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HUMAN MIND-

Why So Vastly Superior
toAnimal Brain?
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Why the vast
difference
between

animal brain and

HUMAN

The amazing complexity of animal brain (in the highest
animals especially) is only VERY SLIGHTLY less, in
size and quality, compared to the human brain. WHY,
then, is human mind so TRANSCENDINGLY SUPE-
RIOR to animal brain? Advanced studies in the new
science of brain research have made significant pro-
gress toward unlocking the ultimate secrets of the
awesome human intellect. This is Part | of an eye-
opening and remarkable series of articles on a most
fascinating and important subject.

by Robert L. Kuhn

Breve Melivrel — Papchalogy Todiy

AN THINKS. At least he thinks

that he thinks. But he knows,

And he Ewmores that he knows.
Man is indeed unique no other phys-
ical being is creatively self-conscious,
nor can any other ponder the transcen-
dental questions of life, death and ulti-
mate purpose,

What is man? He i his wind his
beeman miind — which is of an immense
capacity, able to comprehend the inter-
relationships of space, time, mass and
energy. Animal brain, virtually equal in
size and quality, has no such power.

The human mind has gone to the
moon! It can write poetry, paint por-
traits, compose concertos. It can investi-
gate dtself! And  these abilities are
totally absent from animal brain,

... but Can’t Solve
Its Own Problems

Yet this same phenomenally unre-
stramned human mind, for all its com-
plexity, intricacy, insight and foresight,
canrot solve its own problems here on

carth. As a matter of Ffact, it was the
human mind which created all these
problems in the fisst place.

What an incredible paradox! The
human mind
helpless!

so great and yet so

Man does not know the way to peace

- but he is blazing new trails to war,
Worldwide well-being eludes him — as
the explosions of population and pollu-
tion engulf him. Happiness is the well
worn platitude — but disillusionment
and L[-:.'.‘;PDHJCHL':.' are the g‘url1|1‘,r;r1]’:];|u-
i5 all too
often a joke and hatred is the brutal
truth. The human race is sitting on a
time bomb that looks like it's going to
explode. And soon!

The human mind — so great and yet
so helpless!

Man s a phenomenal creature. But
he has reached the end of his rope —

reality. Love — or lust

his moment of truth has come, his time
is nearly up. Man seems bent on self-
extermination.

But is this Jegical? Does it make
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sense in the “great scheme of things”
for the human mind to obliterate itself?

Mo longer can we afford the lackadai-
sical luxury of relegating this vital issue
to suburban cocktail parties, freshman
philosophy courses, and the proverbial
bull sessicns. No longer can we waste
what little time we may have left by
playing the role of the *ccol” philoso-
pher — as if we were uninvolved
bystanders. MNo longer can we non-
chalantly and condescendingly arswme
that this problem is insoluble. We have
no choice but to consider it

We need an answer wou)

It is within this sobering context that
we begin this series of articles on the
question — the organization and pur-
pose of the human mind. Mot as an
interesting study in physiology or psy-
chology, Bat ar a wmatter of life and
death for bamanity!

What Is Man? — What Is Mind?

What are we? Ewverything revolves
around this one pivotal question.

Scientists, philosophers and theclo-
gians have been locked in debate from
time immemorial. But the time for de-
bate is over. We must know. Our very
serpfval hangs in the balance as this
fundamental issue is weighed.

The crux of our inguiry will be:

What is the HUMAN mind? How
doer it differ from ANIMAL brain?
Does human thought differ from animal
instinct in degree (quantitatively) or in
&ied (qualitatively) ?

What is the relationship between
man's mental activity and his physical

brain? “What 15 “mind"? What is
“brain”? Are they exactly the same —
“the mind" being just another name for
“the brain”? Or are they different —
“the mind” being something mare than
“the brain™?

These questions are crucial. And we
seek answers which are both scien-
tifically founded and philosophically
SeClre.

Owerall Outline

We will investigate the relationship
between mind and brain by comparing
and contrasting human beings and ani-
mals. We will do this on two levels:

LYy mmental activity;

2y physiological brain,

In the remainder of this article and
also in next month's, we will analyze
the similanties and differences between
the menfal aciivitier of humans and ani-
mals. For the remaining two articles, we
will analyze the similarities and differ-
ences between the physivlogical brain
of humans and animals. Finally, we
will put it all together by corvelating
the two — coming up with an answer
of enormous significance.

Present Objective

In these first two articles, we focus
only on ewe part of the problem: We
compare the mental activities of humans
and animals. We ask the materialist’s
favarite -;:]uesti::rn — Iy the buman
mitnd REALLY different from animal
brain?* — and proceed to detail a sci-
entjﬁcn[[]r' rigorous answer, The ques-
tion can be phrased in a more

Ambassadar Callige
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scientific and precise manner: “Is the
input, ortpt and intervening men-
tal activitier of the buman brain qrali-
tatively different from the inpat, owtpat
and intervening mental activities of any
and every animal brain?

However it’s phrased, the question is
fundamental. Because 7f the human
mind is #o! qualitatively, uniquely and
even radically superior to the output of
animal brain, then man wosld be just
another animal — with little hope for
species survival.

Yet this is precisely what the mate-
rialist seems compelled to prove — that
THE HUMAN MIND IS NO DIF-
FERENT FROM ANIMAL IN-
STINCT.

Does this claim sound ludicrous and
absurd ? It ir not. The materialist is pre-
pared. He has done his homework and
has some carefully reasoned arguments.
And even though he is motivated by a
pre-packaped ideclogical bias, we must
ask: Cowld ke be right? Many people —
religions people for the most pat —
intuitively “feel” that man “must be”
unique and easily distinguishable from
all animals. But that “feel” does wmof
prove the point. In fact, religious fgnor-
ance, however sincere it might have
been, has been the food by which

materialism has been nourished.

What Materialism Propounds

It is our responsibility to present the
tenets and arguments of materialism as
accurately and as forthrightly as pos-
sible. Then, and only then, can we
confidently begin to analyze them and
discern whether or not the obviously un-
restrained  human  mind & utterly
distinct from the seemingly stereotyped
animal brain.

The materialist clings to a fundamen-
tal axiom: He claims that humans think
pretty much the same as animals do —
that the psychological (individual)
and sociological (collective)
plishments of human beings are wot
qualitatively different from those of the
animal kingdom. We present a typical
materialistic argument:

“All the qualities,” says the material-
ist, “customarily considered “uniquely
human' are merely the highest psy-
chological manifestations on the present
physiological continuum — and are in

accom-

Thke PLAIN TRUTH
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THE DOGMA OF MATERIALISM de-
clares that only “the physical”
is real — the possible existence of
non-physical reality is categorically
rejected.  Materialism  teaches that
“mind” is simply the totality (Ge-
stalt) of physiological brain function,
Consequently, “the mind” would be
just “the brain." And nothing more!
Just the complex output of the most
advanced mammalian brain!

The materialist believes that all
psychic processes are entirely the
product of multitudinous  electro-
chemical changes in the nervous sys-
tem. “Mind” is therefore viewed as
an epiphenomenon — a secondary
phenomenon  (“mind”) which does
not maintain an independent exis-
tence of itself, but is actually the
shadowy  by-product of another,
primary  phenomenon  (“brain™),

Consequently, the human mind
would be merely an artificial cate-
gorization or an artificial extrap-
olation of the physical human
brain.

As a matter of fact, the mate-
rialist might well condescendingly
remark that the term “mind™ itself is
quite confusing and completely
unnecessary — having been “in-
vented by primeval man to super-
stitiously explain what he could not
vet physically comprehend.”

One semi-sarcastic but revealing
analogy used by extreme representa-
tives of materialism is that “human
mental thought is the product of
human brain function in the same
way that human urine is the product
of human kidney function.” Many
evolutionary scientists, who by their
own definition concern themselves

The Dogma of Materialism

exclusively with the physical, epito-
mize that attitude.

We are not finished describing
materialism — we still have a prob-
lem. Granted — materialism promul-
gates the idea that only “the
physical™ exists,

But — what i “the physical™?

That might seem like a ridiculous
question to some, Nonetheless, many
peaple lose much sleep over it. The
materialist might define “the physi-
cal” as “everything” — which would
just be circular reasoning. The
non-materialist  might define “the
physical” as everything which is wot
non-physical — a double negative
and another example of circular rea-
soning in the raw.

It is difficult to define “the physi-
cal” to everybody's satisfaction. We
offer the following attempt

“The physical is anything which
must be defined in terms of mass,
energy, space, time and {or mathemat-
ical formulations. Included within
this definition — in addition to all
particles, forces, distances between
objects and intervals between events
— are all physical laws such as grav-
ity, inertia, etc., all electromagnetic
phenomena, all applied mathematical
mnt‘:p:ions such as entropy, anti-
matter, tachyons, ctc., and all pure
mathematical abstractions such as
real and imaginary numbers, sets and
matrices, n dimensional geometry,
transfinite mathematics, etc,”

MNote that our definition makes
“the physical” a “closed system.”
But a closed system which can affect
another system and which can be
affected by another system, 7f indeed
another such system — a now-physi-
cal system — should exist.

reality represented in other highly com-
plex animals.” (Which is a technical way
of stating the materialistic dogma that
human mental activities are #or all that
different from animal mental activities.)

The materialist continues by asking,
“Why do these traits appear to be
‘uniquely human'? He answers his
own question: “Simply because they are
enhanced and exaggerated by the full-
range means of expression available to
man, but are not developed in lower
animals.™ In other words, all human
mental processes differ from their pre-
cise counterparts in animals only be-

cause of man’s ability to write, speak,
compose and draw — abilities which in
themselves are just fmproved techniques
of expression, and are mot, if we care to
admit it, limited to human beings.”
Materialists will readily admit that
mankind has a phenomenally large in-
tellectual and technological capability
— as evidenced by the full scope of
20th-century society. They vociferously
maintain, however, that all these im-
pressive accomplishments are actually the
product of many generations of accumu-
lated knowledge. As a result, material-
(Continned on page 6)
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The PLAIN TRUTH

Human Mind Versus Animal Brain:
Materialism Says No Basic Difference

ONE. COGENT example of mate-
rialistic reasoning would frame
the following scenario:

“If a group of babies somehow
managed to survive to adulthood
in complete isolation from the rest
of society, they would not have the
benefit of educational institutions,
libraries, rules, traditions, legends,
or even language. And as a result,
they wouldn’t get much accom-
plished. Rather, they would spend
their time scratching their naked
bodies, hunting for food, running
from fire, gmntiug, shouting, lust-
ing, mating, beating their chests,
and hiding from thunder. These
people would not invent airplanes,
telephones, guns, pianos, ballpoint
pens, heart-lung machines, razor
blades, or even paper cups. They
would probably display fear, rage,
greed, lust, affection, wonder, awe,
But they would set display much
of what we have come to know as
aesthetic appreciation or intel-
lectual achievement. Their actions
would not greatly differ from
chimps.

“Man has, however, managed
one important difference from the
primates — his ability to pass on
information from one generation
to another. Therefore [reasons our
good materialistic friend} to com-
pare modern man with chimp can
be most misleading. It's like com-
paring two frogs, one that can
jump eight inches and one that
can jump ten inches. There's not
much real difference — but on a
stairway of wine-inch steps, one
frog will leave the other far be-
low. It is easy to be misled by
appearances.”

We agree. The “two frogs on the
steps™ analogy epitomizes the entire
scope of materialism’s main point. It
propounds that the fundamental dif-
ference between the mental output of
man and the mental ocutput of ani-
mals is deceptively minor. But this

minor difference — in whatever ref-
erence system this “minor differ-
ence”™ exists — exceeds the crucial

rhverhold for mental advancement.
The analogy of the “two frogs on
the steps™ applies here. It explains
how the concept of “threshold”
applies to the problem of the rela-
tionship between human and animal

mental activity. The frog which can
jump only efght inches can wever
reach even the second (méme-inch)
step, whereas the other frog, which
can jump a bare two inches higher,
can eventually hop to the top of the
thousands of steps in the Empire
State Building. (Néne inches is, in
this example, “the threshold.")

Consequently, a triumphant mate-
rialist points out, if a “non-material-
ist observer” came along near the
end of this process and saw one frog
at the bottom of the first step, con-
tinously jumping up, hitting its
head on the second step and falling
back down to the first step, and then
compared this frog with its cu:rmlpan-
ion frog who was merrily vaulting
step after step on the 100th flight of
stairs of the Empire State Building,
the non-materialist, being rather
naive, would probably come to an er-
roneous mncﬁ]sion. He might well
postulate that since both frogs were
nearly identical in structure and
function, the leaping frog, hundreds
of feet above its fellow frog, “must
be wastly superior” — and this “vast
superiority must be due to a vastly
superior brain-mind capacity gener-
ated by some non-materialistic
factor

“This  deduction,”  sarcastically
comments the materialist, “may seem
absurd.” And it is. “But,” he contin-
ues, “religionists casually reach just
such an absurd deduction regarding
the supposed ‘unbridgeable gap'
separating the mental activities of
man (the vaulting frog) and chimp
(the head-hitting frog).” The de-
duction is absurd (naive would be a
nicer word) because the concept of
“threchold” is overlooked.

The materialist proclaims that here
lies the simple, wholly phyiical solu-
tion: The one (man)} has exceeded
the crucial threshold — which is the
capacity to pass on information from
one generation to the next — and
the other (chimp, dolphin, etc.) bar
wat,

And this, not some ethereal non-
materialistic factor, is the only dif-
ference between the two, concludes
the materialist.

But is his view correct? Or is the
materialist  overlooking  something
vital? He is considering brain owtput
and cumulative knowledge passed on
from one generation to the next.

But he is ignoring brain imfrad.

Take, for example, the illustration
of the group of babies who survive
to adulthood in complete isolation
from the rest of society, without ben-
efit of the accumulated knowledge by
prrx@iing generations,

What would be lacking would be
knowledge input. And without it,
they would, it is falsely assumed,
grow up much like apes or chimps.

Animal instinct causes new-born
animals automatically, without teach-
ing or learning, to do what they need
to do. But a new-born human baby,
of itself, is utterly helpless. It is born
with a human miND, as yet awfilled
with knowledge. It does wof come
equipped with the same kind of in-
stinct as the new-born animal. It
must be taught — or learn —
EVERYTHING. And as he grows, the
human being must guide his actions
by his mind — through brain m¥put,
— through knowledge taught or
learned — not by instinct.

The new-bom calf is on all fours
and walking, in about five minutes.
The new-born human flearss, or is
taught, to walk — in about a YEAR.
The new-born calf starts walking. It
is not taught. It walks by instinct in
order to fulfill a need for its
mother’s milk. The human baby
must also be fed, and taught in time
to eat.

Mow, reverse the materialist’s
original illustration, Take a group of
chimps, apes, elephants or dolphins
— newly born. Try to TEACH them,
as humans are taught from birth,
Give them the advantage of accumu-
lated HUMAN knowledge. At the
same time, take this group of human
babies, and give them the same
teachings of accumulated human
knowledge, a little at a time, at what-
ever rate the child’s brain is capable
of absorbing.

By age 18 the human boys will
know more than their fathers — or
think that they do, By age 18 how
much knowledge (iNput) will the
chimp, ape, elephant, or dolphin,
have received ?

The human MIND is capable of
learning — of receiving knowledge
— and USING IT — in a manner that
leaves a vasT GULF between it and
the virtually equal (in size, weight,
and quality) and most complex ani-
mal brain,




ists reason that man's innate abilities are
not as great as they first seem — and
that man is merely a mentally advanced
animal.

The Burden of Proof

S0 the onus and the burden of proof
falls on the shoulders of the wonmate-
rialist. The facts must be scientifically
established. Nothing less than rigorous
reasoning will be tolerated. To begin,
we review materialism’s main tenets:

1} The output of the human brain
— if unprejudicially measured by the
real  accomplishments of  individual
human beings — is nof qualitatively
distinct from the output of animal
brain.

2) Those mental activities labeled
“uniquely human™ are just the result of
improved techniques of expression.

3) Man's intrinsic mental abilities
are not as great as they first seem —
they are just barely superior to the men-
tal abilities of the higher mammals such
as chimp and dolphin.

4} The simple capacity in humans to
pass on information from one gener-
ation to another has artificially gener-
ated the appearance of a huge gap
between the psychological and sociolog-
ical creations of humans and animals.

5) Human mental activity is purely
the refined product of evolving animal
instinct.

6) Human beings are animals,

Are these statements true? Ir human
mental activity just guamtitatively —
and just barely — superior to animal
mental activity? Or is the difference
gralitative and fandamental? Ts human
mental activity purely the refined prod-
uct of evolving animal instinct? Or is it
something more ?

Does there indeed exist an unbridge-
able gulf between the unrestrained
higher mental  abilities  absolutely
unique to human beings and the com-
pulsive “higher mental abilities” charac-
teristic of all mammals? The eminent
mathematician and philosopher, J. W.
M. Sullivan, as an example of many, con-
cluded that “a great gulf separates even
the lowest races of mankind from the
highest living animals.”

But can it be proven?

This is the question.

The PLAIN TRUTH

What's NOT Unique About
the Human Mind

We are now ready to scientifically test
whether the human mind is fundamen-
tally and radically different from animal
instinct,

In all fairness and completeness, we
must first present the psychological sim-
dlaritier between the mental abilities of
man and animals. Because if we are to
successfully  differentiate the  human
mind from animal instinct, we must
really differentiate the two. Not a super-
ficial, self-convincing differentiation —
but a read one! To do this, we must
carefally determine which characteristics
are rhared by animals and humans
alike, and which characteristics are the
exclwsive property of human beings.

The average person might well as-
sume that “ebprossdy human mental
activity is vastly superior to animal in-
stinct —  humans pntellipence
while animals do not — why all the
fuss?* Such a simple-minded assump-
tion lends credence to the materialist’s
argument  that
thought patterns lie along the same con-
Because indeed animals and
humans bath can have “intelligence.”
This assertion is, of course, whaolly
dependent on the precise meaning of
the word “intelligence,”

have

animal and human

timuum !

We must recognize that word-con-
cepts such as imtellipence, memory,
thought, sensation, perception, emotion,
learning, awareness, conicioxrness, per-
sonality, behavior, communication, etc.,
are all included in the materialist’s defi-
nition of awimal mental activity! Sur-
prising? Not to the astute materialist.
But he has also thorghe about the prob-
lem. Remember, the difficulty is one of
semanticy — a problem of establishing
the exact definitions of complex and
highly subjective word-concepts.

Carefully note that the above-men-
tioned mental similarities between man
and animal have heen  generally
thought, by uninformed laymen and
sincere religious professionals, to be
unique characteristics of the human
mind. Now it is certainly true that these
shared mental qualities mean  mach
more to the buman mind than they do
to animal brain. Of course! But that
does nor change the basic fact that both
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the human mind and the animal brain
do share these mental attributes. There-
fore it is logically impossible to use
them for the purpose of differentiating
the human mind from animal brain.

To try to use the simple word “in-
telligence,” for example, in any attempt
to prove that the human mind is vastly
superior to animal instinct would only
confuse and undermine the entire case.
Consequently, we must discard all qual-
ities of the human mind which are in
reality also  qualities of the animal
brain, We must be circumspect in our
analysis. We must not be biased. We
must be rigorous in our logic,

As another example, the materialist
confidently contends that “memory, per-
sonality and consciousness” can be com-
pletely explained as the output of the
physical brain alone. The non-material-
ist, as expected, finds himself on the
other side of the fence, vehemently dis-
puting the contention.

What about it? Are memory, person-
ality and consciousness unique attributes
of the human mind? Or are they found
in the animal kingdom? Again, it
depends on the precise definition of
these word-concepts, Because, for one
thing, the materialist claims that an arti-
fieial  system  of  electro-mechanical
mechanisms — nuts and bolts (robots),
transistors and wires (“computers”) —
can  simalate  (artificially  Zmitate)
memory, personality and consciousness.
And he is right! That can be done —
depending, of course, on how the words
are defined.

So if a robot and a computer can do

this, how much more the living animal

brain! Memory? Personality? Con-
sciousness ? There’s nothing here that's
unigue to the human being.

Where does this leave the non-mate-
rialist — like the traditional religionist?
In trouble!

One must reject the simple-minded
approach of those well-intentioned reli-
gionists who are not aware of current
scientific data and methodology, But we
can not necessarily reject all the reli-
gionists’ conclusions —  becanse the
buman mind i radically different from
animal brain — as will be illustrated in
next month’'s article,

Thus far, we have seen examples of

{Continmed on page 47)
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open for them to stage a two-pronged
advance down the Arabian peninsula on
the one side and into Africa by way of
the Suez Canal on the other.

“What more alluring temptation can
one give,” asked the Shah, “to those who
perpetually talk peace but, judged by
our own experience, do not necessarily
believe in it or practice it?” (/bid, page
313.)

The loss of Iran's wvast oil reserves
alone would be an almost incalculable
calamity to Western Europe as well as
to Japan!

Force for Peace?

There are definite indications that
Iran is setting her sights on becoming
the most important and influential
country in the sweeping arc of nations
extending through the Middie East to
the western borders of India. If pos-
sible, she would like to play a medi-
ating role in the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Islamic, but non-Arab, Iran presently
enjoys cordial economic relations with
Israel.

An official publication, fraw i the
Seventies, concludes by saying: “Thus,
Tran represents the strongest force for
peace and stability in the Middle
East. ... The country’s important geo-
graphical and strategic position, im-
mense natural resources, large indus-
trious population, rich historical and
cultural tradition and her remarkable
economic progress, all point to the
likelihood that in the 1970%, Iran will
regain  her former importance as a
crossroads between East and West and
as a principal civilizing influence in the
Mear and Middle East.”

The big question for the future is the
same as that asked many times in the
past. Will the crossroads be used for
peace — or for war?

Iran is a showcase of progress in a
world that is beset with seemingly unre-
solvable problems. But it is also a
nation which finds itself in possession
of a vital piece of geopolitically impor-
tant real estate. It would be tragic in-
deed if Iran once again became the
threshing floor of conflict.

Hopefully, Iran can avoid the waste-
fulness of military conflict and can con-
tinue to instill yet greater reforms for
its 30 million industrious people. O

The PLAIN TRUTH

HUMAN MIND

{Continmed frome page 6)

what cannot differentiate humans from
animals. Now, what CAN?

The Uniqueness of the
Human Mind

It is time to examine the evidence
and to demonstrate what could only be
stated — without proof — in the past:

That the aniguely  anvestrained
baman mind 1S wnequivocally dintinct
and irrevocably dissociated from the in-
stinctively awtomatic animal brain.

That MIND is far differemt from
BRAIN.

That bumans are NOT animals.

The materialist waits — he knows we
cannot use intelligence, memory, behav-
10F, consciousness, etc,

What has he overlooked ?

(Te be continued)

Personal
from

{ Continwed from page one)
as well. He therefore enrolled in the
University of Southern California Law
School, graduating in 1962, first in his
class, Order of Coif, contributor to Law
Review, and President of the Student
Body.

His outstanding record in law school
attracted the attention of the nation's
most prestigious universities. Yale Uni-
versity awarded Mr. Rader a Sterling
Fellowship, other universities offered
attractive tenure on Law School facul-
ties. Flattering offers came from leading
law firms throughout the United States,
and from government agencies. Yet his
confidence in the Ambassador College
worldwide program did not waver.
That's where his heart was.

He did teach two years at the U. 8. C,
Law School, and, becoming a member
of the bar, practiced law for some time
in Los Angeles. Also for some two
years he taught classes in accounting at
Ambassador.,

He now heads an advertising agency.
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But Ambassador College, in its world-
wide Extension program of education
for all peoples at all levels, has been
claiming an ever-increasing amount of
his time.

Mr. Rader’s Role

Mr. Rader is of inestimable value to
me, in accompanying me in meetings
with the many heads of state around
the world the past year and a half. He
is proficient at speed-reading, helping
brief me on facts I need before each
meeting. 1 have not been able to see
with my right eye for ten years, and
my left eye has been for years (before
my right eye went out) my weaker eye.
Also I am slightly hard of hearing. In
an important conversation, Mr. Rader
will often repeat what the other said,
when he perceives 1 did not quite grasp
it. He has an exceptionally retentive
mind. Without taking notes during a
meeting, he afterward types out for me
a complete transcript of the entire con-
versation, as accurately as if it had been
tape-recorded. Being unusually knowl-
edgeable on world affairs, he is able,
with me, to enter into the conversation
in a most helpful manner. And beside
all this, being a considerably younger
man than I, he takes care of so many
things, like hotel reservations, checking
out at hotels, tipping, etc.

I know our readers are interested in
personal  information about  persons
holding important responsibilities in our
work, as well as in these momentous
world happenings. S0 1 have taken this
opportunity to brief you somewhat on
Stanley Rader, since he is so often men-
tioned in connection with important
meetings I have held. Mr. Rader plays
both golf and tennis, is a family man
with a wvery close family relationship,
the father of a son and two daunghters,
happily married for many years. Since
we have our own jet aircraft (I could
not make these many important trips
otherwise) Mrs. Rader is usually able
to accompany him, and my elder daugh-
ter, now alone, accompanies me, taking
her mother’s place as hostess for me
where dinners, receptions, or social oc-
casions occur. My wife, Loma D. Arm-
strong, died almost five years ago, afrer
fifty years of happy marriage.

But now back to our wisit at United



PART 1I

In the January issue, and now
in February, we analyze the
similarities and differences be-
tween the memtal activities of
humans and animals. We ask:
Does human thought differ
from animal brain in  Rind
(gualitatively) or in degree
(guantitatively) ?

In the March and April issues,
we will analyze the similarities
and differences between the
physiological brains of humans
and animals. We will ask: Does
the buman brain differ from
animal brain in  kind (qual-
itatively) or only in degree
(guantitatively) ?

Finally, in May, we will cor-
relate the two — mental activi-
ties and physiological brains —
and begin to answer the ultimate
question: What is man?

Why the vast

difference
between

animal brain and

UMAN MIN

by Robert L. Kuhn

‘x fHAT 15 MAN? What is the

human mind? What is the

relationship  between man’s

mental activity and his physical brain?

Is “mind” the same as “brain” — or
15 it something more?

We began last month by asking these
all-important questions.

‘This month we continue our investi-
gation of human beings and animals,
We do this on two levels: 1) mental
activity, and 2) physiological brain,

In these first two articles, we focus on
the materialist's primary point: that the
human “mind” is wet reafly different
from the output of animal brain.

In the previows article, we discussed
those mental characteristics which the
materialist uses to show that humans
canno! be differentiated from animals.

In ¢his article, we show how humans
can be differentiated from animals —
that indeed the human mind #r une-
quivocally and irrevocably distinet from
animal brain. We will answer the fol-
lowing question: What mental charac-
teristics clearly differentiate the ontput

D?

of the human mind from the output of
arttmal brain? And we will demonstrate
that these characteristics, as described
in the following sections, are utterly
unique to human beings and are not
found in any animal.

We must now define and examine in
detail each mental characteristicc. We
must demonstrate twhy the human mind
exhibits each one of them and why the
animal brain does mot.

Some of the areas will overlap. Don't
let that bother you. Consider each as a
distinctly individual expression of the
anigueness of the human mind. But
don’t just passively agree. Think about
it. This is serious business,

The human mind is far superior to
animal brain.

But this will not be easy to prove.
Because all of these mental character-
istics are subject to as many inter-
pretations as there are minds to read
them. Why? Part of the difficulty is
semantici: What do  these often-
repeated and much-abused words really
mean? The other part of the problem
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is preconceived ideas: What is the partic-
ular bias of the individual evaluator?

We are interested in fradh. And, in
truth, man &5 NOT an animal,

But prove it.

1. AESTHETICS

Expression of Humor

Laughter is uniquely human. Comedy
has no equivalent in the animal king-
dom, This is openly admitted by many
evolutionary psychologists, Darwin rea-
soned that the smile had evolved from
the animal swar/, ignoring the opposing
meanings.

What is humor? How can it be
defined ? 1t is difficult to put into words,
Yet nothing is more easily understood
by every human being.

Humor necessitates the comprehen-
sion of an odd or fmcongraons sit-
When we laugh, we are
comparing what #id happen with what
normally wewld bhave happened under
similar circumstances. To impute the
sense of frcongraity to such an ocour-
rence, we must be sufficiently detached
from the situation. Animals often react
to uncxpev:ted events — such as a cat
playing with a ball of string — and
although that may be funny to the
human observer, it is surely not funny
to the animal. (The kitten is actually
practicing catching prey. It sharpens its
reflexes and perfects its skill for the
unexpected twists and darts of the
mouse it will later catch.)

Animal  brain  does not become
detached enough to reflect upon any
unexpected event as incongruous, and
therefore cannot appreciate humor. (The

laughing hyena is not really laughing.)

uation,

Appreciation of Beanty

Beauty, to be beauty, must be
appraised on its own merits — not for
any possible relationship to a Ffuture
reward, A  beantiful sunset, woman,
painting or sonata may well be associ-
ated with sensual satisfaction — but
that association is not necessary. Beauty
can exist irrespective of any functional
value.

Beauty cannot be beauty in its true
human sense if there is some other
“payoff” which is making it “beau-
tiful.” The animal considers only the
potential fulfillment of its basic drives

Wide World
THE AGONY AND THE ECSTASY — Two beauty contestants here reflect
two all-too-human reactions: the pain of defeat and the exhilaration of
victory.

and needs — food for its hunger, water
for its thirst, etc. “Beauty” in an object
or goal contributes nothing to the
appeal.

The appreciation of beauty requires
quiet, perceptive contemplation. Aes-
thetic pleasure more than supersedes
sensory  stimulation, it demands the
inhibition of such extraneous stimuli.
Could any animal ever ignore drive-
satisfying stimuli — food, water, sex
—to focus on a beautiful sunset?

Beauty is a whole, more than the sum
of its parts — an organic unity derived
from underlying order and harmony. It
is an abstract integration which is pri-
vately perceived and subconsciously
blended within the individual psyche.
Beauty is recognized only by man.

Fecling of Ecstasy

Is the ecstasy experienced from lis-
tening to the last movement of Mahler’s
Second or Beethoven's Ninth Symphony
just the evolutionary advancement of
the basic animal desire to satisfy the
self, or to be a bit more technical, “the
sophisticated enhancement of animal
drive reduction”? This is what some
skeptics think,

What about the ecstatic reaction
experienced by millions when the New
York Mets won the 1969 World Series?
Was that simply the “enjoyment” of
gratifying a physical urge? Hardly.

The most “ecstasy-like” reaction in
an animal occurs when a male gets
excited as he senses a female in heat.

But any comparison to human ecstasy is
absurd. Ecstasy, by definition, must
transcend specific sensations and satis-
factions. It is, rather, the instantaneous
emotion of supreme exultation.

2. SELF-AWARENESS

Self-Consciousness

The self-ronscionsness of man may
not at first seem to be very different
from the comsciousness of animals. But
the difference between the self-con-
sciousness of man and the consciousness
of animals is perhaps the most cracial
distinction between the human mind
and animal brain.

We all know what consciousness
involves — thought, planning, deci-
sion, action, reaction, feedback, new
thought, etc. — and indeed animals ave
conscions, But Jeﬁ’f{unscinumess is one
extra step — the critical jump.

Self-conscionineir & the conscions
awareness of the proceis of being
cOoRicions,

It demands the innate ability to
observe our own minds in action. It
requires the awareness of “["

Who but man can step back and
become a spectator, an  inquisitor, a
critic or an admirer of his own thought
patterns? Who but man can watch the
spectacle of his sws self go though the
machinations and manipulations of
mental deliberation?

The noted psychiatrist, Erich Fromm,
put it this way:
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Man has intelligence, like other
amimals, which permits him to use
thought sses for the attainment
of immediate, practical aims; but man
has another mental quality which the
animal lacks. He is aware of himself,
of his past and of his future, which
is death; of his smallness and power-
lessness; he is aware of others as
others — as friends, enemies, or as
strangers. Man transcends all other
life because he is, for the first time,
life aware of itself. Man is in nature,
subject to its dictates and accidents,

t he transcends nature because he
acks the unawareness which makes
the animal a part of nature — as one
with it

The self-conscious human mind con-
stantly monitors itself in action — and
at any moment, for any reason (even
for “no” reason), it can stop or alter
the action which would have been pre-
determined by the animal brain in the
same exact circumstances. Pethaps the
closest way to approximate how an ani-
mal “feels” when carrying out its
thoughts and actions is the way a sleep-
deprived, drugged or hypnotized human
would feel when carrying out some
simple physical task at the command of
another person.

We continue with Theodosius Dob-
zhansky, a famous biologist:

Self-awareness, or conscious aware-
ness, or mind, is by far the most
important of the characteristics which
make man human, and yet it also is
by far the most difficult one tw study
scientifically. The anthropologist D.
Bidney (1953) gave the best state-
ment known to me of whar this
characteristic is all abour, and it is
best to quote him directly: “Man is
a self-reflecting animal in that he
alone has the ability 1o objectify him-
self, to stand apart from himself, as
it were, and to consider the kind of
being he is and what it is that he
wants 0 do and to become. Other
animals may be conscious of their
affects and the objects perceived; man
alone it capable of reflection of self-
conscionsness, of thinking of himself
as an object....™

The majority wview is, however,
that “mind™ is a four-letter word
which should not be uttered among
well-bred scientists. This is, however,
o easy a solution, which fails to
solve problems too obtrusive to be
ignored. No matter how elogquently
somebody may argue that my self-
awareness is just an illusion, I know,
with an assurance greater than I have
abour anything else in the world, that
my self-awareness is the most com-
pelling of all realities.

Awareness of Death

Man knows that he is going to die.
You know it. And I know it. That's
rather remarkable all by itself.

The PLAIN TRUTH

Death seems illogical and absurd to a
rational, vibrant human being. Yet
every man knows, as sure as he knows
anything, that his scant few decades of
self-conscious life will be followed by a
cessation of that life.

Death! This stark reality is what a
man realizes throughout his life —
while animals remain blissfully igno-
rant. The difference is fundamental,

For Dobzhansky this distinction is
made manifest by the way in which
animals care for their dead: They don't!

Burial of the dead is a culmural
universal in mankind, The burial
rituals vary widely, from interment to
cremagion of exposure (o predators
or birds of prey. No known human
group does, however, sin:tplx throw

out its dead without any rital or
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ceremony. Im stark comtrast, mo awni-
mal actices burial of dead indi-
wviduals of ity pwn species. Ants throw
the dead out of their nests together
with other rubbish, Female monkeys
may stubbornly carry their dead and
even decomposed infants. Some ani-
mals practice cannibalism and necro-

gia, Mone of these forms of be-
avior suggest burials....The con-
trast between the human concern for
the dead, and the unconcern shown by
animils, is, however, so glering that
an explanation is called for. The ex-
planation that suggests itself is thart
man, and man alone, knows that death
is inevitable. ., .

T hinking in Time

As he is climbing a tree, a chimp
probably “knows” that he will soon
pick a banapna, and that immediately
thereafter he will peel it, bite it, chew
it, swallow it and satisfy his hunger.

Hendrickson = Ambossador College
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The chimp is thinking some minutes
inte the future,

But how long can an animal think
into the future? Do animals think
ahead to their future migrations or
- or do they only react to
the stimuli at the appointed time ?

In ecither event, animal brain is still
limited — it thinks in the sphere
{domain ) of time only in relation io
itself,

The I.|I'I.1ILII:_|E[}-' unrestramned  human
mind is totally different. It can envision
the absolute certainty of an erermity of
tisre — hoth before and after its own
particular existence. This ultimate aware-
NEss My eXPress itself in an awareness
of death, But it is not limited to an
involvement of the self. Economists and
sociologists are vjsualizing the 21st cen-
tury. Astronomers have calculated the
number of billions of years it would
take for the sun to become cold.

As the eminent ethnologist, W. H.
Thorpe, states, “Man has a language
which can denote and specify the past
and the future far beyond his own life
span.” It was Dostoevski who wrote:
“Man needs the unfathomable and the
infinite just as much as he does the
small planet which he inhabits.” And
what animal could ever comprehend
enough about the concept of past and
future epochs of time to wonder what
the 17th-century philosopher, Blais:
Pascal, wondered:

hibernations

When I congider the short duration
of my life, swallowed up in the eter-
nity Eefﬂre and after, the little space
which I fill and even can see, en-
gulfed in the infinite immensity of
spaces of which I am ignorant and
which know me not, [ am frightened
and am astonished ar being here rather
than there; for there is no reason
why here rather than there, why now
rather than then. Who has put me
here? By whose order and direction
have this place and time been allotted
o me?

Here, then, is the human mind —
racing through the endless corridors of
time before and beyond its own life
span, wondering, speculating, searching,

3. THINKING AND
COMMUNICATION
Abstract T hinking
Thorpe expressed it well:
What are the features in which man

differs from the animals?...man can
internalize relations perceived in the
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external world to a  vastly greater
extent than the animals. In other
words, man can manipulate completely
abstract symbols to an extent far be-
yond that possible in the animal
world; iCs on this ability mathematics
is based. I do not believe that animals
will ever be able 1 do mathema-
tics . ...

As far as we know for certain, no
animal langueage, however much in-
formation 15 conveyed, involves the
learned realization of completely gen-
eral abstractions,

Connections Between Words

The great linguist, Eric H. Lenne-
berg, shows that humans not only
understand the symbolic meaning of
sounds — which animals may also do
— but humans also construct and iden-
tify the relationihipr between these sym-
bolic sounds. In other words, humans
understand remtence structiure — symtax
— the compection between words,

The acquisition of words by them-
selves does not create the hwman lan-
guage. A real language must select from
the myriad computations that the
human mind performs when interacting
with its surroundings. Lenneberg con-
cludes that “NWhether the brain of a
chimpanzee has the same or similar
properties must yet be demonstrated. Tt
is possible bwt wot probable.” Suzanne
Langer asked:

If we find no prowotype of speech
in the highest animals, and man will
not say even the first word by in-
stinct, then how did all his tribes
acquire their various languages? Who
began the art which now we all have
to learn? And why is it not restricted
to the cultured races, but possessed
by every primitive family, from dark-
est Africa to the loneliness of the
polar ice?

What about the “languages” of ani-
mals? Ernan MecMullin, Chairman of
the Department of Philosophy at Notre
Dame, explains why they must be
sharply distinguished from the lan-
guages of human beings:

In recent times, much has been made
of the “languages” of honey-bees, ants,
dolphins and other highly-organized
animals. But several features of the
“Nanguages” mark them off sharply
from the languages of man. First,
they are species-specific, inherited not
learnt. Their use 1s instinctive, oot
reflective. Honey-bees of one species
will not be able o “follow” the lan-
guage of another species, nor can they
learn it. Genetic differences can even
arise within species due o geographic
separation; an Italian honey-bee can-
not follow the cues given by a hive
of German cousins. Once an Italian
honey-bee, always an Italian honey-
bee! The individual can in no way
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modify or unlearn its “language™ be-
cause of its being (50 far as we can
tell) enticely genetically determined,
entirely imstinctive in origin, Second,
all of the signs used are signals,
strictly speaking, that is, they elicit
immediate action. There 1s no reason
o attribute o them a propositional
character. They are not being used
o make statements about the sugar-
source, but rather to serve as stimulus
for an instinctive response on the part
of other bees that will send them tw
the right place. Third, these languages
are entirely limited to a single type
of situation, one that is of biological
significance to  the species, food
gathering, for example, or courtship.

Animal languages stagnate. Human
languages adapt. McMullin stresses the
difference:

Man does not inherit a language;
he has no endowment of language-

signs . ... Thus, human languages have
to be learnt....To the child, they
come  extra-ordinarily  easily  and

quickly; for the adule, it may require a
great effort w acquire a new language,
But just because they are not pro-
grammed into the human brain, man's
languages possess a feature that more
than compensates for the effort it takes
to learn them. They are capable of
being modified ar will, w respond o
new kinds of situations, There is a
creative clement here, an implicit de-
mand on human creativity that is sel-
dom  recognized.

Is the spoken language
unique? Dobzhansky says yes — but
then leaves us hanging as to a reason
why:

human

The fascinating work of €. Hayes,
who attempted to bring up a chim-
panzee child by treating it as if it
were 1 human child, is relevant here,
The ape has learnt all manner of
things which no other ape in the world
ever did, excepting that it was unable
to learn to speak, And yet its vocal
capacities seemed adequate o produce
all the sounds of which human lan-
guage is composed.

Many social scientists are perplexed
by the singular existence of the human
language. 5. L. Washburn, for one, can-
not understand why many animals
haven't “developed™ this capacity.

But all the animals make sounds
and it would seem to be so advan-
rageous o develop a language, so it
seems to me very surprising that lan-
guage also has apparently only de-
veloped once....What human lan-
guage does in its simplest form is to
name something in the environment.
This is prm:l'se:j/ what monkeys’ sounds
and gestures do not do. They mean
warning of a predator, but they can't
say “lion,” they can't say “hyena,”
they can't say “leopard.” This would
seem o be :}F supreme adaptive value,
This is why I think it"s so surprising
that this didn't happen more often
because what the animals, in fact, have
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to do is quite different with these

different forms of predators.
Historical Communication

Historical communication has  be-
stowed upon man the capacity to pass
on to the next generation the amplified
mistakes of all past generations. Ani-
mals are severely limited in commu-
nicating from one generation to the
next (because they do not have a sym-
bolic language). However, whatever
they do transmit is (at least “thought”
to be) beneficial to the individual off-
spring (as well as to the species itself).

Man is different. He has the remark-
able talent for endowing succeeding
generations with the lessons of history
— though generally colored with irra-
tional bigotries and prejudices.

What living creature besides man
knowingly builds upon the proven error
of his predecessors, and then strives to
make things worse, so that as a result,
he can take pleasure in passing the
whole mess on to his descendants?

Culture

The development of culture is the
outgrowth of language and historical
communication. The changing culture
of human society is dramatically differ-
ent from the stagnancy of animal

society.

Mot even the cleverest ape can equal
a human child as an acceptor of cul-
ture . .. This capacity is not present in
any non-human form of life, certainly
on earth and almost cerrainly in the
Cosmos. It is the basis of the unigue-
ness of men, and also the bond be-
tween all men, no mater how much
they may differ among themselves in
other respects. (Theodosius Dobzhan-
sky)

4. FAMILY AND SOCIETY

Control of Emotion

For a human society to exist, man
must exercise control over his biological
emotions — and cooperate with his
fellows.

... if one watches free-ranging mon-
keys or uses Dr. Goodall's excellent
data on chimpanzees, one notes that
these big male chimpanzees just go
into  uncontrollable rages. This is
characteristic of many monkeys, too.
A group of apes or monkeys doesn’t
sit around as people sit around for
any substantial period of time. Some-
body would ;fﬂ mad at somebody and
things would go wham-o. Rage is a
chemical matrer, a martter of the brain,
etc. as well as being triggered so-
cially; our brains are vastly more in
control of the rage reactions than is
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the case in the nonhuman primates.

Certainly this is related to the ability

o cooperate and tw plan. These abili-

ties also, of course, are uniguely

human. (5. L. Washburn)

Remember, it's st that human
beings do not go into rages. It's just
that humans can control the impulse.
(If they want to.)

Family Life

Animals raise their offspring accord-
ing to preset patterns — every animal,
in every location, in every “family,” in

every generation, /s, has been, and will
ever be, raised exactly the same, like the
similarity of bottles of Coke coming
off the assembly line.

Humans have had real families — as
old as history itself. And humans rear
their children as they themselver deter-
mine, and every child is utterly unique.

5. SEARCH FOR
MEANING

Aspiration to Higher Levels

Many human beings are never satis-
fied. Some people are always striving
and struggling to increase their influence
over their surroundings. Whether we
refer to awareness, wisdom,
standing, knowledge, influence, money,
possessions, power, prestige, status,
looks, sexual attraction, etc, human
beings continuously aspire to augment
their present level of achievement. (‘This
does not mean that every human
being will do so — but every human
being does have the potential and option
of doing so0.)

under-
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Animals, on the other hand, strive
and struggle to fulfill their basic physi-
ological needs and drives — and that's
it — that's all they want. (And this
does mean every animal — animals
have no option and no choice. )

I do believe that the guality of the
buman spirit which is always aspiving
to higher levels and which, at its
highest, expresses the inelucrable ob-
ligation to seck and know, to com-
prehend evermore perfectly, absolute
values, is something which far tran-

scends anytbing we bave reason to
believe exists in the apimals. Here,

i my view, there is a dividing line

indeed. (W. H. Thorpe)
Meaning in the Universe

Man’s quest extends far beyond his
own miniscule environment of satis-
fying his bodily and mental needs.
Man’s mind is his vehicle — and he
travels every order of magnitude from
the sub-atomic distances of angstroms
(one ten-millionth of a millimeter)
and times of nanoseconds (a billionth
of a second) to the astronomical dis-
tances of light years (estimated at six
trillion miles) and the cosmological
times of billions of years.

What marks man off is his reach
outwards to the universe as a whole,
through symbolic structures of lan-
guage, myth, and science. There is no
evidence whatever of anything even
remotely similar wo this in the case of
any other terrestrial being, (McMullin)

Meaning in Human Life
“The witimate questions which man
asks about bimself are partly answered
by the very fact of theiv being arked.”
This statement from the chapter
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“Man" in THE GREAT IDEAS — A
Synapticon of Great Books af the Wess-
ern World says it all in one short sen-
tence. Because the ultimate question “Is
the human mind unique?” is answered
“unequivocally yer” by the simple fact
that the question is posed at all!

Man’s search for meaning operates on
a wholly different order of magnitude
from the compulsive drives of animals.
The cquestions “Is there an ultimate
meaning in life?,” “Where is humanity
going?,” “Why was I born?,” “What's
it all about?" have inflamed every gen-
eration of human beings from time
immemorial. The desire to understand
“the purpose of it all” gnaws at the
innermost being of every thinking per-
son throughout his or her life,

And there is absolutely no equivalent
in all of the animal kingdom. An
animal can see no more than specific
bits and isolated pieces of its life at any
one time. In momentous contrast, a
human being can not only visualize the
entire scope of his own life, but he can
also comprehend the whole expanse of
all human life as one unified concept.

Mo animal asks guestions about the
meaning or purpose of life, because
animal life cannot be doubted, it can
only be embraced and enjoyved. Man
is unique, certainly on earth and prohb-
ably in the Cosmos, who asks such
questions, (Dobzhansky)

It does not matter for the purposes of
this article what answers the individual
human being gives himself in response
to his own crying need to attain some
meaning for his own personal life. By
the simple fact that this need to know
exists, man has already demonstrated
the transcendent uniqueness of the
human mind: its knowledge and ig-
norance, its awareness and loneliness,
its grandeur and wretchedness. “Man
knows that he is wretched. He is there-
fore wretched, because he is so; but he
is really greater because he knows it.”
(Pascal)

Victor Frankl developed an entire
school of psychotherapy around man’s
search for meaning. And he refutes the
claim of those who say that man’s
search for meaning is just a “secondary
rationalization” of the instinctual drives
of animals,

Man's search for meaning is a pri-

mary force in his life and not a
“secondary rationalization” of instinc-
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tual drives [as it would be in animals}
«.. There are some authors who con-
tend that meanings and values are
“nothing but defense mechanisms, re-
action formatons and sublimations™
{again as in animals]}. But as for my-
self, I would not be willing to live
merely for the sake of my “defense
mechanisms,” nor would 1 be ready to
die merely for the sake of my “reac-
tion formatons,” Man, however, is
able to live and even die for the sake
of his ideals and values!

6. BASIC TRAITS

AND NEEDS
Malleability
In contrast to amimals, who are

restricted by specific geographical, physi-
ological and psychological circumstances,
human beings are almost infinitely
adapiable.

It is true indeed, that man, in con-
trast to the animal, shows an almost
infiwite malleability; just as he can
eat almost anything, live under prac-
tically any kind of climate and adjust
himself o it, there is hardly any
psychic condition which he cannot
endure, and under which he cannot
carry on. He can live free, and as a
slave, Rich and in luxury, and under
conditions of half-starvation, He can
live as a warrior, and peaceably; as
an exploiter and robber, and as a
member of a co-operating and loving
fellowship. (Erich Fromm)
Owut of Harmony With Nature

All animals contribute to the balance
of nature. Only man, among all the
creatures on earth, disrapis the balance
of nature. The proof? Pollution and

pesticides: the crisis in ecology.

Need to Work and Trade

Man rises above the animal kingdom
because he prodacer. No matter how
primitive the technology, all human
beings work — every society molds and
permanently changes its environment,

What animal could be called a
“craftsman” — with, to quote C. W,
Mills, “no ulterior motive in work other
than the product being made and the
process of its creation ?”

Once man completes his own work,
he trader for the products of his fellow
man's work. No animal does this. The
great cconomist and  social thinker,
Adam Smith, analyzed it thus:

... the propensity to truck, barrer,
and exchange one thing for another
v ks common to all wmen, and to be
found in ne other race of amimals,
which seem to know neither this nor
any other species of contracts. .. No-

bndﬁ ever saw a dog make a fair and

@

deliberate exchange of one bone for
another with another dog,
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Able to Be Bored

Human beings can become bored.
Animals cannot. No animal could real-
ize that “I'm bored.” The difference is
fundamental.

Animals are content when their basic
bodily needs are satisfied. Few men are
really content under similar circum-
stances. Human beings demand wvariety
in their lives — change creates interest.
Animals, on the other hand, avoid vari-
ety in their lives — change creates anx-
dety. (Animals, of course, do experience
variation in their lives — but it's a
planned wvariation within very struc-
tured boundaries.)

7. HIGHEST CAPACITIES
AND CAPABILITIES

Meoral Sense

Animals will do anything if it will
benefit themselves, in con-
tradistinction, can act in accord with a
higher sense of what (they at least
“think™) is “Right" and “Good.”

We are not presently concerned
whether there is, or is not, an “Absolute
Right” and/or an “Ultimate Good.”
Our point is that man “thinks” there is
— and therefore tries, or pretends to
try, to live in harmony with it. Animals
don’t try and don’t pretend to try —
they live by taking the path of least
resistance,

Humans,

Character

Character is totally unknown to ani-
mals, Only man can appreciate the con-
cept of character — judgment and self-
discipline — the capacity to make and
stick to a difficult decision in the face of
personal hardship,

What animal has ever envisioned, or
will ever envision, the broad range of
human characteristics from boorish to
charming, vulgar to gracious, sneaky to
upright, sadistic to compassionate, per-
verse to noble?

Free Will

Free will demands the absence of
predetermined actions. Animals exhibit
stereotyped instincts which operate by
means of genetically preprogrammed
pathways. Humans beings can con-
sciously make any decision at any time
— even irrational ones,

What animal has ever committed sui-
cide with even a partial realization of

e
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what it meant? Animals have been
known to sacrifice their lives for their
young or to run off cliffs en masse, but
these events did not involve a cognizant
decision to forever cease to exist,

At the other end of the freewill
spectrum is the capability for self-
control — self-control for its ewn sake,
without any other related reward being
considered.

Among the uniquely human phenom-
ena are suicide and self-sacrifice.
Objectively self-sacrificial behavior is
certainly not very rare among ani-
mals. For example, ants are ever
ready to act as “heroes” in defense of
their nests. This is, however, some-
thing quite different from human be-
haviors to which similar names are
applied: man can choose to renounce
and forfeit his life for some “cause,”
or not to do so. An ant, a bird, or a
monkey defending its progeny or its
nest has no such freedom of choice,
In other words, human altruism and
self-sacrifice are products of human
self-awareness, while similarly named
(or, rather, mis-named) behaviors of
animals are reactions to certain re-
lease stimuli. (Theodosius Dobzhan-
sky)

Free will is a unique, human-level
experience.

Capacity for Wisdom

Do animals have wisdom? The mate-
rialist would answer *“yes” — and then
offer the following experiment as his
proof. “Animals can be conditioned to
choose quinine (an unpleasant stimu-
lus) instead of sugar water (a pleasant
stimulus) after learning to associate the
sugar water with a painful shock (an
unpleasant reward) and the quinine
with a sexually receptive female (a most
pleasant reward).”

And that, to the materialist, is
supposed to be rudimentary “wisdom.”
But it's actually the involuntary trans-
ference of drive-satisfying stimuli to
other stimuli. Nothing more. There is
no discernment of what is “Right” or
“Good"” or *“Faiy” — that capacity
belongs exclusively to man.

Wisdom implicitly requires the con-
sideration of otber people’s welfare in
the decision — without amy surrep-
titious plan or ulterior motive for “kick-
back welfare” to *“the self.” Animals
can only consider (what they do not
even know as) “the self.” They are not
concerned with any other animal’s wel-
fare — except as it would produce a
directly beneficial result for themselves.
S0 — do animals have wisdom? No!
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Obsession for Worship

The worship of a “higher reality” has
characterized every human society. This
worship has, more often than not, been
irrational, But that's irrelevant for the
present purpose. It is likewise irrelevant
whether the desire to worship has been
due to heredity or environment.

The point is that animals don’t wor-
ship. And man does. Every known
human society has been characterized by
some form of worship directed toward
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Higher Purposes

The word “purpose” allows for many
interpretations. Animals have “pur-
pose” in that they search for food,
desire to mate, avoid bodily pain, pro-
tect their young and strive for every
creature comfort. These same “pur-
poses” in life epitomize the struggles of
the human race.

But, in man, these need not be so.
Animals have no choice, Human beings

d.

Larltka Salaman
Man aspires to reach the stars, but will he take with him the wisdom and self-
contral that are needed to govern such a vast domain?

a “higher” level of existence. This does
not mean that every human being in
each society has “believed.” As far as
the individual i1s concerned, the choice
is open. But no choice is open for ani-
mals. Animals don't worship.

Now an animal doer exhibit a fervent
respect for a group leader or will per-
manently follow its mother (the *im-
printing phenomenon”). But
cases, there exists a ramgible object
which draws the animal's subservience.

Man, though often ssimp tangible
objects, looks to a higher.source of
power which defies investigation by the
physical senses. Whether or not this
“higher reality” — this non-tangible
object of worship — really exists is
presently inconsequential. It does exint
in the human mind — and it does nor
exist in the animal brain,

in all

Ultimate Capacity for Love

Love, properly defined, is a selfless,
outgoing concern for others. Human
beings have the potential — though
rarcly expressed — of attaining it:
mercy without self-gain, compassion
without guile, charity without self-
righteousness,

Animals are surely attracted to
“things,” but this attraction is simply a
self-centered craving for, and associ-
ation with, their compulsive needs such
as maternal instinct, sex, food, atten-
tion, etc. This is the direct opposite of
outgoing love.

The fact that man can even com-
prehend the possibility of selfless love is
remarkable in itself — and unequivo-
cally sets us apart from the animal
kingdom. O

{To be continued )
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We now compare the human

brain with various animal

brains. Our objective is to

determine IF there is “some-

thing’” in the human brain

that can adequately explain
the human mind.
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COMPARATIVE BRAIN SIZE —
Mote the position of man’s brain
— smaller than whale's, ele-
phani's and dolphin's — and the
very similar external appearance.

uMaM thought is vastly superior
to animal thought.

But wwhy? What cawres the
human mind to be so enormously mere
advanced than the output of animal
brain #

To materialisin, the answer is ob-
vious: [t maust be because the human
brain is equally more advanced than
animal brain,

But is this so? Is materialism right?
Can the difference between the human
brain and animal brain wholly account
for the spectacular difference between
human mental activity and animal men-
tal activity? Ir human mental activity
wholly dependent on the physical
human brain?

We find out — in this third article in
the series — by comparing the human
brain with various animal brains.

Brain Research

But where do we locate unbiased
brain researchers?

Not on earth — that's for sure
Therefore, we must fabricate some
exotic investigators — physiologists and
psychologists from the nth dimension
{(who arrive on earth through what sci-
ence-fiction writers have labeled a
“space-time warp”).

Their mission? To analyze the

mechanisms and relative behavior of all
intelligent Earth creatures.

The physiclogists immediately recog-
nized that the &raim was the most
intriguing object for study — it was the
machinery of behavior, Since mammals
possessed the most complex brains, the
chief physiologists commandeered the
investigation of mammals for them-
selves,

It seemed (at first) that brain weight
should be proportional to intelligence.
Accordingly, the brains were weighed
— with a descending order of whale,
elephant, dolphin, man, chimpanzee,
cat, rat (seven must be a universal
number).  Viewed superficially, the
large mammalian brains looked pretty
much alike. (See opposite illustration
showing the human brain in size com-
parison to animal brains, )

Comparative anatomical studies dis-
closed a wwiformity of distinct brain
structures (see pages 4 and 3): spinal
cords, medullas, cerebellums, mid-
brains, thalami, hypothalami, caudate
nuclei, corpus callosi, cerebral cortices,
and on and on — every component was
present in every brain, though their
absolute and relative sizes varied, Man’s
brain was wot unique.

Comparative mirreanatomical analysis

(Pictures on wext 2 pages, article
continwed on page 6)
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revealed the same startling conclusion.
In mammals the wmewron is the basic
component of each nervous system.
Each neuron of the mammals under
investigation could be divided into
the same three basic sections. All mam-
malian neurons were seemingly identical
to the human neuron in every conceiv-
able respect.

The dendrites were of special signifi-
cance, These branching matrices of
neurcnal  antennae were of critical
importance  for comparing  mammals,
The basic rule for making such a com-
parison was as follows: The larger the
number of dendritic branches, the
greater the number of interconnections
and pathways associating the billions of
neurons — and consequently, as a direct
result, the greater the complexity of
mental options available to the particu-
lar brain.

Mar's dendritic branches were the
most complex — though closely fol-
lowed by chimp and dolphin. The same
relative positions among man, chimp
and dolphin resulted when the multitu-
dinous “dendritic spines” were com-
pared.

Comparative biochemical studies
yielded precisely the same results — all
seven mammals were qualitatively iden-
tical. The critical space between neurons
— the synapse — was traversed by the
same basic chemical messenger. The
nerve impulse was always generated by
the same flow of sodium, potassium and
chloride ions. Hallucinogenic drugs
worked by the same mechanism —
inhibiting, short-circuiting, etc. — on
all mammalian nerve fibers. The im-
mensely complicated hormonal systems
were always controlled by the pituitary
gland, which was controlled by the
brain. Biochemically, all creatures were
identical,

A Complication

At this point in the investigation a
preliminary report was received from an
nth dimensional physiologist spy plant-
ed in the psychology department.

Apparently, the creature “man™ was
manifesting sirprising mental capabil-
ities, But man didnt have the largest
brain! Neither did he have any unique
anatomical structure nor any strange

{Continued on page 36)
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{Continmed from page 6)
biochemical actions — every character-
istic of the human brain was easily
found in all other mammalian brains,

Returning to their labs, the physi-
ologists soon realized their oversight:
the brain worked by continuous electro-
chemical activity. Electro-physiological
studies were required,

Information in all brains was found
to be simply the presence or absence
of a weak (one-tenth volt) electro-
chemical discharge — a brief (one-
thousandth-of-a-second) spark of elec-
tricity — at multiple trillions of loca-
tions. This was the nerve impalre.

Comparative  physislogical  studies
disclosed a profound identity of neu-
rological mechanisms among all crca-
tures. All information in every nervous
system was found to be transmitted by
the same sequences and trains of nerve
impulses, Sensory receptors worked by
the same process in all mammals,
transducing  visual (sight), auditory
(sound), somesthetic (touch), olfactory
(smell), gustatory (taste) and proprio-
ceptive (position) stinmuli into neuronal
information,

Spinal  reflexes (e g, knee-jerk)
worked by the same processes in all
the creatures under investigation. Sen-
sory and motor relay stations enabled
the same kind of progressively more
complex integration. Autonomic-meta-
bolic areas, controlling heart rate, blood
pressure, breathing, digestion, etc., were
located in. the same place and worked
the same way in all living beings exam-
ined. The attention-directing mechanism
— the reticular activating system, which
also controlled sleep and wakefulness
— was likewise present in all brain
stems. Emotion and drive-controlling
centers were always within the hypo-
thalarmus. Coordination of muscles (as
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for walking) was always a cerebel-
lar function. The thalamus was always a
sensory-motor  relay  station.  Sensory
awareness always reached its highest
level in specific areas of the cerebral
cortex. The corpus callosum transferred
information back and forth between the
cerebral hemispheres. Again, in all
creatures — including man,

To the ntt dimensional physiologists,
the human brain worked like any ani-
mal brain, When any sensation (stimu-
lus) occurred in any animal, a large
electrical signal was evoked at specific
locations in the brain, This electrical
“waveform” was recorded by locally
implanted electrodes and then displayed
on an oscilloscope.

Mow the cntical question: Was
buman electrical activity markedly supe-
rior to awimal electrical activity ?

Ne! It was astonishing — we! The
same stimulus (e g, a pin prick on
the toe) trippered rimifar waveforms
in analogous brain  locations of aff
creatures,

Furthermore, the electrical brain pat-
terns (EEG waves) seen in the human
brain during alert and relaxed mental
states were practically indistinguishable
from the similar EEG waves in animal
brains during similar mental states (see
illustration on the opposite page).

The surprising evidence of the spy
report was now incorporated; all the
data were neatly fit together; the jig-
saw puzzle was complete — and the
physiologists confidently compiled their
conclusions.

1) Human brain was the
advanced.

2y Chimp brain and dolphin-whale
brain were both a very close recond,

most

The Confrontation

The physiologists smugly predicted
that the psychologists would find man
to be only slightly pre-eminent on
carth in both individeal and collec-
tive behavior — but chimp and dolphin
would both be a very close secand. The
rest of the mammals would then Follow.,

Savoring the expected satisfaction of
crushing the psychology profession once
and for all, the physiologists received
the official report of the psychologists’
conclusions (published simultaneously
with their own to avoid additional

antagonisms).
They were visibly
shaken by what they read.
It seemed impossible,

The chief psychologists had
instantaneously perceived that
man was utteely unique, So without
hesitation, they appropriated the study
of man for themselves, All other ani-
mals were relegated to graduate students,
who in turn assigned the work to under-
graduate students as “class projects.”

With all their jangled imaginations,
psychologists are a hard bunch to
startle. But now they were shocked,
Their investigations into human behav-
ior concluded that man was witerly dif-
ferent — in a class by himself —
having produced automobiles and as-
tronauts, bridges and brushes, books
and buttons, solemnities and societies,
symphonies and  soliloquies, calum-
nies and calamitics. Man knew
that he existed; he communi- 4
cated symbolically; he in- (
quired about himself; he
delved into his origin, his y
future, his purpose; he was aware
of beauty and order; he wrote his
history. None of these characteristics
were even ramoreéd to exist in chimp,
dolphin, clephant or any other animal.

Flushed with pride, the ntt dimen-
sional psychologists had then launched
themselves into the realm of physiology.
They speculated that the portion of the
body which sat upon the neck encased
the vital mechanisms underlying behav-
ior.

But it was obvious that the com-
ponents of the human head would have
to wvartly excel the components of the
animal head in order to account for the
human mind. At the wvery least, a
unique anatomical structure or novel
functional principle must exist in man,

And so it was a humble group of
psychologists and  physiologists  whe
met in their first joint symposium. The
antagonisms were gone, for both had
been humiliated. A reconciliation had
occurred, for both shared a common
despair.
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The physislogists stood stupefied,
numbed by man's astonnding  mind.,
The prychologists sat numbed, stupefied
by maw's ordinary brain.

The physiologists couldn’t explain
the cavernous gulf between human
mind and animal instinct — the brains
were not that different, anatomically,
biochemically or electrically.

The psychologists couldnt com-
prehend the precise uniformity between
human brain and animal brain — the
resultant mental productions were 5o
radically different in every area of
LOMPACISON, e . (A

There war no physical explanation.
(See next two pages. ) o

All the scientists were frightened. .
There was only one solution to the
problem — and nobody liked it.

What was it? :

(To be continwed next issue)
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MENTAL ACTIVITY

Man's mental activity cannot be
explained by his physiological
brain alone.

MAN

MNOMEXISTENT very low level
of mental activity—""necessary’
if human mind must be 100%,
accounted for by human braoin,

PHYSIOLOGICAL BRAIN

Man's physiological brain alone cannot
explain his mental activity.

MAN

ACTUAL level of human
brain — just slightly
superior te  animal
brain — nowhere near
sufficient to account for
human mind by itself,
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HUMAN MIND
AND ANIMAL BRAIN

A Graphic lllustration

FDT.FR physical beings — rat, cat,

chimp, and man — are mmpan:d
with respect to (1) Physiological
Brain and (2) Mental Activity.
(These graphs are only illustrative
of the general principle and are ob-
viously not intended to be absolute
or quantitative. )

In the bottom graph, a gradual
increase in complexity of physi-
ological brain is exhibited from rat-
to-cat-to-chimp-to-man. In the top
graph, a graduai increase in Com-
plexity of mental activity is mani-
fested from rat-to-cat-to-chimp, But
that's where the similarity ends. ‘The
chimp-to-man step is accompanied by
a spectacular jump in mental activity.

Let's wiew these two  graphs
through the eyes of the materialist.
Remember, he has an assumptive
axiom to grind: He must maintain
that all human mental activity is
solely and exclusively generated by
the human physiological brain. And
for this to be true, man’s position on
the mental activity graph would have
to be completely dependent upon,
and be totally explained by, man's
position on the physiological brain
graph, Or, in other words, the solid
arrow in the mental activity graph
would have to correlate consistently
with the similar arrow in the physi-
ological brain graph,

But, much to the dismay of the
materialist, when he attempts to har-
monize these graphs with his theories,
he generates a contradiction.

Man is wway out of line. The
arrows don’t match—they're not even

close. Something is obviously wrong,
The materialist’s logic 15 good. It's
his axiom that’s off. The full blame
for the inconsistency — this mismatch
of arrows — must be squarely placed
on materialism's cardinal principle;
human brain equals human mind.

The point is fundamental. The
two graphs correlate perfectly for rat,
cat, and chimp: a progressive incre-
ment in complexity of physiological
brain is reflected by an analogous
increment in mental activity, This
means that for auimmalr materialiom is
whally trwe: Animal brain accounts
for all of animal mental activity.
Mow, if this seme correlation he-
tween physiological brain and mental
activity would also hold true for
man, then materialism would be coe-
rect, and human thought would have
precisely the same dependence on the
human brain as animal thought has
on animal brain,

But here’s the point: What doer
happen when the leap is made from
chimp to man? A dramatic bread in
continuity occurs in the mental activ-
ity graph. And only a simple increase
occurs in the physiological brain
graph,

The critical  corvelation {x  de-
stroyed! And that's the point! Who
15 responsible? Not the animals.
Only man!

We can come to but one con-
clusion: Man must be different, The
equation, “brain equals 1009 of
mental activity,” valid for animals,
is not valid for man,

Finally, we present the problem in

reverse. What would it take to vali-
date materialism? The only way
would be if the physiological brain
graph cansintenily corvelated with the
mental activity graph with respect to
man. This correlation could be either
linear or non-linear — so long as the
same correlation  between mental
activity and  physiological  brain
which exists for every animal would
equally exist for man.

How would materialisin’s premise
— human mind equals human brain
— be verified? Nothing less than
cither of the following two condi-
tions would be required:

(1) Man's physiological brain
would have to be enormonsly more
complex  than chimp's, suddenly
jumping far beyond the progressive
brain development shown from rat-
to-cat-to-chimp,

(2) Man’s mental activity would
have to be only ilightly above
chimp’s, just the mere extension of
the gradual increment in  mental
activity displayed from rat-to-cat-
to-chimp. (This is indicated by the
light green extension of the arrow in
the top graph. Note that the figure
shown is a completely bypotbetical
being — a nonexistent creation that
could only be barely superior to ape
in mental activity.)

But both of these would-be “sav-
iors” of materialism’s cornerstone -—
human mind equals human brain —
are hopelessly nonexistent, To the
open-minded individual, it is fruit-
less to rationalize the uniqueness of
the human mind as merely physical.




Why the vast

difference
between

animal brain and

HUMAN MIND?

N OUR January and February
issues, we analyzed the similari-
ties and differences between the

mental acfivities of humans and ani-
mals. We demonstrated that human
thought is emermonsly superior to
animal thought.

In the March-April issue and now
in May, we analyze the similarities
and differences berween the physio-
logical brains of humans and ani-
mals. We are demonstrating that the
human brain is only barely superior
to animal brain.

Finall}', in June, we will corre-
late the two—as we explain the
enormous superiority of human men-
tal activity in the light of the bare
superiority of human physiological
brain — and begin to answer the
ultimate question: What is man?

OUR imaginary scientific friends
haven't moved since we left
them last month, They're too stunned
— and frightened. The physiologists
stood stupefied, numbed by man’s as-
tounding mind. The psychologists sat
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PART IV

by Robert L. Kuhn

Mustrations by Frank Armitage
and Alain Moreau

numbed, stupefied by man's ordinary
brain.

There scemed to be only one way of
solving their dilemma.

The human mind greatly surpassed
what could not even be called “animal
mind.” But the human brain was only
barely superior to animal brain. How,
then, could the incredible human
mind be explained if not by the physi-
cal human brain?

Was there any choice?

A NON-physical comporent scemed
to exist in the human mind, How
could these imaginary researchers
(from the “n-dimension,” remember?)
maintain even a shred of their much-
professed intellectual honesty and
aef admit that the human mind con-
tained a NoN-physical component ?

With this installment we thanked
them for their help and bade them
adieu,

Now let's consider the cosmological
import of their conclusions. Imagine
the consequences if wmraw indeed pos-
sesses 4 non-physical factor: our indi-
vidual lives — indeed our whole
society — would have to be restruc-
tured. And time is ranning out. So,

considering the awesome significance
of such an  intimate non-physical
reality, we should be absolutely sure
of its existence,

HOLD IT!

You may not have guessed it. But
there are three general types of people
reading this series on the human mind.
The first group has always been con-
vinced that the human mind is simply
the product of the human brain —
with absolutely nothing non-physical
involved. For them no proof would
ever really be acceptable. The second
group has always assumed that a non-
physical component deer exist in the
human mind. For them no proof was
ever really necessary,

It is to the third group that this
present article is addressed. These are
people at all levels of society and edu-
cation who are not bound by either
dogmatic view. These are people who
think — people who demand factual
data, logical reasoning and the truth.

And we challenge this third group
to determing the truth: Is there, or is
there not, a non-physical factor in the
human mind? Consider the evidence,
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analyze the arguments — and then
decide.
Brain Size

At least to some degree, mental
capacity is proportional to brain size.
Brain weight and intelligence increase
from rat to rabbit to cat to chimp to
human. But there are mammalian
brains mauch larger than the human
brain — like the brains of whales, dol-
phins, and elephants. What about these
mammoth, well-structured brains ? They
require thorough investigation.

MNow it would betray incredible
ignorance to immediately conclude
that, since man's brain is smaller than
a whale's brain and since human men-
tal activity is much more profound
than whale mental activity, man must
have a non-physical factor, We must
investigate in detail.

Whales especially stand out when
mammalian brains are compared by
gross weight. A sperm whale brain
can weigh 19.6 pounds — that's more
than six times the three-pound human
brain and 20,000 times more than the
0.0009-pound mouse brain.

Clearly, mere weight of brain can
tell us livdle about an animal’s mental
capacities, for otherwise an elephant
would be more than three times as
intelligent a3 man and a Rorqual [fin
whale] would have an unheﬂrg of LQ.
(E. ]. Slijper, Whales)

Many elaborate formulas have been
devised to portray the relevance — or
more precisely the #rrelevance — of
gross brain size. Maturally, the huge
brains of whale and delphin cause
some anxiety to the materialist. None-
theless, he has his apparent explana-
tion.

The traditional (and most simple-
minded) interpretation of the brain
weight-intelligence relationship is this:
brain weight itself is not as important
as the brain weight's percentage of
total body weight, On this scale, man
surely ranks highest — or so we are
led to believe — his brain being 1.8
of his 165-pound body weight. Chimp
brain is about 1.09, sperm whale
brain 0.039;, and blue whale hrain

0.0059% of its 300,000-pound hulk.

Though this theory seems logical
— and is indeed partly correct — it
rapidly breaks down. Among cetaceans
(whales, dolphins, porpoises) —
whose mental capacities are almost
indistinguishable from one another —
the brain weight percentage varies
almost 200 times from 0.86% (por-
poise) to 0.00539% (blue whale), This
variation is about 100 times greater
than the difference between man and
porpoise. Are porpoises 200 times
“smarter” than blue whales? And are
men only twice as “smart” as por-
poises?

Without wasting any more time,
the capuchin monkey of South America
blows the theory apart. Its brain
weighs 5.79 of its total body weight
— over 2009, more than the human
brain-weight /body-weight ratio. Does
that mean this little monkey is 2009,
more intelligent than human beings?

Other systems such as the ratio of
total brain weight to body surface
area or brain-stem or frontal-lobe
weight may scem more valid at first
— but soon turn out to be just as
ineffective in explaining the superiority
of the human mind.

Let's get more specific. The entire
brain isn’t responsible for conscious-
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ness, personality, and intelligence. It
is primarily the cerebral cortex.

Cerebral Cortex

The cerebral cortex is the thin —
average 1/6 inch — outermost layer
of the brain. It contains the cell bodies
of billions of nerve cells. Whenever
you view an exposed brain, everything
you actually see is this thin cerebral
cortex. It is convoluted (folded and
furrowed) in order to compact a large
surface area into a small volume.

Scientists have differentiated two
general categories of cortex: One is
the “specific sensory projection corfex,”
which receives, processes, and analyzes
the direct sensory information (visual,
auditory, tactile) coming from the
outside world. The other is the “in-
(sometimes called
“unspecific” or “association” cortex}),
which has wo direct communication
with the external environment.

trinsic cortex™

Intrinsic cortex can be split into
two distinct regions: “posterior intrin-
which is involved in
and problem-
solving, and “frontal intrinsic cortex,”
from which thinking in the sphere of
time, social awareness, and the “will”
originate. Intrinsic cortex, then, is the
seat of the highest mental activities.
It 15 a key arca for human thought.

sic cortex,”

sensory  associations
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BRAIN
CLASSIFICATION

The brain classification system of

Kathrina Wirz,

which emphasizes

three classes (1, Il A & 11 B, IIl) of

cephalic

complexity,

explodes the

older systems which relate brain
weight to body weight. Note that the
human brain merely shares the same
category (1Il1) with the very similar
brains of porpoises, dolphins and ele-

phants.

Man has a large cerebral cortex, ex-
tensive intrinsic areas, and a massive
frontal

region. Consequently, it is
logical that man is somewhat more
mentally advanced than mere brain
size suggests,

In fact, it is the relative proportion
of intrinsic cortex which 15 cntical.
Too much specific cortex “clutters up”
the brain — much as numerous local
radio stations will limit the range of
- thereby not
allowing the intrinsic cortical areas
the “unjammed freedom™ necessary
for the generation of cognitive, sym-
bolic, and abstract thought.

So it is the ratio (percentage) of
intrinsic cortex to total cortex (as well
as the total amonns of intrinsic cortex)
which is crucial. This percentage is
roughly 1095 in rat, 509 in cat, 759
in monkey, and 259, in man. Recent
data indicates that the percentages of
intrinsic cortex in whale and dolphin
are roughly the same as in monkey.
This means that whale and dolphin
have a greater amount of intrinsic
cortex than man, with very close to
the same ratio. How then could man’s
small advantage in ratio more than
offset his considerable disadvantage in
amount ?

Professor Slijper reports that ceta-
cean (whale, dolphin, porpoise) brain,

4 superpower station

aside from its size, is remarkably simi-
lar to the human brain. He emphasizes
that cetacean cerebral cortex is excep-
tionally convoluted (just like the
human brain) and extends so far back
that in the common dolphin it com-
pletely covers the cerebellum at the
rear of the cranial cavity (again, fust
like the human brain). Slijper con-
tends “these convolutions are not only
very striking in appearance, but are
an essential criterion for judging the
stage of development a given brain
has reached.” He sums up his impres-
sions by facetiously asking: “Must we
assume that porpoises, Sperm Whales
and dolphins, by virtue of their highly
developed brains have the capacity akin
. # Brain capacity
— gyerl Mental capacity — #o. And
that’s the point.

to those of man. .

Cetacean Cerebral Cortex

Perhaps the most knowledgeable
assessment of the cetacean brain comes
from Lawrence Kruger's chapter in
Whaler, Dolphins and Porpoises
(edited by Norris). Kruger immedi-

' Some enterprising young scholar will probably
guote Tower's 19%4 paper in an attempt to prove
L although the cetacean brain iz larger than
an b . it density of 4 rti
cantly  less,
o mental UtpE e
s s physically explained.
Facts.

As a general rule, as the cercbral cortex in
creases in size in different animals, the neuronal
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ately stresses the “remarkable extent
of fssuration (convolutions)
cetacean cortex.” He corrects older
reports which described an extremely
thin cetacean cerchral cortex.
Debunking this theory, Kruger
shows that the crucial top layer of the
cerebral cortex — the molecular layer
— is extraordinarily thick in cetaceans
{350-500 microns), more than double
that of comparable animals and in the
SamMe range Aas g
It is classically thought that the
primarly criterion of intelligence is
the amount and ratio of intrinsic cere-
bral cortex. Therefore, some scientists
expected cetacean brains to have a
trinsic cortex — and
this would have explained man's
enormous psychological dominance.
Sorry. Kruger proves that the dolphin’s
ratio parallels that of the higher
primates.
cetacean

of ru.-r'n cells
f propartion,
the size -:r] 3
number

and consequently g
gained from

aAsing 'nenh'l capacity
rabbit

had prc
eiicd Iroan ch mp to man. result, whale
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intrinsic cortex is larger than the
homologous human cortex, and its
raifp is very close to man's, what then,
gives the human brain any superiority
at all?

Kruger proposes the answer. But
his cogent reasoning is even more
interesting. To understand either, we
must first learn about the microscopic
appearance of cercbral cortex. The
cell bodies of the billions of neurons
seem to be horizontally arranged in
various layers — called “laminars.”?

As mammals increase in mental
complexity from rabbit to cat to chimp
to man, there is-a general tendency
for these laminars to become maore
stratified and more distinct, Now what

*Each laminar, seen in microscopic cross section
as a “layer,” is actually a ““layered shest™ —
each ane running parallel to the cortical surface
at its own specified depth, The accepted system
classifies six such layers. However, in man, there
has been disagreement as b0 how many  layers,
sublayers, etc., there are in any given coftical
lacus.
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The cerebral cortex is the seat
of all higher mental activity.
Shown to the right are cross-
sections of the human (1/4
inch thick), chimp, rat and
dolphin cortex. Motice six dis-
tinct cellular layers in the human
and chimp — ond the lack of
such distinct layers in the rat
and dolphin. Could this help
explain intelligence?

about the cetaceans? Well, brain re-
search has finally uncovered the long-
sought “good criterion for insisting
upon man’s superiority.” Because in
cetaceans this laminar arrangement is
largely abremt, Motice how Kruger
phrases his conclusion:

If we were forced to choose the
criteria of grearest relevance o intellec-
tual development, the mere fact that
three mammalian  orders (Cetacean,
Primates and Proboscidea {elephants])
presumably  develop  extensive  “asso-
ciation™ cortex would seem 1w suggest
that the degree of laminar differentia-
tion is the muost evident characreristic
that can be claimed for superiority in
the human brain, unless one wishes to
claim that dolphins and eclephants are
as clever as man.

Why, asks Kruger, are human he-
ings mentally superior to whales, dol-
phins, and elephants when the brains
of the latter are enormously larger
in size and almost equal with respect
to all the traditional standards?

Kruger has #o alternative — he

has only onc viable point in which
human brain is supreme: Jawzivar
differentiation — human cortical cells
are arrmged neatly in layers,

Circular reasoning has dictated this
judgment — and Kruger tells us so!
His logical appraisal is as sound as
it is forthright and honest. He &wew
that man's brain mwst be the most
advanced — yet he saw every tradi-
tional neurological yardstick deny it.
Though other authors would cing to
these ill-advised criteria — which
supposedly proved human brain su-
perior to cetacean brain when in fact
they suggested quite the reverse —
Kruger candidly eliminated them, As
a result, he had to nominate the only
conceivable way in which human brain
could passibly be supreme: the ar-
rangement of human cortical cell
bodies in layers and the absence of
such laminar stratification in cetacean
cerebral cortex.
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Why should laminar differentiation
make such a spectacular difference in
the mental output of rather similar
brains? It doesn’t matter. Experimental
evidence or theoretical justification
never had to be considered.d There
was ng other choice! In contradistine.
tion to all too many scientists, Kruger
mikes the reader aware of his solid
reasoning  procedures — and  we
appreciate that.

Cetacean versus Human

In conclusion now, what have we
learned from cetacean brain? Slijper
states that the whale brain almost
equals the human brain, Neurophysiol-
ogists have notoriously strained to
ascertain why these huge, highly com-
plex cetacean brains are not actually
YOf course, there we pood reasons. Ordes cane
tains more information than  diserder. Further-
msre, the nteraction  amang cortical neorons —
cspecially what 15 colled “lateral inhibitions™ —

s made casicr by the nearons situated next to
cach other in rows or laminars.
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superior to human brains. And Kruger
must utilize circular reasoning to
prove that the human brain is even
slightly more advanced, employing a
“last-resort” laminar analysis of cere-
bral cortex to do so — after negating
all the other so-called “proofs.”

Obviously, the human brain ir phys-
ically superior to any cetacean brain,
We've never doubted that fact
Kruger's right. He makes his point.

But this is our point;

If Kruger had to brilliantly steuggle
to keep the human brain just barely
superior to cetacean brain, how then
can  anybody explain by physical
means alone the yawning chasm be-
tween the unrestrained mental activi-
ties of human beings and the stereo-
typed instincts of porpoises, dolphins,
and whales?

It is physically impossible,

A non-physical factor is demanded.

{To Be Continued }

N THE following two pages,
we compare man to chimp
and chimp to rat. Why are

humans so mentally superior to
chimps, while chimps are only barely
superior to rats? Again we ask: Can
the reason be just physical?
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MAN, CHIMP AND RAT

Leaving our huge-brained assistants
to once again roam the seas in peace,
we return our inquiry to dry land.
We now restrict our investigation to
the relative positions among the brains
of man, chimp, and rat as compared
to the relative pasitions among the
mental activitier of man, chimp, rat.

1. The traditional (and gencrally
valid) method of determining the
relative state of brain sophistication is
by comparing percentages of intrinsic
cortex to total cortex. This percentage
is roughly 909 in humans, 80% in
chimp, and 109 in rat. This means
that the rat-to-chimp increase is 56
times greater than the corresponding
chimp-to-man increase.

2. Qualitatively, the same relative
positions among man, chimp, and rat
also hold with respect to the structural
neurcanatomy of cerebro-cortical den-
drites and the waveform neuro-
physiology of cerebro-cortical electrical
activity. (See accompanying illustra-
tions.} These are two of the most
significant measuring sticks for brain
capacity — and man and chimp are
similar in comparison with the obvious
disparity between chimp and rat.

3. Comparative brain studies show:

a. Brain weight is 3 pounds for
man, 1 pound for chimp, and 0.004
pounds for rat. Therefore, while chimp

brain is 250 times larger than rat
brain, human brain is only 3 times
larger than chimp brain.

b. The brain/brain-stem weight
ratio is extremely similar in man and
chimp — much higher than in rat.

c. The relative weight percentage
of the fromtal lobes to total brain
weight is perhaps the best weight-
ratio-indicator of higher mental func-
tioning. For man and chimp, this
ratio is almost identical — when com-
pared with the miniscule frontal lobe
ratio in rat.

d. From all appearances, it would
take a trained individual to distinguish
the cerebro-cortical convolutions of
chimp from those of man, while in
rat convolutions are unknown,

e. It would take a skilled neuro-
anatomist to differentiate laminar dis-
tribution in human cerebral cortex
from the laminar distribution in chimp
cerebral cortex — but a Jayman could
appreciate  the laminar  differences
between cerebral cortices of chimp
and rat, (See previous pages.)

f. All these empirical observations
lead to one conclusion: Chimp Frain
it enormonily more complex than rat
brain, wherear in comparison, buman
brain it only faimtly move complex
than chimp brain,

4. Consequently, on the basis of all
physical data, if physical brain ir the
swhiirate of mental activity, chimp
should be mentally superior to rvat to
a far preater degree than man is men-
tally superior to chimp. We should
logically expect that the mental output
of brain function in man, chimp, and
rat — the psychological accomplish-
ments of the individuals and the
sociological attainments of the species
— would closely follow the relative
positions of their respective brains,
and be rather similar for man and
chimp, while much different for chimp
and rat. As a result, based on their
physical brains alone, humans should
think only a %# better than chimp,

whereas chimp should think swbstan-
tially better than rat.

5. Precisely the oppesite is true
Chimps and rats think very similarly.
Both can learn extraordinarily complex
problems involving long sequences of
signals and moves. Both have similar
drives, motivations, emotions, etc,




6. But who could honestly say that
man differs only quantitatively from
chimp? Who but man possesses the
awareness of ecstasy, the ecstasy of
love, the love of beauty, the beauty
of accomplishment, the accomplish-
ment of inspiration, the inspiration of
creativity, the creativity of wisdom,
the wisdom of humility, the humility
of knowledge, the knowledge of hu-
mor, and the humor of himself? Man
standy apart, Wholly distinct in qual-
ity. A wholly unique creature.

7. We formulate our conclusion:

a. The human brain is qualitatively
identical to animal brain, merely con-
tinuing the pradual increase in com-
plexity, evidenced by all mammals.

b. All brain research — anatomy,
biochemistry,  electrophysiology ——
staunchly proclaims that the human
brain is jwst barely superior to chimp
brain, whereas chimp brain is swb-
stantially superior to rat brain.

c. Consequently, 7f the human mind
is entirely the product of the human
brain, then the human mind can be
frst bavely superior to chimp “mind,”
whereas chimp “mind” must be swb-
Stantially superior to rat “mind.”

d. But chimps and rats have quali-
tatively the same compulsive behay-
ioral patterns.

e. And the self-conscious human
mind is supreme beyond measure —
unequivocally distinct and irrevocably
disassociated from the stercotyped
behavior of chimp.

f. As a result, it is obvious that the
slim superiority of the human brain
over the animal brain cannot possibly
account for this unbridgeable gulf
that exists between the uniquely un-
restrained human spivd and the in-
stinctively automatic animal brain,

g. Therefore, a NON-physical addi-
tive wmust awgment the huwman brain,
canverting it into the buman wmind,
since no physical component exists
that can account for it.

The buman BRAIN cannot explain
the buman MIND. It's plain. It's
simple, There aast be a non-physical
ingredient in the human mind,
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Why the vast
difference
between

animal brain and

HUMAN MIND?

N JANUARY and February, we
I demonstrated that the human
mind is ENOBMOUSLY supe-
rior to the output of animal brain.
Then, in the March-April and May
issues, we demonstrated that the hu-
man brain is just BARELY superiot
to animal brain — and that a #on-
pliysical component is absolutely es-
sential to transform the human
brain into the human mind.
Now, in June, we find out what it
all means and begin to answer the
ultimate question: What is Man?

an animal ?
Or is he something more —
with a non-physical component?

The question is vital, Becanse if
man is whally physical, then humanity
must find physical solutions for its
physical problems — before it's too
late. (But physical solutions are mot
working —and it's almost too late.)

If, on the other hand, man is #of

Is MaN wholly physical — merely
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PART V

by Robert L. Kuhn

wholly physical, if man deer have a
non-physical component, then human-
ity must find non-physical solutions for
its non-physical problems. And — be
it noted — many of his supposed
physical problems would then be, in
reality, non‘physical problems. {Re-
member, physical solution: will never
solve mon-physical problems — no
matter how much money and intelli-
gence are allocated and expended.)

What are we? Everything revolves
around this pivotal question.

In this series on the difference be-
tween animal brain and human mind,
we have wot been dealing with “some
interesting problems in psychology and
physiology.” We have been confront-
ing the fundamental
human existence!

question  of

“Mind-Body Problem”

Many readers will recognize that
we seek to solve one of the most basic
philosophical problems of all human
thought. Throughout its tortuous his-

tory, the “mind-body problem™ — as
it has come to be known — has had
two  traditionally accepted solutions:

(1) the Dogma of Materialirm,

(2) the Doctrine of the Immortal-
ity of the Sonl.

And no two theories could represent
more opposite schools of thought —
even though both are staunchly sup-
ported throughout the entire educated
world, In the historic struggle between
evolutionary science and traditional
religion, the materialism-immortal soul
controversy remains the classic con-
frontation.

Everybody has his or her opinion.
And you have yours. But millions of
people, including thousands of schol-
ars, fervently support the position
opposite to yours. You think they're
irrational. They think yes're irrational.
Somebody must be wrong someplace.

Why Should WE Know?

We hear it. It's an honest ques-
tion that deserves a straightforward
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answer: “How can Ambassador Col-
lege and The PLAIN TRUTH magazine
claim the right — have the audacity
— to really answer the ultimate ques-
tions of mind and maw when thou-
sands of scholars and thinkers have
been unable to find these answers
throughout centuries of search?”

First, a tangential reply: If our
generation does NoT find these ulti-
mate answers, no other generation will
ever get the chance.

Now to the logical reply: Our age
has witnessed a gigantic explosion of
technical information. In addition, the
stifling shackles of tradition have been
broken. We now have full freedom
for truly original thought. It is within
this context that we seek to solve the
mind-body problem — the ultimate
question of human existence.

It can be solved by combining and
intervelating  the newly discovered
physical factr of contemporary brain
refearch with the recemtly ancovered
non-physical traths of the Bible,

Conternporary  brain  research and
the Bible have at least one thing in
common; their primary interest is
man — from the neck up. But from
there on, the two fields are as radically
different as is possible within the scope
of human knowledge. This is why a
cross-pollination between the two at
Ambassador College has proved so
fruitful,

It has only been in the last few
years that such a mating between the
neurological sciences and  Biblical
theology could yield any viable off-
spring. Only recently have the multi-
ple academic disciplines composing
brain research acquired the full range
of information necessary to properly
evaluate the human brain. And per-
haps of even more importance, only
recently has a simple understanding
of what the Bible actually sayr been
possible through the establishment of
a college free from the repressive
dogmas and stagnating myths of tra-
ditional religions — so necessary if
Biblical theology is to properly evaluate
the human mind,

Brain research for the human brain.
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Biblical theology for the human
mind.

Don't pre-judge the marriage.

Put it to the test,

Review and Overview

In the first two articles, we saw
how the activities of the human mind
are rmmrearsnrably more advanced than
the activities of animal brain,

In the third and fourth articles we
saw how, by contrast, the anatomy,
physiology and biochemistry of the
human brain are just barely more com-
plex than the anatomy, physiology and
biochemistry of the whale, dolphin
and ape brains.

How can this seeming contradiction
be explained? Only by the realization
that the human mind does in fact con-
tain a won-phyiical component!

There are just no alternative ex-
planations! If the human brain ex-
hibited a credible physiological ex-
planation — a structure, function or
mechanism not seen in animal brain
— wouldn’t materialistic scientists have
immediately publicized the data in
order to support their contention that
human beings are 1009 physical?
But they have not — because they can-
not.

Of course, evolutionary theorists
have long enjoyed pointing out the
overt similarities between human and
ape brains in order to corroborate
their belief that both evolved from
the same primeval source. It is su-
premely ironic that what they have
actually stumbled upon is the most
significant scientific observation in his-
tory — drrefutably attesting to the
necessary existence of a non-physical
component in the buman mind. With-
out this non-physical factor, man
could be nothing more than a “super
ape” (or “super dolphin™), more in-
telligent than a normal chimp (or
dolphin) to the same limited degree
that a chimp (or dolphin) is more
intelligent than a cat.

I believe that there is a fundamental
mystery in my existence, trinscending
any biological account of the develop-

(Continued on page 42)

Answers to

N oUR previous articles, we have

demonstrated that a non-physical
component must exist in the human
mind. But materialism’s assertion that
the human mind can be fully ex-
plained by the human brain alone —
without any non-physical component
involved — can be made a very
complex philosophical case.

Some of the materialist's arguments
are  somewhat reasonable, others
rather abstruse, still others rather
ridiculous. But all should be an-
swered, At a future date, we will
publish a detailed analysis of both
materialism’s  arguments and our
counterarguments, For the present,
the following summary will suffice.

Argument One: An objection to
our employing the intrinsic cor-
tex(total cortex ratio as the critical
factor which determines the level of
higher mental activity.

Connterargament: This ratio is not
“ours™ — 1t 15 the one used by most
experts, Furthermore, we have re-
ferred to over twenty other criteria
— all yielding the same conclusion.

Argument Two: An objection to
our employing any known criteria to
determine the level of higher mental
activity.

Cownterargument: Modern-day re-
search 15 aware of all the basic ana-
tomical structures, physiological func-
tions and biochemical mechanisms
which make the brain work. Nothing
“radically new™ can ever be suddenly
discovered in the human brain which
is not also present in chimp and
dolphin brains.

Avgrment Three: So we know all
the relevant criteria of brain function
— but perhaps we do not yet know
encugh about them.

Connterargument: Granted, much
needs to be learned. But the electron
microscope has enabled neurcanat-
omists to look at brain details of
one millionth of an inch and the
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Materialism’s Objections

oscilloscope has enabled neurophysi-
ologists to record electrical charges
of one millionth of a volt. And there
are absolutely no fundamental differ-
ences between human brain and ani-
mal brain.

Argunent Four: An objection to
our use of linear representations —
in light of the mon-linear relation-
ships expected from complex systems.

Connterargument: All linear rep-
resentations were only intended to
gualitatively present the case — not
to gﬂd::;z'mﬁ‘wf_}' prove it. The point,
however, was not the exact relation-
ship between the various mammals
— but rather the relative position of
man. Only man breaks the curve —
only man deviates from the trajec-
tories set by the mammals when men-
tal activity is compared with brain,

Argument Five: An analogy to
the critical mass needed for atomic
fission in which a precise amount
and ratio of U3 transforms a few
seemingly inert pounds of uranium
into an atomic explosion. In the
analogy, the materialist presumes that
only in man is the amount and ratio
of intrinsic cerebral cortex sufficiently
large to reach “critical mass” — and
therefore only in man does the re-
sultant prycholegical explosion of
self-consciousness and creative intel-
lect occur.

Argument Six: The “little-differ-
ence-can-go-a-long-way theory” — or,
in a shorter form, the “threshold
theory.” (Arguments Five and Six,
together as a tag-team, form material-
ism’s most popular objection to a
non-physical mind component.

Connterargument: Having been
conceived by circular reasoning, Ar-
guments Five and Six cannot be
rigorously refuted. (This is hardly
surprising, since they were designed
for this very purpose.) But we can
demonstrate enormous differences in
brain sizes (and therefore amounts
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of cerebral cortices) — the human
brain can vary from 32 to 65 ounces,
the ape cranial capacity from 4 to 39
cubic inches, the cetacean (dolphin-
whale) brain, from under 1 to over
19 pounds — all withont any resultant
differences in thinking and bebavior.

Then there are the tragically de-
formed microcephalic humans —
with brains as small as 10 ounces —
who still manifest clear signs of
being humans, signs absent from the
much larger ape or cetacean brains.

But the thrust of our counterargu-
ment must simply be to point out
the motivation and methodology by
which materialism’s arguments were
devised. Observe circular reasoning
in action: First, the materialist ex-
amines the human brain in order to
catalogue its distinguishing charac-
teristics. Next, he assumes that these
(very minor) differences would, by
themselves, cause the totality of hu-
man thought — “if” found in any
animal. He then “discovers™ that only
the human brain has these very minor
differences. Completing his circle,
the beleaguered materialist therefore
concludes that “it is to be expected
that only human beings should show
the highest mental activities.” Circu-
lar reasoning in the raw! What the
materialist has not at all proved is
that very minor physiological differ-
ences can account for the great gap
between the cutput of animal brain
and the human mind.

Argument Seven: A specific ap-
plication of the theory of Emergent
Evolution. X

Connterargument: Emergent Evolu-
tion relies on “physical mysticism™
to replace a non-physical mind com-
ponent. {Why haven’t the brains of
whale and ape “emerged”?)

Argument Eight: An objection to
our use of the scientific method to
reach a conclusion which goes be-
yond science.

Cownterargument: The scientific
method is simply a system of logi-
cally analyzing the proper data. And
the existence of non-physical reality
does not go beyond science — it is
rather the conclusion toward which
science is pointing.

Argument Nine: An objection to
our solving the problems which arise
from a purely physical Expla.naticln
of the human mind by introducing
other problems which arise from the
postulation of a non-physical ex-
planation for the human mind.

Counterargumeni: We grant that
the introduction of a non-physical
mind component raises many new
questions. But so did the atomic
theory and the wild idea that the
earth was not the center of the uni-
verse, MNew truth expands horizons.

Argument Ten: A plea of “tem-
porary ignorance” for man's present
understanding of what constitutes
“the physical ™

Counterargument: Here a ‘“new
physical component™ is being conven-
iently substituted for the Biblical
“mon-physical component.” Yet mod-
ern physics understands so much
about the nature of mass and energy
that it seems impossible to sufficiently
expand the boundaries of “the physi-
cal.” Nonetheless, it is logically im-
possible to refute an argument which
states that “an alternative solution
will be found in the future!™

So we ask: What empirical obser-
vation, experimental result or theoret-
ical deduction could conceivably
prove the materialist wrong in amy
of his arguments? None! The materi-
alist has long labored to develop his
“disproof-proof” system of assump-
tions — resembling, by the way,
paranoiac obsessions — which can
disguise all disparities and conceal all
disruptions generated by the real
existence of a non-physical com-
ponent in the human mind. W
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(Continued from page 40)

ment of my body (including my brain)
with its genetic inheritance and its
evolutionary origin...buat this theory
{evolution} fails completely o provide
me with an explanation of my origin
as the person I experience myself 1o be
with my self-awareness and unique
personality.  (Sir John FEccles, The
Hueman Mind)
The human brain cannot possibly
account for the buman mind. A non-
physical component is needed. There

is no other way.

Are There “Immortal Souls™?

Materialism is wrong. But does that
magically cause immortal souls to
exist? That would be faulty logic. Just
because Russian Communism is wrong,
must German MNazism have been
right? (Far right, yes — politically!
Absolutely right, no!)

The world has arbitrarily estab-
lished materialism and the immortality
of the soul as the basic alternatives to
answer the question: “What is man?
So cowed men have dutifully accepted
one side or the other — and then
firmly dedicated themselves to wipe
out the “lunacy” of the opposing side.
It is an interesting spectacle-—much
like the public games in ancient Rome
— it amuses the people and dulls their
minds.

But could it be possible that havh
choices are wrong? (See the accom-
panying boxes.) Could both the dog-
ma of materialism and the doctrine of
immortal souls be bedfellows in a
diabolically deceptive plot —a  plot
designed to keep man bickering about
nothing, argumentatively off balance,
and apart from the truth?

Could there be a third dimension
to the mind-body problem?

MNon-Physical Reality

Human beings are creatures of ex-
tremes. And so when modern man
disposed of immortal souls, he quite
predictably jumped to the opposite
extreme and denied everything non-
physical. But again — that's faulty
logic.

Biblical history abounds with oc-
currences and prophecies which defy
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an entirely physical explanation: the
plagues on Egypt; Ezekiel's clear, in-
advance description of the specific
manner of Tyre's destruction; Daniel’s
astoundingly intricate, prophetic de-
lineation of the successive histories of
the Babylonian, Persian, Macedonian,
and Roman empires — and on and on.

Mon-physical reality can also be sub-
stantiated by the thousands of people
who have reported all sorts of super-
natural phenomena — happenings
which defy the physical laws of space,
time, mass and energy — telepathy,
claitvoyance, psychokinesis, miraculous
healings, etc. Surely many of these
tales are pure fabrications, woven by
kooks, fakes, crackpots and charlatans;
many others can be classified as illu-
sions, hallucinations, self-deceptions
and coincidences,

But are they afl? It seems rationally
implausible. Remember, we don’t need
a “democratic” decision, where more
than 509, of all supernatural phenom-
ena must be valid to prove the exis-
tence of any non-physical reality. If
only ame event could not be totally
accounted for by physical means, our
point would be fully made!

Then there are the rigorously
scientific studies of Dr. J. B. Rhine
and his colleagues in extrasensory per-
ception {ESP). Statistical reliability,
experimental honesty and psychologi-
cal rigor are the touchstones of these
pioneering investigations. Of course,
there are some ESP researchers — no-
tably the Russians — whose ideological
bias necessitates a physical explanation
for psychic phenomena. However, Dr.
Rhine has shown that ESP operates at
the same level of significance when the
parameters of mass, space and time
are greatly wvaried. And since mass,
space and time are the boundary char-
acteristics of the physical world —
and since ESP is completely indepen-
dent of all three — Dr. Rhine con-
cludes:

There simply is no explanation based
on physical principles that will do. ..
no  hypothesis which could explain
ESP phenomena as a whole on a i-
cal basis has been offered ... [and] the
most devoted physicalist finds himself

in the sloughs of insuperable intellec-
tual difficulty.

The Spirit in Man

The non-physical is real. It exists.
And the human brain must have a
non-physical component to transform
it into the human mind.

But what IS this “non-physical
mind-component”? It is wet the
fabled immortal soul. But what is
it? How does it work? What happens
to it when you die?

To avoid needless speculation, we
will label this non-physical mind com-
ponent “the spirit in man” — using
the word “spirit” in a non-restrictive
sense, only meaning something dif-
ferent from the physical, without any
other connotation implied.

The spirit in man, then, is that
essence which imparts human mind
power to physical brain tissue. It is
the means by which man exercises his
promised “dominion” over all other
creatures {Gen. 1:26).

The spirit in man is #ot a soul; 7t
has absolutely no conscioainess apart
from the brain. Job speaks of such a
spirit: *. .. it i5 a spirit in man . . . that
giveth them understanding.” (Job
32:8, Jewish Pub. Soc.) Paul asks,
*What human being can understand
the thoughts of a man except [by
means of } the spirit of man which is
in him” (I Cor. 2:11, Moffatt and
KJV). This simply states that self-
consciousness — the awareness of
thoughts, not just the thoughts them-
selves — is generated by the spirit in
man.

Zechariah shows that the Eternal
God of Israel “formeth the spirit of
man within him"” (Zech. 12:1). No
immortal soul here — the “spirit of
man” and the “him” are separate en-
tities, with the former located “within™
the latter. Paul confirms that this
“spirit of man™ is *én him” (I Cor.
2:11). This does wot say that man ir
a spirit, but rather that this “spirit” is
located i the mar. If a man swal-
lows a marble, that marble would be
in him. Does that make the man a
marble? Perhaps the man has “lost his
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marbles,” but he is surely not a marble
himself.

If we are not careful, we can very
quickly begin to think that the spirit
in man possesses conscious sensation,
thought and awareness independeni
from the brain. This is wholly wrong!
The spirit in man, of itself, canmot
sense, cannol think, canmot reason,
cannot know. The brain performs these
tasks. But to engender the exquisite
qualities which constitute the Awman
mind, the spirit in man must be added.

How? What and where is the
“interface” between the spirit in man
and the human brain — that is, how
does the non-physical spirit in man link
up with and interact with the physical
brain? This question of the intecface
or common boundary between the
spirit in man and the human brain is
most fundamental. But at present, we
cannot even postulate — much less
isolate — the specific mechanisms by
which the spirit in man imparts hu-
man mind power to cerebro-cortical
nerve cells. But we can empirically
evalnate the results of this union and
then reason inductively.

Perhaps an analogy will help.
An Analogy

We can liken the spirit in man to
a blank recording tape and the human
brain to a tape recorder — neither
one able to generate the human mind
without the other.

The tape recorder houses ali the re-
quired machinery and wirings for its
particular operation— which is sound
reproduction.  Likewise, the human
brain contains all the necessary struc-
tures and circuits for its manifold re-
sponsibilities — which are sensation,
memory, emotion, creativity, etc.

MNow, just as the tape recorder pro-
duces nothing without the recording
tape running through it, the human
brain is severely limited without the
spirit in man joined to it !

The recording tape imparts the ca-
pacity of auditory reproduction fo the
tape recorder, while at the same time,
the tape itself is recording and storing
the magnetic stamp impress from the
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The Fallacy of
an Immortal Soul

HERE did immortal souls come

from? Much to the chagrin of
contemporary Christianity, quite the
apposite is propounded by the Bible,
In Genesis 2:7, “man became [was
not  inherently] a living soul”
Ezekiel fwice emphasized that *the
soul that sinneth, it shall die” (Ezek.
18:4, 20). Jesus plainly stated that
both the body and soml can be de-
stroyed in bell (Matt. 10:28). John
agreed: “. .. no murdersr has eternal
life abiding in him™! (I John 3:15.)
And Paul concurred: *. .. the wages
of sin is death” (Rom. 6:23).

“But,” traditional religionists re-
tort, “dearh means a conscious eternal
life in hell” — whether that be a
literal place or just a state of mind.
Apparently they have not read — or
choose to overrule — the Psalmist,
who said of man, “He returneth to
his earth; in that wvery day Ais
thonghis  perish  (Psa'm  146:4).
Solomon is also ignored — he pro-
claimed “the dead Ewow mot any
thing” (Eecl. 9:3).

Are we dealing with a problem of
translation? Not so. The English
word “soul” is the King James trans-
lation of the Hebrew word nephesh
or the Greek word psacke. Both liter-
ally mean “breath” — and both refer
to every breath-bearing being, ani-
mal as well as human.!

The Biblical son is just the physi-
cal life of man and beast — man
and beast 4l7ée. Solomon makes this
obvious: “For man's fate is a beast’s
fate, one fate befalls them both: as
the one dies so the other dies, the
same breath is in them all” (Eecl
3:19, Moffatt).

Nephesh is also used to represent
“dead bodies” — “dead nepheshes”
or “dead souls”! (Lev. 21:1, 11;

Num, 6:6, 11, etc.) And so, ironi-
cally enough, the Biblical “soul” is
actwally the “body” — and it dies
all owver.

David was a man after God's
own heart (Acts 13:22) — he is to
be the eternal king over Israel (Ezek.
37:24). If anybody deserved to have
an immortal soul in heaven — if
that’s where immortal souls are sup-
posed to go — David certainly
should have had one there. However,
Peter tells quite a different story in
Acts 2:29 and 34: “David . . . is both
dead and baried . ... not ascended

Crustave Doré

Dante's version of Hell.

into the heavens.” This was after the
resurrection of Christ — and over
1,000 years after David had died.

The expression “immortal soul”
never appeats in the Bible — neither
is there any allusion to it. True
enough, a “resurrection from the
dead” is frequently mentioned — but
a “resurrection,” by definition, neces-
sitates utterly dead individuals, with
no room for conscious immortal souls
flitting around someplace.

1 Mephesh refers to animals in Genesis 1:20,
21, 24; 2:19; ete. — where it is trantlated
“ereature”™ to avaid doctrinal contradictions —
and alfo in Geness 1:30: 9:4; Levitious 11:10,
46, etc. Powche refers to aaimals in Revelation
B:% and 16:3. Nephberh and prwche — the
“souls” of the Bible — mean awimal Iffe as
well as human life! MNo immortal souls here.
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The Pagan Origin of
Immortal Souls

mCE immortal souls didet come

from the Bible, where did our
Judeo-Christian religions find them?
The Jewish Encyclopedia freely ad-
mits that:

The belief that the soul continues
its existence after the dissolution of
the body is...speculation. .. nowhere
expressly taught in Holy Scripture . . .,
The belief in the immoreality of the
soul came to the Jews from contact
with Greek thought and  chiefly
through the philosophy of Plato, its
principal  exponent, wﬁu was led tw
it through Orphic and Eleusinian
mysteries in which Babylonian and
Eég}-prian views were strangely blend-
ed.

Plato is also the authoritative
source for the “Christian fathers”
(e.g., Origen, Tertullian) who, two
centuries after the death of their sup-
posed founder, first introduced im-
mortal souls into a rapidly paganized
Christianity,

Most have assumed that the doc-
trines of traditional Christianity have
come from the Bible. Well, compare
present-day teachings on the immor-
tality of the soul with what Plato
wrote in the Phaedo:

... the soul iz shown to be immor-
tal, and since immorial, indestructible.
.. Do we believe there is any such
thing as death? To be sure. And is
this an}'thing but the separation of
the soul and body? And being dead
is the attainment of this separation,
when the soul exists in herself and
separate from the body, and the body
is parted from the soul. That is dr..’.;s'.hg..
oo Death is mevely the separation of
soul and body.

It is interesting that materialism
and immortal soulism otk received
their first detailed explanation in an-
cient Greek philosophy — and this
occurred at approximately the same
time in history.

Materialisme — the pre-Socratic
philosophers, in and prior to the Sth
century B.C. (chiefly Democritus),
and the Stoics and Epicureans in the

early 4th and 3rd centuries.
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Immortal Soxlirm — Orphic mys-
teries in the 6th century B.C., Pindar
in the Sth, and Plato in the 4th,

Plato argued the first comprehen-
sive case for immortal souls, while
just a very few years later, Epicurus’

4
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Sevipte Marbemiatica
chief objective was to abolish Plato's
dualism between mind and matter.

Of course, neither philosophy orig-
inated in Greece. Both can be traced
back to Egypt. (As a matter of fact,
the first record of the soul being
immortal goes clear back to the Gar-
den of Eden, where “the serpent said
unto the woman, “Ye shall not surely
die” — Gen. 3:4.) Nevertheless, the
first in-depth discourse — available
to modern man — on either matee-
ialism or immortal souls came from
Greece.

These “coincidences” of time and
place of origin and exposition for
both materialism and immortal soul-
ism suggest that we may not be deal-
ing with sworn enemies after all —
but rather, figuratively speaking,
with partners who feign mutual an-
tagonism and mortal competition,
partners who are actually working
hand-in-hand, déce.r':zz:';;g the entive
world,

tape recorder. Analogously, the spirit
in man imparts the capacity of creative
intellect and self-conscious personality
to the brain, while at the same time,
the spirit in man itself is recording
and storing the stamp impress from
the brain. 2

At death, the spirit in man “tape”
is complete — it contains, at that time,
every nuance of life, thought, person-
ality and character which made us just
exactly the singular individual who
we were, The “tape” can then be
“filed” — until needed again for reac-
tivation, an event called the “rermrrec-
tion™ in Biblical terminology. Solomon,
whose writings decimate the immortal
soul fantasy, alludes to this “filing”:
“Then [at death] shall the dust [the
human being] return to the earth as
it was, and the spirit [the spirit-in-
man tape] shall return unto God who
gave it"” (Eccl. 12:7).

Apgain, don't make the mistake of
attributing consciousness to this fAled-
away “tape” — it is no more the for-
mer living individoal than a boxed
piece of magnetic recording tape /s the
peaceful third movement of Beetho-
ven's Ninth Symphony. In order to
reconstitute those serene musical vibra-
tions from the magnetic recording tape,
the tape must be reinserted into a
tape recorder. Similarly, in order to
reconstitute the specific person’s con-
scious awareness from the “spirit-in-
man tape,” the spirit in man must be
reinserted into a brain. Therefore a
reorganized brain and body (whether
spiritual or physical} are necessary
adjuncts to the spirit-in-man tape in
order to reactivate — or reswrvrect —
the original individual. 2

Importance for Now

We are no longer harassed by the
dogma of materialism, And we are no
longer harnessed by the doctrine of
immortal souls. We are armed with
the sure knowledge of the Biblical
Spivit in maan.

And it is in the arena of hawman
survival that the spirit in man takes
on monumental significance because
the mere existence of a spiritual com-
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ponent in the human mind unveils
the fundamental cavse underlying all
of mankind’s troubles.

Consider what the spirit in man
signifies — that the human mind oper-
ates with a spiritwal dimension. And
that means SPIRITUAL PROBLEMS. The
spirit in man adds spiritual problems
to the physical human brain! (The
human mind and its resultant spiritual
problems are as directly related as are
animal brain and its resultant animal
instinct. And so while the animal brain
maintains perfect harmony in nature,
the human mind is about to utterly
destroy the earth!)

That's the crux of the matter —
that's why mankind is planning its
own extinction. Human beings have
spiritual problems. But only pPHYSICAL
soLuTioNs! And  physical solutions
just will not solve spiritual problems.
Ever!

We can run the gamut from one
extreme physical solution to the other
— without changing the futility of
using physical solutions to solve spiri-
tual problems one whit. We can choose
any variation from capitalism to so-
cialism, conservatism to liberalism, iso-
lationism to internationalism, monarchy
to anarchy, self-help to government
handout, tariffs to foreign aid, segrega-
tion to integration — and the end
result will always be the same: miser-
able people and a humanity headed
for self-destruction.

Physical solutions cannot solve spiri-
tual problems. This is why the spirit
in man must become the focal point
of all human knowledge, because it
enables us to understand — for the
first time — that all man’s physical
difficulties are cawsed by deep-seated
ipivitwal complications, No amount of
physical measures — no matter how
intricate or expensive — will ever im-
prove the overall welfare and happi-
ness of the human race. If we ever
hope to solve our physical problems
and have an abundantly happy world,
our SPIRITUAL problems must be
solved firre,

The spirit in man is the key to man.
It suddenly reorients us. It points us
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in the proper direction. It tells us
where we must look if we are ever
to have a peaceful planet,

.S'p.-'ri.t:.r.ﬂ.!' solutions arve needed to
solve spiritwal problems, I this one
fundamental point were understood,
man would be forced to realize that
the structure of his entire society —
from the government of nations to
the behavior of children — must be
radically revised before people can at
last be joyfully busy with peace and
progress,

We desperately need spiritual solu-
tions for our spiritnal problems.
That's what the existence of the
spirit in man must teach us, W

1 The znalogy breaks down a Bit here, A
tape recorder cannaot produce sound af ol withour
recording  tape, while the human brain  cowld
function without the spirit in man,

Z.M,Im this .1.n1.||:||{:.- breaks down a it
Whereas only the magpetic recording tape records
the sound impulses in owr analogy, both the
physical brain and the spirit in man could record
the MEMOry |mpuls=': i the human mind,

3 In a second amalogy, we can liken the spirit
in man to a chemical catalyst and the physical
human brain to chemicals which can undergo a
specific reaction, The catalyst is inert of itself —
but when put into an environment with the
appropriate chemical reactants, the catalyst will
immediately accelerate whatever chemical reactions
are presently oocurring.

The analogy to the spirit in_ man is direct, The
spirit in man greatly magnifies and accelerntes
the normal Ffunctions of the physical {animal)
brain_ such as thinking, behavior, intelligence,
consciowsness, otc. In addition, the spirit in man
generates  and precipitates o whole wvariety of
radically new mental functions.

Of course, this analogy i also  incomplete,
Whereas the chemical rzhﬁ:.-xt is rnt appreciobly
changed as it performs fts duties in 2 test tube,
the spirit in man is markedly aleered as it per-
forms its duties in the human mind — so much
altered that the spirit in man becomes 3 complete
ternplate for resurrecting the entire human being.
even after thouwsands of years.

Personal
from

{ Continued from page 1)

also at Mr. and Mrs. Rader’s home in
Beverly Hills. Dr. Singh is Executive
Secretary to President V. V. Giri, and
is probably the leading advocate in the
world for “world peace through inter-
national law.” Dr. Singh also has
addressed our Ambassador College
student bodies at all three campuses.

Once again we were dinner guests

at the residence of Dr. and Mrs.
Singh, where I met, among other
guests, TULS. Ambassador Kenneth
Keating, former U.S. Senator from
MNew York. I had wanted to meet him
for some time, but he had always been
away when I was in New Delhi. On
a previous visit, his top assistant had
come, but this was my first meeting
with the Ambassador. He said he had
heard a lot about me, and had wanted
to meet me for some time. Ambassador
Keating is a distinguished-appearing
man. He has one thing in common
with me — white hair.

He was quite interested in our work
for world peace. We arranged for Mr.
Rader to wvisit him the following day
at the U.5. Embassy, to brief him on
it in depth.

I have previously reported in my
Personal article in The PLaN TrRUTH
my meeting with the Indian Prime
Minister, Mrs. Indira Gandhi, in
December 1970, That Personal article
covered Mrs. Gandhi's concern with
the situation in FEast Pakistan, and
the flood of refugees that then were
flooding across the border into India.
The situation even then was worsen-
ing, and threatened dire consequences.
In this world, there is nothing but
TROUBLE — evils on every side —
violence, wars and threats of wars.

In my Personal in the January 1972
Pramy TruTH, | covered my visit to
the United MNations in New York, and
meetings with President Malik of the
Assembly, and with the Deputy Sec-
retary of the Security Council. That
was last December. Both of these men
expressed great concern that war
seemed imminent between India and
Pakistan. Here, again, is an illustration
of the futility of the United Nations
as a means of enforcing world peace.

Of course that war has happened
and is ended, with victory for India.

Since, and stemming from that war,
relations, unfortunately, have become
very strained between India and the
United States. At Dr. Singh's dinner
we discussed this strained relationship.

Ambassador Keating told me that
45



