIKOTNTOG
otV onoia Pacileton n tpéyovoa Tasvounon.
Kt eneidn pod yer non Eepoyel Koar cog Exm
KOVEL YVOOTH TNV ovioTn TPOYOVOAUTPELD OV
dev Bo ocag ekmAnEo  Aéyovtag OTL M
EVOAAOKTIKY] TaSIvOUN oY OV TTpoTEive €lvar N
YVOOTH 0AAL (Om¢ TOAAEG €vvoleg TOL
Bewpodvtor  mopoynuéves Adym Ot givan
OPYOLOEAATVIKEG) pévov LLOVGELOKOV
EVOLULPEPOVTOG T, tagivounon TV
TpaypdTov oe oaontd kot vontd (oto TV
Aoativov sensibilia ot intelligibilia) g
omoiog Ta KaAd emTPEYETE LoV Vo eKOEBoM.

Ot évvotec «ouoBntd» kot «vomtd» dgv
gvéyouv Kappd Bempntikn TpokatdAnyn 6cov
aeopd TNV Kpuen Kot poywe  @von TV
mpaypudtov, Onwg evéyouv ot embetikol
TPOGOOPIGHOT «OAIKO» Kot «dbAo». AvtiBeta
gmonuaivooy v amAn aAnbsw 6Tl KAmTOl
npdypato — Omole KL av elval M meUnTOLGin
ToV¢ — 10 ovTilouPdvopor  pECH® TV
achnoeov evod Yoo KOmow GAAD OEv  HOL
ypewdlovtarl T avTid N o patia, - Bpa Yo to
omoio, o GvBpomoc tov Cro Magnon kot 0
amOPOITOG  TOV  TUNUOTOG  (QUGIKNG  TOL
[Mavemompiov g Komeyydyng 1 g [atpog
B ovupovovcav  amdivta, v  Ha
dweovovocav Plaw yo T onuoacio  Tov
«OMKOV» Kot Tov «abdrov». To mAeovékTnua
g Hag Ta&vouncems EvavTtt TG AAANG elvat
TPOPAVEG: LTNV TEPITTOON NG TOEWVOUNCENS
oV €€l TPOKVYEL 6Ta TAAiGIo TOV EAAN VKOV
AOyov, ot évvoleg aTEG OEV TPOTOTOLOVVTOL
(ovte  ayPNOTEVOVIOL)  GLVOPTNGEL  TOV
eEeMewv g Bempnticng Pvowme. Emmiéov,
ol €évvoleg Ogv amokAegiovv TNy kowdTnTA
YVOPIGUAT®OV 00TE EMOUEVMOG TNV THAVOTNT
aAMnAemdpdoemg  vontOV kol - oucOnTov
npaypdtov. Gavialopon tmg dev ypetdleTon va
O TEPIGGOTEPQ Y10 TO TAEOVEKTILOTO QLLTOV
TOL OlYWPoUod TV Tpaypdtwv. Emiong
moteve 01l 07 avayvopioete g apyilovog
1 avtdv tov dywpiopd dev Ba katainEovpe
670 1010 ad1Eodo mov KatéAnée o Descartes Kt
TG 10mMG Kotaotel dLVOTO VO ETIVONCOVLUE
TPOTOVE OAANAETIOPpdoE®S TOV ausOnTov (KU
Oyt T VAKOV) EYKEQOAOL Kol TOL Oyl
aVOYKOoTIKG GbAov mowoy Tov aviporivov
EUTELPLDOV.

Kot ov ¢ide Oavdon KapdaPate, tdpa Pprkeg
VO oG TTELG TG OEV TOTELELS OTL 01 Apyaiot



nuov mpdyovol ta eimav Ola; Todpa mov Pdoet
MG  OOTEPEVTOL  GOPlag TV, TNV
EVOOUOTOUEV OTIC AEEEIG oV EmMAdoOV Kot
OV KU EUEIC YPMOUOTOOVE, EINOCTE OTA
npdhvpa g emAvoewg Tov  Pabvtépov
wootpiov g evoemg; Tt mdel va mel dev ta
gimav  OAa; BePoaimg to  elmave. Olelg
amodelln; Aowmdv Bopdoar ekeiva to vIEpoya
oL daveiomkeg an’ tov Kpwyumd o omoiog pe
M ogpd Tov glye odavelotel amd KATOOV
GUYXPOVO TPMTOTOPLOKO  OLVOOVUEVO  TTOV
Aeye mog «OAo TO. KOUUATIL TOL (QUGLKOV
KOGLOV LIAPYOVV €V OAANAETIOPACEL TOV €VOG
ue 10 GAro, kot povov YApig 6’ aVTEG TIg
OAANAEMIOPACELS pmopovpe Kol yvopilovpe
v Omoapén Toug;». AKovcE AOUTOV TOPO Kot
Tov ZmKpAtn vrokpivopevo tov Ilpwtayopa:
«onTo pev Kab’ autd Unodév givat v dg ) mPog
GAANAo optdia whvto yiyvesOat...» Kot unv
EMPUEVELG AAAO OTL dev TG TTay OA Ot apyaiot
ywti 6o cov KovPaAndm, pov @aiverat, otV
Kolopopld kpatdviog vwd HdAng Koppud o’
OVTEG TIC TPOTEG EKOOCELS TNG YUY OVOAVTIKNG
Bewplag mov  kvkhoEOpNoOV  Oomd  TOAD
Kobwonpénel ekdoTIKOVG ofkovg e ABnvog
tov Xpuoov Aldva kot Tote vo d® Tl Oa melg!
Mdarlov oile Oavaon eméueve! Eméueve ya
va Bpo mpoégacn vé pbw va ce Ppw, vo
Kévovpe 10 ov{AKl HOG Kol Vo TO. TOVUE 0o
Kovtd, 0nmg oto Kidto kot 6to EvAdKaGTPO TO
KaAoKaipt.
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