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Abstract

| have proposed the beginnings of a dualistic thebrconsciousness, Emergent Interactionism, wiichtended to be
scientifically useful and has empirical, testald@sequences. The existence of psi phenomena, atech
paraconceptual for a physicalistic monism, is thei®devidence for a pragmatic dualism, a recogniticthe need to
understand consciousness in terms of two qualéigtidifferent aspects of reality, what | have aaltee B system, the
brain, body, and nervous system and the physieal V@hich govern it, and the M/L system, the meatal life aspects
of reality. Consciousness is seen as a system pyppe emergent from the auto-psi interactionhaf B and M/L
systems. Ultimate understanding of consciousnbes, while it requires further and extensive depeient of
conventional approaches in the study of brain flonatg and physical law, also requires extensiwetigment of our
knowledge of psi, as well as development of gergrstiems theory so principles of emergence in cexngystems can
be better understood. While this view is complels more adequate to the reality of psi than ssg@istic monism,
and exciting discoveries await us!

Article
Introduction

Throughout my career | have been interested imgeraf phenomena | usually group under the heaufistates of
consciousness, phenomena dealing with the fasegatiultitudinous changes that can take place apleés mode of
experience. While changes in the manifestatiorcnsciousness can be studied without asking ardafuental
guestions about the nature of consciousness, sdiagalilemmas that have puzzled philosophers thinahe ages, |
have, nevertheless, always been curious as tdtthete nature of consciousness, and | have foandgsychological
phenomena to be of extreme value in pointing thection of an answer to that question. What | séladire with you
today is the beginnings of a scientific approachriderstanding the basic nature of consciousnass@aroach that |
call Emergent Interactionist , an approach thatlditwe classified philosophically as dualistic, aedl has empirical
consequences and so can be classified as sciehttbanot lay any great claim to originality inglapproach as | have
drawn on multitudinous sources for the basic idbat) hope the particular way | have put thesasdegether will be
useful in understanding human consciousness. ll alsal apologize it) advance for the crudenessgaps in these
formulations, for, while | have touched on theseaisifor years, this is my first attempt to exptbesn more
systematically.

My observational base for trying to understand camsness begins with my own experience whiches gxpanded
by my experiences of the world and others aboutReehaps the most striking thing about my own erpee is the
obviously different nature of my consciousness ftbmphysical world about me. Despite difficultindgnowing
precisely how to think it or express it, it is sipp given that there is something fundamentalffedent about the
experiences | call my mental processes from whatl lthe external world. This basic distinction hegn drawn by
multitudes of others, and in formal philosophy bagen called a dualistic position, a formal postatabf some
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i e & ey | have had no formal training in philosophy, butiates | have
I attempted to study philosophical literature onribture of
TINY FRACTION OF ABOVE consciousness, and, | must admit, | have alwayscnay

baffled and disappointed. Once the basic distindbetween mind
and matter is postulated, | get the feeling thastnpbilosophers
e restrict themselves to playing word games, deafiitly purely

semantic distinctions, and end up with a dualigtisition that
might or might not be true; but the truth or falsff that dualism does not seem to have any ussfugrimental or
experiential consequences that | can discern. h@ncomfortable with making a distinction that Im@sconsequences,
and | am strongly committed to the kind of scigaffragmatism that says observable consequenceth@riphysical
or experiential) have priority over intellectualficulations.

Monistic Views

In terms of acceptance by the intellectual andngifie community, monistic philosophies, which palsite that mind
and matter are basically manifestations of the sumng, that they are totally reducible to one &eot are the accepted
philosophies. This is particularly so in orthodaxesice. Figure for example, taken from mtates of Consciousness
book (Tart, 1975a), diagrams the widely accepteéehsific view of consciousness, what | have catlegl "orthodox"
or scientifically conservative view of the mind. & bhasic reality that is being dealt with in thiagtam is physical
reality, fixed physical reality, immutable laws. Agesult of these laws a particular physical sgstemes into
existence, the brain and its associated nervousrayend body (which | shall just refer to as bifainshort for the rest
of this paper). Many aspects of this brain aredixetheir functioning: instructions for your kidygto work, for
example, are encoded in the physical structurbebtain and ordinarily never changed. This phystacture also
has many programmable capacities, so our culturdaaguage, the various events of our personsyisand our
interactions with physical reality teach us a laagg a way of thinking, values, and mores, etcs Tdrge computer-
like physical structure then functions in a wideigty of complex ways. At any given moment we araige of only a
small fraction of the total functioning of it, atiuis tiny fraction of physical functioning that vaee aware of is
consciousness as we experience it.

Figure 1. An orthodox. monistic representationhaf hature of human consciousness. Reproduced frdmarG States
of Consciousness. Dutton. 1975, by permission @pilblisher.

In presenting this model | have added somethinigaddpure awareness" in the upper part of it, witah refer in a
general way for our context here to those feelwfgmental activity which do not seem tied to obwdaodily
functioning, such, as certain meditative experisrarevarious altered states experiences. More fiymdnave used
the term pure awareness to mean that raw protorexyge of knowing that something is happening keetbat
experience gets highly elaborated and articulatelsemantic categories where it has obviously lrg@renced by
brain structure. In the figure, | show pure awassnes "emerging” from the physical structure ofttteen. That is, this
is a representation of the monistic psychoneusltity hypothesis, which says that while we mighd fit convenient
to distinguish certain types of mental activity f@mantic purposes, all experience is, in principdenpletely
reducible to physical activity within the brain. pnactice we are a long way from being able toycaut this reduction
due to the sheer complexity of the brain, but in@ple the orthodox scientific view believes tiesgossible.

The psychoneural identity approach is clearly dulseientific approach, for it has observable @mgences. It
predicts, for example. that a physiological coeelaf any and every kind of experience can ultinydte found. It
further predicts that no experiences can occuedatity that violate the basic physical laws andeysoperation laws
that govern the operation of the brain, althoughlitain may produce illusory experiences that seeviplate basic
physical laws.

Complexity



In mentioning laws governing systems operatiomnIraminded of the other disappointment | have asi@d with
formal philosophical writings on the nature of coinsisness. That is their typical obsession witlaasolutistic
understanding of simple mental events, when itdhaays been obvious to me that consciousness exgeean
exceptionally complex system, not a simple mecmaniRrobably, my early experience in working witeatonic
systems. where alterations in one component ca@ imawny effects on the whole system operation, &ff@bich are
often not at all obviously predictable beforehas®hsitized me to this issue. Modern brain theory rexognizes the
complexity of the brain and nervous system. Stgrfiiom a simplistic approach that likened each alunction to a
relay and thought the complexity of brain functmould be handled by a simple additive operatioallahese
individual relay operations, modern understandifg$ie brain are increasingly looking to generaltsgns theory to
provide general laws about emergent propertiesahlunctioning properties that are holistic ournes of total
system operation rather than simple linear addtmirmore basic subsystem elements. The Emergemaationism
approach to understanding consciousness thatll@ltihe here tries to take this complexity, theseergent system
properties of brain functioning (and, as we shedl, ©f mind functioning) into account, as well aslthg with the
fundamental experience of a dualistic differencsvben experience and the physical world.

As a final introductory note, | should say thatt lifad to characterize my philosophical bias ibi®é pragmatic. As a
scientist, | am committed to the proposition thatiag that experience, is primary, and our concéiptiteons, our
theories about the meaning of that data are secpnfldcannot adequately or logically express experience that is
a shortcoming of my philosophy or grammar, notravalidation of my experience. Theories must alwagsdjusted
to account for the data, and theories must haveatprences in terms of observable data. If my thieasyno testable
conseqguences, it may be intellectually interesting,it is not scientifically worthwhile. | beliewbat the dualistic
theory of consciousness | shall now present has wstable consequences and so forms the basiscaraific set of
theories about consciousness.

An aspect of this pragmatism is that | do not warget into the kind of absolutism that marks péalphical discourse.
| have no way to satisfactorily define concepts Iikind versus matter or mind versus brain in ang kif absolute
fashion. If | say that something is mental or naatenial, what | am saying is that something seentete observable
or experiencable properties which cannot be adetyuexplained in terms of our current understandihtihe physical
world. or reasonable extrapolations of that un@eiding. It is quite possible that future advandebke cutting edge of
physics will drastically change our conception d¢fais and is not "physical.” and what can and otbhe handled
within a physical explanatory system. Thus, inidgishing mind and brain, | am doing no more thaaking
distinctions which are pragmatically useful at prgsregardless of their absolute validity.

Paraconceptual Phenomena

The basic support for my dualistic approach to wstdeding consciousness comes from the excell@mtsic

evidence for the existence of certain "paranorrmphEnomena. Given our current understanding of tiysipal world,

it is possible to talk about isolating or shieldmge event from another so that no known, fea$dsla of information
transfer channel exists between these two iso&tedts. If we now make physical observations, eitine behaviors

of people or the readings of physical instrumentsch indicate that an information or energy trangfas nevertheless
occurred between two isolated events. we haveanpenal or, more appropriately, a paraconceptuaheWe have
an observation that cannot be satisfactorily expldiby our theories. Since the majority of the pafpon in America
believe they have experienced some kinds of psedl8y, 1975). these events are hardly paranobeggnd the

norm, but they are certainly paraconceptual toottieodox, current scientific view of how the phydianiverse works.

While there have been many types of observatignsrted on purported paraconceptual events, we tialyehad
extensive experimental work on four kinds of expenmtal situations. leading us to postulate thetemee of four basic
types of paraconceptual events namely telepathiyvolyance. precognition. and psychokinesis (PKlectively
referred to as psi events. There are dozens ofiex@etal reports supporting the existence of edt¢hese kinds of
effects. Typically. we define telepathy as mindrtimd communication, clairvoyance as matter to ndgachmunication
or sensing the physical state of affairs directithwhe mind, precognition as predicting a futuege of events (that we
might further subdivide into precognitive telepatinyprecognitive clairvoyance). and psychokinesisligectly
effecting a state of physical events simply by wigtfor it. These conventional types of definitidrsve an implicit
dualism in them, so we could be more formal antrajsish the above four phenomena simply by the siof



CONSCIOUSNESS
A% EXPERIENCED experimental operations by which they have beeabéshed. Thus, telepathy becomes
a matter of a percipient making a behavioral respdhat is supposed to relate to wha
is in someone else's mind (as judged by his behadlairvoyance as perception of a
physical event that is not in anyone's mind (asdiky the experimental situation) at
the time. The percipient makes his responsesWd<now, of course, that there has

been no satisfactory way to absolutely demonsthet@xistence of "pure” telepathy,
BRAIN _@ for if you keep a physical record of the targebrder to insure objectivity of scoring,
- then clairvoyance is always possible. even thougthave a little evidence for pure
Pal telepathy (McMahan, 1946). Nevertheless, these comulistinctions are useful.
IMTERACTHINE:
f;:;gH;*E;NE;{: The existence of these paraconceptual or psi phenamrovides a general basis for

arguing that a dualistic view of mind and mattea isseful and realistic view; that is,
that it reflects the nature of things rather thast peing a semantically convenient distinctione fitonistic view of
mind and matter, the psychoneural identity hypathes widely accepted in science, is one resudt\wbrld view that
totally denies the existence of psi phenomena asxperimentally know them. The existence of psinameena is a
clearcut scientific demonstration, however, thatunderstanding of the nature of a physical waslduite inadequate
and will require major revisions. These paraconegpvents demonstrate the incompleteness of tbalbeonceptual
system from which monism is derived. Thus, in aggahsense, we can argue that a psychoneuraltiglpogition is
far from proven, because it rests on an incomg@etk therefore, faulty conceptual system.

My psychological studies of consciousness andstateonsciousness, as well as and especially mappgchological
studies, have forced me to go a step further thisrahd postulate that experience and high qusdigntific data
basically indicate that mind is of a fundamentalifferent nature than matter as we know it todaug, anore
specifically, postulate that certain psi functi@me the mechanisms of mind-brain interaction. Cionsness, as we
experience it, is an emergent property of this ribrain interaction. This theory is representedinmgdified form in

Figure 2

Figure 2. Simplified representation of the Emerdatgractionist position, in which consciousnessegperienced, is
an emergent, system property of two basically téffié component systems interacting via psi.

The physical structure of the brain is representethe left hand side of Figure 2. We shall nottecerned with its
internal structure or inherent system propertiestie moment. The dualistic factor | shall begitiieg mind/life is
represented on the right hand side of the figuaeld the "life" designation to this side of theufig to point out that the
"non physical” aspect of consciousness is not aveamatter of mental experience, it includes a igreitalistic”
effect of mind/life that is more basic than conssi@xperience.

Consciousness. as we ordinarily experience ihasigher level emergent of the psi interactiobrain and mind/life.
To put it more formally, experienced consciousngsssystem property, an emergent, of the compixaction of the
subsystems of brain on the one hand and the nfmH#itor on the other.

The brain is, of course, the link between consciess and the world about us. Environmental factgrsletected
through the sense organs and end up as electhiealical patterns within the brain. Actions begin as
electrical/chemical patterns within the brain and ap as specific impulses to motor apparatusdteatte our overt
behavior. The brain is an ultra-complex and esfigcigeresting structure, however, for while maagpects of brain
functioning seem completely determined, such ai lbeexes, many other important aspects seene tander the
control of quasi-random or fully random process$leat is, they are controlled by neurons or neunakenbles that are
often almost but-not-quite ready to fire. My Emearghnteractionism approach postulates that the filiedactor
cognizes important aspects of the state of thenllmaimeans of clairvoyance, that is, that minddiges clairvoyance to
'read" the brain and thus the state of the bodytla@dody's immediate sensory world. Further, tti®a of the brain
is influenced at critical junctures by PK from midiie: that is, in addition to self-organizatiorajstem properties of
its own, there are control functions exerted oterlirain by mind/life through psychokinetic modifiion of brain
firing. The holistic emergent of this interactidghe mutual interaction and mutual patterning ofrbeand mind/life on
each other via clairvoyance and PK, leads to anatiygattern of functioning and experience thataasciousness as
we experience it. Ordinarily, when we consult ownaexperience, we do not experience what brainegistike, or



CONSCIOUSNESS
AS EXPERIENCED experience what mind alone is like;

we experience the emergent from

their interaction, for which | use the

term consciousness.

TMECHANICAL BRAIN "PURE AWARENESS"
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Having sketched the basic
postulates of Emergent
Interactionism in terms of "brain,"
"consciousness,”" and "mind/life," |
must now face the semantic

"MENTAL" LEVELS

NEURAL LT problem that others have used these
ensEMBlE / T ELE s i Lk L1 = F=CF terms in wider and overlapping
HELRONS A S ol R A TEHTE BasicUFE  ways, as | myself have done in the

ENERGIES -
pel past. While | could request that you
BRAIN INTERACTICINE: MIND/LIFE listen to these terms in just the way

CLAIRVOYANCE —=

. PRVCHOMINESIS | define them, it is not that easy to

drop lifetime associative patterns,
so | shall try to avoid semantic problems by adaptnore neutral abbreviations for the remaindehisfpaper. | shall
use the term "B system" to refer to those physigattions of the brain, body, and nervous systeah we already
understand in physical concepts or expect to utaleisnvith straightforward extensions of currentgibgl concepts. |
shall use the term "M/L system" for those non-pbais{by current and straightforward extensionsusfent physical
concepts) aspects | have been calling mind/lighdll retain "consciousness," with a reminder thiastrict it to our
usual experience of ourselves, not to more exaperences. As for the psi interactions, | shad #ie prefix autoto
designate psi in general or clairvoyance or PKartipular that is concerned with a person's M/Lte&ysinteracting
with his own B system: thus auto-psi, auto-claimoge (auto-CL in later diagrams), and auto-PK.tRose cases
where psi reaches outside the bounds of the ndmsgstem and M/L system interrelationship, as wiverask a
percipient to tell us, e.g., what the order of ale& deck of cards is, | shall add the prefix allbus allo-psi in general,
or more specifically allo-clairvoyance, allo-PKlaatelepathy, etc.

Figure 2 was a very general schematic of B systen\/L system interaction and their emergent proger A more
realistic schematic. using just present knowleagrjld be of the sort shown Figure 3

Figure 3. The Emergent Interactionist representatfoconsciousness.

This figure brings in a number of further considenas. First, there are various hierarchical lewélsrganization in
the B system alone, without even beginning to btivegM/L system into the picture. The lowest leslebwn on the
left hand side of the figure would be individuaunens, and while these have properties we are bewjrio
understand fairly well, they are organized intoibagural ensembles at the next level, so this sgstems level has
emergent properties. That is, simple neuron ensssidaln have properties which are not clearly ptrediftom those
of neurons alone. These level two neuron ensenalpéemfluenced by the lower level properties ofmoas, and these
level two properties in turn influence level onadtioning, thus the arrows representing interact®milarly, neuron
ensembles are organized into more complex enseratidgaip to very high levels of complexity. Syst@amergent
properties occur at all these various levels, asutoerous and complex interactions. It will notaoeeasy job to
understand the B system, especially since the lataime, without even bringing in the M/L systems@smany orders
of magnitude more complex than any well undersfm@dent day system, such as computers.

Although we know far more about the B system thenNI/L system. | have assumed, on the basis afythemetry
principle (Tart. 1975a, chapter 18) that the M/ksteyn itself is probably a system of many hiera@hievels, and have
diagramed it accordingly on the right. | have aeadighutting any labeling on that part of the schether than
distinguishing the most basic life "energies"” & libwest levels versus more "mental” levels higipem the system
hierarchy. This is a matter of being cautious aoidpnetending to know more than we do know, baegms very

likely that there are fundamental aspects of the 8§stem that interact with each other, produceemmomplex,
emergent system properties. and so on, as witlse@isyprocesses. All interaction within the M/L gystis mediated
by some kind of auto-psi, which might or might betthe same kind of psi automediating M/L systeohBusystem



interactions. Thus we have an emergence of systepegies on the M/L side of the diagram as wellh&sB system
side.

| have shown auto-clairvoyance and auto-PK intevastbetween the B and M/L systems as potentiatyioring
between similar hierarchical levels of B and M/lbsystems, as well as potential cross level aut@rpsiactions.
There is probably no single locus of interactioraofo-clairvoyance and auto-PK between the B andsyistems, but
a variety of interactions occurring at differentéés. Lower level auto-psi interactions betweemB W/L systems,
then, may change the isolated properties of batinahéissue and basic life energies at those Id&weals, which in turn
are reflected in further interactions and systeaperty emergence in both the B and M/L system &e\falther
complicating interactions at higher levels.

| regret that this is not the simplistic kind otpire we seem to prefer, but real systems are @hiflone could
separate out B system properties alone, one wdaddrge an emergent that | have labeled as "medidrain” at the
top of the left hand systems hierarchy. Similaiflpne could separate out M/L system propertiesfandtionings
without any interactions with brain ones, one wanidderve something | have called "pure awarendégbédop of the
M/L side of the diagram. | suspect that we actublye some data on both of these relatively puses;dut not in a
form we can clearly recognize and make use of. Soeditative practices, for example. or variantsutfof-the-body
experiences, lead to experiences which are usdafigribed as "ineffable," that is, they cannotygessed in terms of
the emergent of language which deals with consoiess these may be instances of isolated M/L systeration.

This has been a basic outline of the Emergentdotemist position. Let us now consider a varietyopics from this
point of view, starting with the psychological facbf automatization.

Automatization

A very important psychological consideration to niotvoduce into this Emergent Interactionism applo that of
automatization. the habitual, automatic way thaiscousness seems to function a great deal ofrtiee Much of this
results from the socialization process where varmgsumptions and habit patterns become implibdt 1B, these
processes lead to semi-permanent physical modditatn the B system which automatically tend talgB system
functioning (and M/L system interaction) along e@rtlines, lines which simply seem like the "natuveay of doing
things, a process | have discussed at length etlsewfiart. 1975a). What this means in terms oBimergent
Interactionism position is that a great deal obiniation processing, decision making, perceptiahauotion may take
place in the B system without there necessarilgdpany auto-psi interaction with the M/L systemeTBisystem, as it
were, can do a good many things "on automatic Haut the M/L system being involved. We shall coesidspects of
this in more detail later. For now, this point d¢amnillustrated by considering this Emergent Inteoenst point of view
as analogous with the operation of a "smart" compigrminal.

An ordinary computer terminal consists essentiallg keyboard or other input device whose soletionds to
transmit and receive data from a remote computee.rémote computer does some kind of processitigeof
information and sends back output, it sends "dewessi back to the ordinary computer terminal whichpy prints
them out unaltered. The smart computer terminatherother hand, actually has a small computeisaiwn built into
the terminal. Certain kinds of data may be inputtethis terminal and, rather than simply transmgtit unaltered to
the remote computer, the terminal will carry outggprocessing on the data right there. The regudtivstractions or
transformations of the input data may then be &etite remote computer when the remote computeraidy to accept
them and/or an output, a decision, maybe made tigié at the smart computer terminal and activsit@utput printer
or control devices.

Let the B system be analogous with the smart coengatminal. and the M/L system be analogous toe¢h®te
computer. A good deal of information processingrfiooth sensory input and internal. habitual corcesrtarried on
by the mechanical processes of the B system aloth@atputs (behaviors) made. For much of this gtineay be no
auto-psi connection with the "remote” computer,Mie system, at all. Sometimes, however, the rencotaputer is
consulted and it modifies the action of the B gystthe smart computer terminal, in ways which arepnedictable
from a knowledge of the smart computer terminahaldl'he kinds of behaviors Stanford (1974a; 197s)described
as psi-mediated instrumental responses (PMIRs»arellent examples of this. Given the sensory ameg



information available to the person and the praogssapacities of the B system, he does not hazenformation
necessary to reach a decision' to carry out aineitad of action which will be need relevant, Y&t nevertheless
behaves appropriately, fur the M/ L system has adleepsi to gather the needed information and th8nenced B
system processes by auto-psi to modify the finargent, the person's behavior, in ways which aeel melevant. In
the PMIR, the auto-psi process need not actuallgiftyéhe emergent of conscious experience, howeterperson
just does the right thing without knowing why.

| believe the tremendous complexity of the B system the automatization of much of its action ia tourse of
ordinary socialization offers a partial explanatfonwhy allo-psi about external events does notkwery well in our
ordinary state of consciousness. The informatiatgssing activity in the B system has become haloétod
continuous, and it ties up most or all of the pesteg capacity of the B system. In terms of possittib-psi messages
being received or allo-psi outputs being initiafeid auto-psi intermediation), this produces a Jagh noise level that
makes it unlikely that auto-psi will be able tolugnce the B system or vice versa. This view iggcoent with various
experimental data we have that indicate that atiozpnducive states involve cutting down internaike levels from
irrelevant B system processes. In my extended ptaisen of my theory that immediate feedback wélghlearning
(Tart, 1977c), | also stress that learning to disitrate the relevant psi signals from internal Bteyn noise is a major
requirement of success.

Altered States of Consciousness

In my systems approach to understanding altereelsstd consciousness (Lee et al., 1975; Tart, 19945a; 1976;
1977b; 1977d; in press a; in press b), | definelisarete altered state of consciousness (d-AS@)radical pattern
change in the functioning ()f consciousness, a ¢oation both of particular subsystems or aspectotciousness
changing as well as the consequent emergent, systgrarties of consciousness changing. | was damefuo bring
in serious dualistic considerations there, in ord#rto arouse possible prejudices in the psychsti@gidience the
theory was primarily intended for. Thus while Ikdl about "awareness" as constituting a kind ovatihg energy for
affecting the operation of subsystems of consciessnl was careful to legitimatize this usage anguly a matter of
semantic convenience, if one adopted a monistitiposFor the dualistic Emergent Interactionisnsgion | am now
proposing. however, some further distinctions altlbeithature of altered states of consciousnesbeamade.

Any discrete state of consciousness (d-SoC) cansfst particular pattern of functioning, a systemctioning both
within B system and M/L system levels. The d-Sdt@, éxperienced consciousness, is the emergenttiom
interaction of both of these B and M/L levels ofjanization. A discrete altered state of consciossne radical pattern
shift, can be induced by either (1) changing thganization of subsystems of the B system alonegt{@hging the
organization of subsystems of the M/L system alamnel/or (3) changing the nature of the auto-psiratdtions
between B and M/L system levels. In terms of obaleler consequences of this Emergent Interactiondénstanding,
some d-ASC will turn out to be explainable strigtiyterms of alterations of B system functioningt bthers will not
be reducible simply to alterations in B system fiorang.

This view that some d-ASC are primarily functiorisvlL system changes or auto-psi interaction chartges
important implications for parapsychological resbaiVe have a scattering of evidence to suggesvénmus altered
states may be conducive to psi functioning. Thig trapartially due to the fact that well ingrair@dystem habits
(automatisms) that create the noise that interf@rgspsi functioning in our ordinary state, areloonger functioning
as strongly due to changes in B system operationay also mean that certain d-ASC have their loaarf
functioning shifted more toward the M/L system sifte which psi is a direct mode of expression. §iue might
expect some important breakthroughs for enhandlagpai by discovering which particular d-ASC areshfavorable
in this way.

Ordinary Psi and Non-Ordinary Psi

Given this Emergent Interactionist view of conseioess, it becomes clear that psi is being usedja sanount of the
time in everyone's life, but is being used, asdatay "internally". We frequently use autoclairvogario read our own B
system and auto-PK to affect our B systems. Thisdgary psi, auto-psi. What we observe in parapsipgical
experiments, however, is non-ordinary psi, it ldrtg a process ordinarily confined "within" a siagirganism and



MIND / LIFE
pushing it outside, making it allo-psi. | have dri®
PROJECTIVE TL RECEPTIVE TL represent the general situation in an amplified @hod
of consciousness iAigure 4

\ LOW INHERENT
g Eou8 el Figure 4. Psi processes within and external to the
organism, from the emergent Interactionist point of
view.
-!- -
- When the M/L system leads the state of its own B
m AL system, we term this auto-clairvoyance auto-CL in
.CL X .
= ——— thefigure); when the M/L system influences B
g system operation we term it auto-PK. The unusual
B SYSTEM ;’ use of psi outside of the organism results in allo-
clairvoyance (allo-CL) to obtain information about
HIGH INHERENT

e il the external environment, and allo-PK to affect the
LOCALIZATION external environment. This is non-B system matier t
M/L system information flow, and M/ L system to
MOTOR SENSORY non-B sygtem information/gngrgy flow.
OUTPUT INPUT Communication from one distinct M/L system to
another, telepathy, can be subdivided into receptiv
MATTER telepathy, picking up information from another M/L
system, and projective telepathy, sending inforomati
to another M/L system, a useful division for mainitag symmetry with the clairvoyance and PK proess$iven our
terminological convention, telepathy is a form bé-gosi. Indeed, the fundamental distinction se¢onise with psi that
deals with M/L system to M/L system interactionggosi that deals with matter and M/L system inteoac There is,
of course, a methodological problem in trying ts@tve "pure” allo-telepathy, for, if we want objeetverification of
it through the senses, we have to add in auto-Riawe a behavioral manifestation of the information

On the B system side of consciousness, sensory lmmgs in information about the matter world ardws,
automatically abstracts this information along edines and creates a continuous simulation oeouronment
(which we call perceiving the world). Motor outménds, though our various musculatures, informati@henergy
back out into that matter world. | have shown tees®ry input and motor output arrows, and the &lt@and auto-PK
arrows in heavy lines to represent the most prontimgéormation flow channels ordinarily active in arganism. |
have also drawn in consciousness as experiencediede around these other processes, to remitloatigt is an
emergent of B system and M/L system auto-psi ictera.

Earlier | listed precognition as one of the basicghenomena but | am now inclined not to considertemporal
distinction as basic. In Figure 4 | have indicateat the M/L aspect of consciousness has a lowamtelegree of
localization in space and time (an idea developetthér in my discussion of trans-temporal inhibiti@art. 1977a:
1978)) while the B system aspect of consciousrgesgsry highly localized in space and time. Thaths, B system
belongs to an order of reality in which you cancsfyewith great confidence that a particular evisntappening at a
certain time, at a certain location in space arssesses highly specifiable and predictable matidkiphaysical energy
properties. The M/L system, on the other handptsso localized in terms of physical space/time sneas. While it
usually centers around the here and now of B sysfeune and time, it is more widely spread than(that the need
for trans-temporal inhibition in efficient ESP),canan volitionally focus at different spatial arariporal location than
the B system and its associated sensory and mopara@us can. To be more speculative, | suspestatyediffuseness
or non-localization of the M/L system has somethimgo with the reason that it is associated wigadicular B
system, for that B system acts as a stabilizirfiyence on the operation of the M/L system, it feesiand anchors that
M/ L system to a particular location and momengpace and time for evolutionary reasons. Indeefjrass biological
survival is concerned, events within the sensongezaof the B system are almost always the mostiitapbones for
the organism to be concerned with, so the styl/df system interaction with the B system would kectoward
maximizing the efficiency of the B system consciuess for biological survival. To the extent to whibis becomes
habitual and automatized, this would be a reasonallb-psi seems relatively rare: the psi capaisigimost totally,



used up in auto-psi functioning which is gearedhtximizing the functioning of the total organismitis physical
environment.

Special Sensitivity of B System to Psi

The B system, from this Emergent Interactionisrmpof view, has two main properties. First are maely-
organizing properties, independent of interactiatin whe M/L system, that are adaptive in dealinthwihe needs for
maintaining homeostasis within the physical organ@nd dealing effectively with the physical envimeent. Second,
it must have properties that not only make it réiwepo M/L system influences via auto-PK, it shibble efficiently
receptive to these influences in order to maximsizevival potential. This means semi-independera@asve and
decision making properties. "perceptual” propertrath respect to M/L system influences that congage for
inefficiencies and deficiencies in the interactibhe B system, for example. should automaticallyrfia message
from the M/L system that is a little incomplete aimdcases of doubt, fill it in along lines whicteanost relevant to
biological survival. For example, if an ambiguowdtprn seen in some bushes could be a tigerhigidy adaptive for
the simulation of the environment to make you peecé as a tiger and take fast action, rather tigaore it because
you aren't sure it's a tiger. The receptive funcbbthe B system, then, for auto-PK, is likelyo elaborative as well
as efficiently receptive, and, by being elaboratitzean be prone, like any similar communicatigatem, to produce
incorrect outputs.

This line of reasoning has two important conseqesar parapsychological research. First, the Besysnust be
especially sensitive to auto-PK, and, insofar de-8K and allo-PK are probably manifestations af same
fundamental process, investigation of what aspadBssystem functioning make it especially sensitiov PK should
be of great value in designing other physical psses which would be sensitive PK detectors. Seawtdynly does
the M/L system need to use an appropriate allgpmiess to gather the relevant information somultisarget other
than the percipient's own B system, this infornmatimust be then put into, or influence the B systéithe percipient
by auto-PK effects on B system functioning, in oribeget relevant information into the emergentsmousness of the
percipient, information which he can then exprestsaviorally so we can observe it. Auto-PK at leeestds to affect
relevant aspects of the B system so we can obsdpedavioral or physiological effect that manifebes psi
information, even if it does not reach the peraipggeconsciousness. But, the B system is constamigucing an
adaptive simulation of the percipient's immediaesory environment (modified by his psychologicai@erns) in a
way largely independent of current B and M/L systataractions, and this constitutes a high noisgellthat the auto-
PK information carrying the allo-psi information sticompete with. Further, the elaborative aspdaiseoB system's
receptivity to auto-PK means that there is a stiqondpability that the psi message will tend to laberated/distorted
in ways which fit the ongoing, survival-orientednsilation of the immediate physical environment gesontinuously
constructed by the B system. The very "efficienagti partial independence of the B system, theonaatically
makes some distortion of allo-psi messages likélyen this as a basic characteristic of the B systactical
measures to increase the incidence of psi in pgechpsogical experiments would need to involve saommbination of
B system noise reduction (as in. e.g. ganzfeldrtegtes), discrimination training (as in immediatedback training),
and enhanced discriminability of the allo-psi tasghemselves (distinct remote locations, e.g.usessmilar playing
cards differing only in number).

Complexity of Psi Tasks

The B system is obviously an incredibly complexteyg so auto-psi interaction with the M/L systemstralso be of a
very complex nature. This leads to an interestmmmarison: the kinds of allo-ESP and allo-PK taskshave given
percipients and agents in the laboratory have fngh@een enormously simple (and perhaps trivialhpared to what
is routinely done by auto-clairvoyance and auto-PKan earlier modeling of PK along conventionagB (Tart, 1966:
1977c). for example. | argued that influencingmlbling die by PK is quite complex, requiring contrus clairvoyant
feedback about its three dimensional motion andsreagrgy parameters and the surface charactemstibe surface
it would bounce against, so just the right amouriRk force could be applied in just the right pla@ad directions at
just the right moments. This is, indeed, a formidahsk from the viewpoint of physical mechanicsvascurrently
conceive it. but from the point of view of an M/iissem used to constantly reading and influencirgyous numbers
of cells in a dynamically changing brain, the tasky well be so trivial as to be hardly capabletofating much



attention! Similarly, the circuits of the electromeandom number generators which have been infagthyg allo-PK
may also be trivially simple compared to the typmgerations of autoclairvoyance and auto-PK.

This leads me to an unusual prediction, namely,ahaPK should work more successfully when diegctoward
super-complex systems, such as brains or huge dersptather than when directed toward simple playsasks: it's
what the M/L system is used to doing, and halitisl to break. Further, we probably can't reliad#tect differences
in PK efficacy for simple tasks that involve, smfluencing one versus ten decision-making elemértisy are all
ridiculously simple; we need to compare PK on srdgcision making RNGs versus those that emplolyomsl or
more of interacting decision-making elements legdama random output.

A similar line of thinking might be applied to E$#&ks; perhaps ESP is more successful at detebengverall pattern
of complex elements than at picking out single &ets.

Out-of-the-Body Experiences

Out-of-the-body experiences (OBES) are especiathresting from a dualistic point of view. Whileetle are both a
wide variety of experiences and much loosenedsamuse of the term OBE, the basic, "classical" egpee that we
will consider here has two distinguishing elemehisst, the experiencer finds himself located ahedocation other
than where he knows his physical body is locatedo8d, and of crucial importance in definition, éxperiencer
knows during the experience that his consciousisdsasically functioning in the pattern he recogsias his ordinary
state. He can call upon most or all of his ordinagnitive abilities during the OBE, typically reguzing, e.g.. the
"impossibility" of his ongoing experience accordiagvhat he has been taught. As far as he carheelg perfectly
"normal” in all mental ways that matter; it's jtisat he is obviously located somewhere other' thiaere his physical
body is.

Although some people manage to retrospectivelyttaknselves out of their experience, most people ndve an
OBE become confirmed dualists on an experientigish&lo matter what "logical" arguments one may endkey
know that their consciousness is of a differentireathan their physical body, because they've éapexd them as
separated.

As an outsider, listening to someone else's acanfums OBE, we can dismiss the implications oféxperience and
remain convinced monists without much psychologsftdrt. The OBE, as defined so far, can be seamnasteresting
hallucination. It is like a dream in that a reatisbut hallucinatory environment is present. biokiously certain other
parts of the B system responsible for ordinary camsness are also activated. Indeed, if the espeser would only
call his experience a "lucid dream," instead oOBE, that is. stop insisting that his experiences veal and agree with
our view that it was hallucinatory. even if it sesghreal, he would not bother a confirmed moniss éasy from a
monistic point of view to model brain functioningat would create a lucid dream.

As defined so far, OBEs could easily' be includeithiww the domain of ordinary psychology (althougley are not),
for | haven't put any psi element into the defomtiIndeed, it is useful to define them in puretyghological terms
just to make them legitimate subjects for invesiayaby psychologists who might shy away from gsepomena. But
we know, of course, that in some OBESs the persouarately describes a distant location that he caotchave known
about except by psi, as when my Miss Z correctiylra five-digit random number on a shelf abovehead (Tart,
1968).

Because of the strong psi component of some OB&sg, ihclined, from an Emergent Interactionist positto take
them as being pretty much what they seem to bemadrary spatial/functional separation of the M#istem from the
B system. The separation is not only temporarygotise we wouldn't get any report!). It is probabhly partial, with
the M/L system still interacting with the B systémnsome extent. Several aspects of OBEs suppesrpéitial
separation view.

First, in most OBES the person experiences hisaousness as very like ordinary. yet ordinary cangness arises
as an emergent from B and M/ L system interactimhrautual patterning. This suggests that a greatifithis



interaction is still occurring, and/or that thederof habit, the lifetime practice of this pattegnis still fairly active in
the M/ L system alone.

Second, in cases of prolonged more than a few esrapparent duration) OBESs, or people who havertaad OBEs,
or OBEs associated with severe disruption of pla&ysinctioning as in near-death cases, consciosssesxperienced
tends to drift away from its ordinary patterningpivarious d-ASC. The OBE starts to become "indé&Alor more of a
"mystical experience." even though it retains thsibfeeling of separation of B and M/ L systentsisTs what we
would expect for greatly reduced auto-psi interattetween these two systems; both the B systenthand/ L
system would start drifting toward unique patteshfunctioning determined by their own inherent idwderistics, now
manifesting as they are freed from mutual intevacgiatterning of each other. Indeed, it is thesdkof unusual
OBEs that may give us valuable insights into whatNl/L system in and of itself may be like, unpatesl by the B
system.

Third, the sparse (and largely anecdotal) evideve&ave on it suggests that there are few, if physiological
changes of great consequence during brief OBEsBT$yestem functions pretty much as usual. But dutemporarily
prolonged OBEs, larger and potentially fatal phiggiccal changes may begin to occur. Robert Moni@eexample,
reports that his body has been quite chilled foltmprolonged OBEs (Monroe, 1971). | see this asvafg that life
and consciousness, as we know them, arise frommtteal interaction and patterning of the B and Mi\istems, and
when the patterning of the M/L system upon the &ey begins to break down, the brain by itself caadequately
run the complex system of the body, and small srstart to cumulate. In principle, this would eveily lead to
death.

Survival

The Emergent Interactionist position allows for gokmds of potential survival of bodily death, luvould not
necessarily be the kind of postmortem survival weally conceive of. Our usual conceptions of siaviean
survival of the basic pattern of our consciousnessgexperience of our mental life, our feelinggpefsonal identity.
But consciousness, as we have seen, is an emeifgéetauto-psi interactions of both the B andMtid. systems, an
emergent of constant patterning of each system thgonother. If the B system ceases functioningeiathl, the
patterning influence of the B system upon the Miktem will cease, so how is ordinary consciousrass/e know it,
to survive? What is the emergent to emerge from?

One answer may be that personal identity, whidoigtimately intertwined with ordinary consciousag¢see my
States of Consciousness for a discussion of tlaig, T975a), does not survive death, at leastarotdry long. The
M/L system may survive, with the length of postmeantsurvival being determined by currently unknown
characteristics of M/ L systems in general, bu thisurvival of some aspect of a person, not giegn. Indeed, we
would expect this aspect to be quite different fitva person.

This answer should be partially modified by refegrback to our discussion of OBEs, where we ndtatrather
ordinary consciousness is frequently maintainecfdeast short periods in many OBEs. The custompattgrning of
the M/L system by the B system is thus capablkaat for short periods, of continuing to pattdra kM/L system with
reduced or perhaps temporarily eliminated autarieraction. The patterning parameters may be dtoreomething
analogous to ordinary "memory" in the M/L systemthee M/L system may be permanently or semi-permtye
modified in its own stable pattern of functioningaresult of prolonged auto-psi interaction with B system in its
developmental history.

If B system patterning and consequent "ordinaryisciousness can manifest in the M/L system aldrieaat
temporarily in OBEs, then it is possible to coneenf survival of personal identity in at least sopeeple. To the
degree that a particular person's sense of ideméis/not strongly and permanently patterned irMhé system per se,
but was supported largely through environmentatijligpand social constancies patterned in the Besysthen we
would expect the emergent of consciousness andmarglentity to disintegrate rapidly once the Bteyn ceased
functioning. At the other extreme, if basic perdadantity and consciousness patterns were stroagtipermanently
stored at the M/L level, for whatever reasons, sauplerson might withstand the loss of B systenepaittg influence
and still maintain consciousness and personal itygudtterning in the M/ L system after death, tlaghieving



personal survival. Such intense patterning of tid.gystem might arise for a variety of reasonshsas deliberate
practice of meditative techniques or sheer psyaho#d rigidity and fanaticism.

It would be premature to compare this Emergentadateonist view with the data about mediumistic coumications,
as that is an area of complex phenomena stronfggtatl by social beliefs and experimenter/sittases.

What Can We L earn about the M/L System in Isolation?

As discussed earlier, we ordinarily know almosthirzg about what the M/L system per se is like,dbesciousness
we experience is an emergent from the extensiegaations and mutual patternings of the B and MAtems. Yet |
believe we can learn at least some things abouirthgerties of the M/ L system in and of itself,emhit is not
patterned, or at least is patterned to a muchregggee by the B system.

The characteristics of allo-psi processes giveousesclue to what the M/L system is like, so thatoare generally say
that the M/L system is probably capable of gathgenriormation about and affecting at least someeispof physical
reality which are sensorily/energetically remotd ahielded from the B system by either spatialldkier distances or
temporal distances. That is, the M/L system camagse allo-psi of the clairvoyant and psychokinéyioe, either in
real time or precognitively, and possibly postcaigely. Although there is little evidence for ~purtelepathy (where a
clairvoyance interpretation of the data is compje¢xcluded). | shall presume that the M/L systean also exercise
allo-telepathy in both real time and preand postdogely.

As far as ordinary physical limits are concernad, mresent knowledge of allo-psi indicates no obsibmits, but we
have really only investigated a quite limited rag@hysical variables. There may well be limiteenent in the nature
of psi that are perceptible from the point of viefthe M/L system. even if not detectable from pbgksmeasures.
This last point about the detectability of limitsaharacteristics of psi being related to the pesspe from which it is
viewed, leads us to a specific proposal within aengeneral conceptual framework that | have writtbaut elsewhere
(Tart, 1972; 1975a; 1975b), namely the developroéstate specific sciences as a means of understppsli.

The consciousness in which we ordinarily carrysmientific research is an emergent from auto-gsraction between
the B and M/L systems. It is not unlimited conseioess, but a specific kind of consciousness. Hsacheristics and
limitations are governed by the inherent properiethe B system, the inherent properties of the_LMystem, the laws
which govern auto-psi interaction, and the genlaras of emergence which we hope to understand atielgursome
day through development of general systems thddmy.part of all this to emphasize for our purpasdbat ordinary
consciousness has limitations, limitations in tlayweality can be perceived, limitations in theddrof concepts that
can be generated about reality and limitationsi@wtay such concepts can be tested.

While 1 believe that a great deal can be learnedtgtsi from skillful scientific work in our ordimg state of
consciousness, | suspect that important aspedtsvidf not be comprehensible, will remain paraceptual to ordinary
consciousness because of these limitations. Treeditientific and anecdotal knowledge we have ablmirange of
functioning available in various d-ASC, howeverggests that there are alternative modes of conseess, quite
different emergents from B and M/L system intei@ttithat may yield more useful perceptions of, epts about and
tests of psi functioning. The paraconceptual aspigsi is not saying something about any inhepentersity in the
universe; it is saying something about the limitas of ordinary consciousness.

In discussing OBESs, | suggested that certain OBI&g/snore drastic alterations in consciousness secthere is
greatly reduced B and M/ L interaction, so the comssness experienced reflects M/ L characterigigrsse more than
ordinary consciousness does. | have also suggtsteth general some d-ASC may come about throadhaed B
and M/L system interaction. The state-specificsoés that could potentially be developed for thkge&C then,
including OBEs, could lead us to increased expadakand scientific knowledge about the M/L systender
conditions of greatly reduced interaction with Bieystem, from which we could make more accurateapglations to
what the totally isolated M/ L system would be like

Our knowledge base is too small to warrant furdpaculation now about specific d-ASC and directioins
development that will be useful for understandisg put this is the direction | ultimately see fledd going in.



Summary

| have proposed the beginnings of a dualistic thebiconsciousness, Emergent Interactionism, wischtended to be
scientifically useful and has empirical, testald@gequences. The existence of psi phenomena, \atéch
paraconceptual for a physicalistic monism, is thgibevidence for a pragmatic dualism, a recogmibiothe need to
understand consciousness in terms of two qualdigtidifferent aspects of reality, what | have cdltee B system, the
brain, body, and nervous system and the physiea V@hich govern it, and the M/L system, the meatal life aspects
of reality. Consciousness is seen as a system qyppe emergent from the auto-psi interactionhef B and M/L
systems. Ultimate understanding of consciousnbes, while it requires further and extensive depeient of
conventional approaches in the study of brain fionatg and physical law, also requires extensiweettgpment of our
knowledge of psi, as well as development of gergrstiems theory so principles of emergence in cexngystems can
be better understood. While this view is complels more adequate to the reality of psi than ssp@jistic monism,
and exciting discoveries await us!

Charles T. Tart

Footnotes

This article has no footnotes.
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