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Santayana no less than his critics would be surprised to learn that he was not an epiphenomenalist, yet a careful examination of his writings yields evidence that epiphenomenalism was but one of two views he held on the relation between matter and consciousness.  The second view has been overlooked by Santayana’s most careful readers.  It is largely undeveloped, but it has never been conceived by another philosopher, and it promises to shed new light on the mind-body problem.  When filled out, the second view avoids the conundrums associated with epiphenomenalism, while preserving the experienced difference between mental and physical realities.  

PAPER:

Most of Santayana’s critics view him as an epiphenomenalist.  Angus Kerr-Lawson has written several articles that characterize Santayana’s account of consciousness as epiphenomenalist.
  In “Santayana’s Philosophy of Mind”, John Lachs considers the strengths and weaknesses of Santayana’s epiphenomenalism.
  These views are based on solid evidence.  Although he seldom uses the word “epiphenomenalism”, Santayana’s most prominent account of mind-body relations has all the features of that theory.  In “Apologia Pro Mente Sua”, Santayana praises an article by Eliseo Vivas that presents him as an epiphenomenalist.  He goes on to imply that he has never contradicted his “doctrine of the material inefficacy of consciousness.”

Santayana himself would be surprised to learn that he was not an epiphenomenalist, yet a careful examination of his writings yields evidence that epiphenomenalism was but one of two views he held on the relation between matter and consciousness.  The second view has been overlooked by Santayana’s most careful readers.  It is largely undeveloped, but it has never been conceived by another philosopher, and it promises to shed new light on the mind-body problem.  When filled out, the second view avoids the conundrums associated with epiphenomenalism, while preserving the experienced difference between mental and physical realities.  
The source of Santayana’s epiphenomenalism is his account of the nature of consciousness as distinguished from that of matter.  This distinction has a place in a complete ontology consisting of 4 categories, of which only essence, matter, and spirit are relevant here.  Essence is first in the order of evidence because essences are the forms events wear to our senses.  They include sights, sounds, sensations, and ideas.  Essences are to be distinguished from the events that wear them because unlike events, essences do not exist in space and time.  They are the immutable specific characters that differentiate events.  
Yet for all their specificity, essences have no power to act.  Their being consists entirely of logical relations, such as that of difference.  Roundness, hotness, and brightness comprise the form of the sun as distinct from the material process that holds the planets in orbit and causes skin cancer.  The notes we hear when listening to music make up the essence of the sonata or the concerto as opposed to the sound waves that vibrate our ear drums.  These forms may appear in different places at different times, but temporal and spatial relations are adventitious to them.  Essences are eternal characters constituted by their inherent differences.  Some essences are manifested in events, and events would lack all features without them; but as non-spatial, non-temporal beings, essences cannot be the causes of their manifestations.
To get a dynamic world of events such as the one that surrounds us, something not an essence must mingle with essences.  “Matter” is Santayana’s word for this agent.  We refer to matter as an essence in saying that it is that which manifests essences while not being an essence itself, but matter is necessarily foreign to all essences in that it acts in space and time.  Santayana compares matter to an “invisible wind” that in sweeping across the field of essence raises “the whirlwind of existence.”
  We see the need for this invisible power when we consider that the characters of things alone are inert features incapable of the slightest action.  The need to account for a world of causes and effects led Santayana to posit matter, the hidden engine of nature that creates all existence by displaying essences one after another in a series of events.  
The third category of concern here is that of spirit.  When matter takes the form of living animals, it gives rise to a kind of being that is neither physical nor eternal.  Santayana calls this type of being “spirit”, but it is better known as consciousness or mind.  Spirit cannot be an agent like its parent matter, since it does not exist in a plane of action.  It is “unsubstantial, volatile, evanescent, non-measurable and non-traceable.”
  In attending to essences and lapsing from them, spirit possesses a temporal existence that its immediate objects lack; but existing in time alone is not enough to render spirit efficacious, so it shares a feature of its eternal objects in that like them it is impotent.  As possibilities that may or may not be actualized by matter, essences are oddly independent of all physical and temporal realities.  This is not true of spirit, which is created, sustained, and guided by the life of a physical organism.  
Santayana’s distinction between spirit and matter naturally led him to a form of epiphenomenalism.  Mind, although temporal, is not involved in action as are all material realities.  Matter is undeniably different from anything mental in that it is essentially dynamic.  In manifesting various essences, matter creates a changing world of events in both time and space.  From here it is a small step to epiphenomenalism’s central thesis that all psychological events are the effects of physical causes, while physical events cannot be caused by psychological events.  
There is no question that Santayana embraced epiphenomenalism.  Throughout his writings, he clearly states that spirit is caused and supported by physical conditions from which it never can break free.  “At certain junctures”, he explains, “animal life, properly a habit in matter, bursts as with a peal of bells into a new realm of being, into the realm of spirit.”
  He goes to great lengths to make the point that, in contrast with many traditional views, spirit as he conceives it is not an agent or a power but the insubstantial “light” of awareness.  It is “a lyric cry, even in the midst of business.”
 Moreover, he deploys carefully crafted arguments to refute what he calls psychologism, the view that states of consciousness are efficacious in producing subsequent states of consciousness.
Santayana’s motive for distinguishing spirit from matter and thus for embracing a form of epiphenomenalism is not far to seek.  One of the remarkable features of Santayana’s thought is its freedom from the usual prejudices of philosophers.  Santayana did not shy away from what many thinkers view as unpleasant and therefore false positions.  At the core of his system is the idea that humans and their values are relatively insignificant.  But Santayana did not manage to be neutral all the time.  He seems to have grown fond of his conclusions and of the contemplative attitude that carried him into their midst.  In attempting to set aside human values for the sake of objective truth, he discovered the value of contemplative detachment as an end in itself.  When we view objects of consciousness as unrelated to our interests, the burden of concern is lifted and we are absorbed in a moment of transcendent peace.  Santayana’s name for experiences of this kind is spirituality.  In “Apologia Pro Mente Sua”, he describes spirituality as a “trick” he happens to be able to do and to enjoy doing,
 but the word “trick” is misleading in that it makes light of an experience that was obviously of tremendous value to him.  Santayana may have achieved impartiality on many occasions, but his system is far from impartial in that it strongly favors spirituality as one of the mainstays of a good life.
Santayana probably believed that of all theories of mind-body relations epiphenomenalism comes closest to capturing the truth of the matter, but his love of spirituality gave him a second and perhaps more powerful motive for embracing a form of epiphenomenalism.  For the claim that consciousness is impotent is indispensable in a theory designed to safeguard the possibility of contemplative detachment.  If spirit existed in a plane of action like its host, it would be incapable of disinterested attention.  Vulnerable to attack from without and to disease from within, spirit would be involved in a lifelong struggle to maintain its existence.  “Spirit” would be another name for “animal body” or what Santayana calls “psyche”, and the peace of spirituality would be unachievable.  By insisting on the non-spatial nature of spirit, Santayana places consciousness beyond the hurly-burly of existence, as if it were an observer in a watchtower overlooking a battlefield.  Santayana achieves his theoretical goal by grounding spirituality in the very nature of consciousness.
In describing the relation of spirit to animal bodies and in speculating about pure spirits, Santayana is almost always attempting to clarify or defend his theory of spirituality.  He plays up the differences between matter and spirit, relying heavily on the metaphor that spirit and matter belong to different “realms.”  At times he seems to have convinced himself that matter and spirit live in separate worlds.  Yet in the preface to Scepticism and Animal Faith, Santayana explains that his realms are “not parts of a cosmos” but “only kinds or categories of things which I find conspicuously different and worth distinguishing, at least in my own thoughts.”
  Santayana had to distinguish mental from physical events for the purpose of establishing his theory of spirituality, but in expounding that theory and in defending it against his critics, he seems to forget his claim that drawing ontological distinctions does not mean dividing nature into separate parts.  Had he remembered his own caveat, or had he been less interested in defending spirituality, Santayana might have avoided this misleading presentation of the relation between consciousness and matter.  Rather than insisting on epiphenomenalism, which suggests that consciousness and matter are less than fully compatible, he might have developed a new theory of the way in which matter and spirit are related, one that avoids the intractable problems of epiphenomenalism while preserving the experienced difference between mental and physical realities.
Fortunately for those of us seeking new insight on mind-body relations, Santayana did not completely forget the disclaimer he made in Scepticism and Animal Faith.  In a small number of passages scattered throughout his writings, Santayana begins to explore the implications of his claim that realms of being such as matter and spirit are not separate sections of the world but categories of thought that pick out different elements in a single complex reality.  Let me stress that the idea of total natural events is mostly undeveloped in Santayana’s writings.  Moreover, Santayana was too preoccupied with spirituality to see that in the notion of total natural events he had the makings of a promising alternative to epiphenomenalism.  In “A General Confession”, written towards the end of his life, he insists that on the relation between consciousness and animal bodies he has “not seen much new light.”
  Yet when combined with several other comments, the remark in Scepticism and Animal Faith makes for a second theory of mind-matter relations, one based on the idea of total natural events.  Santayana may not have been aware of this, but in claiming that his realms are not divisions in the object to which they refer, he was on the verge of an exciting breakthrough in our understanding of the relation between consciousness and matter.   
At the core of the total natural events idea is the notion that consciousness and matter are not separate events but different phases or elements of one complex event.  “There are no purely mental ideas”, Santayana explains in an obscure essay, “or intentions followed by material effects: there are no material events followed by a purely mental sensation or idea.  Mental events are always elements in total natural events containing material elements also: material elements form the organ, the stimulus, and probably also the object for those mental sensations or ideas.”
  In a second passage, rather than relying on his usual “realms” metaphor, Santayana calls on analogies that distinguish matter and mind while uniting them in one event, as a single piece of fabric consists of many strands, or as a cross-section of rock is composed of several strata.  “The web of Nature has two strands or strata”, Santayana writes, “as a tiger skin has hide and hair.  The lower level is matter, the upper, thought.”
  Echoes of this notion appear in Scepticism and Animal Faith and in The Realm of Matter.  Spirit and substantial self, Santayana argues, are “opposite poles of my being, and I am neither the one nor the other exclusively.”
  Spirit is “a concomitant function of the same psyche which presides over bodily growth and action.”
  Thinking of consciousness and matter as different elements of a single event removes a heavy burden under which traditional theories of mind-body relations have labored.  We do not need to explain how a series of physical events can exist together with a series of psychological events in one organism, because we are no longer dealing with separate events.  
Compared to a precise account of the way in which animal bodies give rise to consciousness, the idea that mind and matter are not separate events but different elements of one event may seem like a small advancement.  Yet the need to explain the union in a single organism of both physical and non-physical events is a major component of the mind-body problem to which all theories of mind-matter relations, including epiphenomenalism, are responses.  The idea of total natural events at least takes us back to the drawing board in showing us that part of the problem on which those classic theories are based is avoidable.  It preserves the experienced difference between physical and mental realities, while retaining the unity of the living being.  
But the need to relate physical and non-physical events in a single organism is only one component of the mind-body problem.  The second is the idea that our concepts fully capture the inner nature of the objects to which they refer.  Operating with this idea often produces an incomplete and misleading picture of what we are trying to know.  Both materialist and idealist descriptions of the world seem to leave something out.  The total natural events idea avoids this trap by presenting the distinction between mind and matter as a convention of thought that points out a difference but not a division in the world.  We may have a concept of a mental realm on the one hand and a physical realm on the other, and this may be useful in explaining certain features of the relation between matter and mind as we perceive it, but we should not conclude from this that in fact consciousness and bodies consist of separate types of events, perhaps linked by a kind of bridge such as the pineal gland of Descartes.
The incompatibility of physicalistic descriptions of humans with phenomenological ones combined with the baffling co-presence of both physical and non-physical realities in conscious animals lead philosophers to view the relation between consciousness and matter as deeply problematic.  Add to this a common sense view of perception that properties inhere in objects independently of perceivers and the traditional mind-body problem is complete.  The full articulation of this common sense view is that all events have an inner nature that can be captured by a single concept.  According to Plato, the inner nature of a bridle is identical with the unique form of bridles.  When an object of inquiry is thought to posses an intrinsic nature or essence, only the description that identifies that essence can provide adequate cognition.  To describe a bridle as an elaborate paperweight would be to make a false assertion about the form of bridles.  
The flaw in this theory of knowledge is obvious when we consider that many objects are open to a variety of descriptions.  Christian apologists craft sophisticated arguments to the effect that describing a church as a business is incompatible with its intrinsic nature, while critics of Christianity insist that any description of a church as a spiritual institution is a form of propaganda that hides its true nature as a business.  Yet when we give up the theory of inherent natures, the idea that a church is both a spiritual institution and a business, or that a computer can be a means of communication and also a physical object used to crack nuts seems uncontroversial.  The difference between these two approaches to knowledge of an object is that in the first the nature of the object is considered absolute and unitary, as having an essence in the traditional sense, while in the second its nature is considered in relation to human interests and purposes.

There is no doubt that this difference makes a difference when it comes to how we understand the world and human experience.  The theory of inherent natures produces the view that objects such as anger must be understood either as a desire for revenge or as a boiling of the humors.  Since only one of these descriptions is supposed to capture the true nature of anger, our only option is to reduce one to the other or discard it, leaving half the reality out of account.  In contrast, a relational theory of knowledge preserves the full richness of the object by introducing external but relevant considerations, such as the different purposes or standpoints of inquirers.  Looking at things from the standpoint of their spatial relations reveals their physical properties; examining them from the standpoint of how they feel yields access to their phenomenal nature.  

Aristotle proposed something like this when he said that anger is both a boiling of the humors and a desire for revenge.  Santayana refers to this, and pragmatists such as James and Dewey developed sophisticated theories of knowledge based on the idea that events are rich enough to encompass any number of properties or “natures”, depending on the purposes in relation to which we view them.  In stressing the relational basis of knowledge, Santayana may have taken a cue from both Aristotle and the pragmatists, but he is a step ahead of them in declaring that some events encompass two different natures, the physical and the phenomenal, that are best captured in a single amphibious concept.  Although he probably did not realize it, the notion of amphibious concepts flows from his nascent idea of total natural events.  If the reality to which our concepts refer is polymorphic and undivided, then adequate knowledge of that reality requires concepts that are richer than the traditional one-sided ideas of matter and mind.  
Perhaps the central amphibious concept developed by Santayana is that of psyche.  Examined from without, psyche is “the self-maintaining and reproducing pattern or structure of an organism, conceived as a power.”
  The inner nature of psyche, on the other hand, is that of a “moral unity”
 that consists of impulses, feelings, perceptions, memories, and in some cases concepts.  There is no baffling incompatibility of physicalistic descriptions of psyche with phenomenological ones, because both refer to a rich amalgam of reality that has physical as well as mental elements.  Here is the promising new theory of mind-body relations implied by Santayana’s notion of total natural events.  We take seriously the idea that nature consists of one sort of event that has several different elements or functions.  This removes the problem of explaining how mental events can cohabitate with physical events in a single organism.  Moreover, we are not mislead by the idea that our concepts must fully capture their objects, nor are we tempted to look for the single unitary nature of an object.  
A theory of mind-body relations based on the concept of psyche as amphibious avoids the traditional mind-body problem, rendering epiphenomenalism and the other classic theories of mind-body relations obsolete.  Even better, it is supported by the experienced difference between physical and mental facts.  Neither the idea of total natural events nor that of amphibious concepts explains how physical realities give rise to non-physical ones.  But in presenting matter and mind as different elements of a single event, a theory of mind-body relations based on the concept of psyche as amphibious takes us farther in the direction of understanding the world than both the traditional assumptions that underlie the mind-body problem and epiphenomenalism combined.    
Santayana did not develop the idea of total natural events and probably never realized its full implications.  But had he followed it to a view of mind-body relations based on the idea of amphibious concepts, he would have been pleased with the results.  For it is not the case that spirituality is theoretically viable only if one holds an epiphenomenalist theory of mind.  If spirit and psyche are fully compatible in the sense of being elements or functions of a single event, there is still room for the possibility that spirit does not exist in space.  The view of mind-body relations based on the idea of amphibious concepts is compatible with the epiphenomenalist idea that consciousness is inert.  Here epiphenomenalism and the amphibious concept view face the same challenge of accounting for the experience of controlling our behaviors by means of our thoughts on the assumption that consciousness lacks the power to act.  Perhaps neither view can meet this challenge, but spirit may exist above the fray in both cases, making it by nature open to the peaceful absorption in essences that Santayana loved.  
� One of these is: Angus Kerr-Lawson, “Consolations of an Impotent Spirit”, in Overhead in Seville: Bulletin of the Santayana Society, No. 19 (2001), 33-38.  A second is: Angus Kerr-Lawson, “Santayana’s Epiphenomenalism”, in Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society, Vol. XXII, No. 4 (1986), 417-433.


� John Lachs, Mind and Philosophers (Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 1987), 67-88.


� George Santayana, “Apologia Pro Mente Sua”, in The Philosophy of George Santayana, Paul Arthur Schilpp, Ed. (New York: Tudor Publishing Company, 1951), 541.


� George Santayana, The Realm of Matter (New York: Scribner’s, 1930), 94.


� Ibid., 138.


� Ibid., 156.


� George Santayana, “The Efficacy of Thought”, in Animal Faith and Spiritual Life, John Lachs, Ed. (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), 249.


� George Santayana, “Apologia Pro Mente Sua”, in The Philosophy of George Santayana, Paul Arthur Schilpp, Ed. (New York: Tudor Publishing Company, 1951), 542.


� George Santayana, Scepticism and Animal Faith (New York: Scribner’s, 1924), vi.


� George Santayana, “A General Confession”, in The Philosophy of George Santayana, Paul Arthur Schilpp, Ed. (New York: Tudor Publishing Company, 1951), 17.


� George Santayana, “Locke and the Frontiers of Common Sense”, in Some Turns of Thought in Modern Philosophy (New York: Scribner’s, 1933), 41-42.


� George Santayana, “Maxims”, in Animal Faith and Spiritual Life, John Lachs, Ed. (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), 164.


� George Santayana, Scepticism and Animal Faith (New York: Scribner’s, 1924), 278.


� George Santayana, The Realm of Matter (New York: Scribner’s, 1930), 162.


� George Santayana, The Realm of Spirit (New York: Scribner’s, 1940), 15.


� Ibid.





