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‘We stand, as it were, behind the wall of the body, sheltered from the eyes of others in the recesses of our mind’ (Gregory the Great); ‘Consciousness is as clear in his face and behaviour, as in myself.’ (Wittgenstein). Who is right?
Alexander Badman-King

)Episkopou=ntaj de\ peri\ yuxh=j a)nagkai=on a3ma diaporou=ntaj peri\ w[n eu)porei=n dei= proelqo/ntaj, ta\j tw=n prote/wn do/caj sumparalamba/nein o3soi ti peri\ au)th=j a)pefh/nanto, o3pwj ta\ me\n kalw=j ei)rhme/na la/bwmen, ei) de/ ti mh\ kalw=j, tou=t’ eu)labhqw=men.    .
For our study of soul it is necessary, while formulating the problems of which in our further advance we are to find the solutions, to call into council the views of our predecessors who have declared any opinion on this subject, in order that we may profit by whatever is sound in their suggestions and avoid their errors.
- Aristotle, On the Soul.

Aristotle’s assessment seems fair; and it would perhaps be wise, rather than setting out with the expectation of a wholesale rejection of one of the title authors’ positions, to consider the possibility of discovering value in both. Of course, in order to achieve this, some deal of textual analysis will be necessary; an effort will be made, however, to avoid drifting behind a screen of pure exegesis, and to concentrate upon the philosophical issues at the heart of these seemingly divergent commentaries.

 An attempt will first be made to explore some ways in which the comment made by Gregory the Great can be viewed as offering more than an, albeit poetic, medieval precursor to Cartesian dualism.
 In doing so a position will be reached where this statement is understood as representing a reflection upon those mental phenomena which do indeed tend toward obscurity, and how these play a central role in our everyday lives and interactions with others. Following this, a look will be taken at the kind of rebuttal Wittgenstein offers to the metaphysical model which Gregory evidently endorses. Having considered Wittgenstein’s positive contribution in the form of tempering the over-intellectualism of this metaphysical dualism, the zenith of the discussion will consist of taking issue with the manner in which Wittgenstein offers his insight, and the potential difficulties that may arise from his assertion of clarity when we take into account the kinds of complexities which Gregory draws our attention to. Thus, it is hoped, both Gregory and Wittgenstein will be illuminated as offering some useful insight into the nature of our minds and interactions, whilst their possible mistakes can, with care, be rendered benign. 
‘As it were’ (quasi)
 may hide any number of sins. We may reflect upon Pope Gregory’s elegant use of metaphor and all the while remain unclear as to what degree each element of his comment is, in fact, metaphorical. Certainly, ‘wall of the body’ (parietem corporis) conjures a powerful image: indomitable, inescapable, inert, impregnable, and were the metaphor to stop here, the present task might be somewhat simpler. In contrast we may be tempted to take the good Pope at his word (with no metaphor intended at all) when we are told that this wall keeps us ‘sheltered from the eyes of others’. It may indeed be that he imagines this body to be an essentially ocular obstacle, that if we were to whip it away somehow, we would be left unhindered in our viewing of some cowering little homunculus, naked and cold but ultimately visible: the true self. No doubt some have taken such a stance: that in ‘giving up the ghost’ some ethereal wisp might be seen: exuded by the now redundant corpse. Were this meant literally, then, it would surely shorten the already scanty shrift in store for the Pope. This sort of metaphysical model, depicting the body as a categorical obstacle to all communion is, philosophically speaking, riddled with problems.
 There is no doubt that this metaphysical stance characterised, not only the theology of the church at the time of the councils, but also a great swathe of western philosophy prior to Wittgenstein.
 Given, however, that St. Gregory is himself clarifying a confusion of metaphors in this section of his Moralia in Job,
 and that a literal interpretation of this ‘visual shelter’ would be particularly crude, it may well be fair to suggest that this comment too is metaphorical, and that the aim is not to offer an oversimplified recapitulation of an already well established metaphysical position, but rather a more subtle commentary on a particular aspect of human communication. It would take a foolhardy and overly zealous Wittegensteinian to suggest that St Gregory is wrong in making the suggestion that at least some human interaction is mediated, and, further to this, a typically absurd misunderstanding of Mehrabian to dismiss the Pope’s discussion of this mediation as irrelevant.
 It is perhaps forgivable, then, to continue this discussion with the understanding that St. Gregory is perhaps highlighting, rather than the invisibility of our ‘souls’, instances where the conditions and activities of human beings are indeed ‘sheltered from the eyes of others’.
 
The pope goes on to describe this sheltered position as being ‘in the recesses of our mind’.
 Now, it certainly would seem doubly clumsy to first paint the picture of some spirit ensconced ‘behind the wall of the body’, only to push this figure further into another box labelled ‘the mind’, especially given that medieval theologians were not in the habit of thinking about the mind in corporeal terms; as Aquinas explains: ‘the human mind is itself immaterial, it has a greater similarity to immaterial than to material things’.
 And though, perhaps, we cannot discount the possibility of such philosophical clumsiness, we may justly suspect that metaphor resurfaces again to shape these ‘recesses’. [Is it clear that a literal use of ‘in’ must necessarily be spatial?]
The important point to recognise here is that although we may be tempted to take the Pope’s commentary here as an, albeit elegant, quintessence of what is now often recognised as an essentially outdated Cartesian dualism,
 it is entirely tenable to suggest that there are more subtle and insightful aspects to be gleaned from his words by careful consideration of his use of metaphor. It would, of course, be utterly anachronistic to presume that Gregory the great was attempting to undermine or escape the constraints of this dualistic metaphysics, and by describing the ‘wall of the body’, this strict divide between mind/soul and body is undoubtedly what he is reaffirming, not to mention (and in the context of this discussion this is something which is far more important) the manner in which this wall performs an almost wholly negative role in human interaction. Further to this, however, we find that, as with so much theological musing,
 this stark metaphysics is tempered and augmented by more complex considerations. 

Now, the objection might fairly be raised, at this juncture, that such an interpretation ignores the explicit focus of Gregory the Great’s claim, which is not, it might be argued, directed at a description of these more complex mental and emotional conditions and activities, but rather, of our place in the universe; he says: ‘we stand, as it were, behind the wall of the body’. Now, considering only a handful of isolated metaphors is certainly a poor basis to judge whether or not there is more to Gregory’s commentary than an affirmation of dualism and a degradation of the body; so, at the risk of being overly exegetical, it may be useful to attempt a final clarification of the context within which the claim is made. [No dangers here. This is entirely appropriate.]
 It is, indeed, during an exploration of the ‘mechanics’ involved in ‘non-corporeal’ communication, that Gregory the Great makes the claim in question, and the description of human communication is used only as an illustration of the manner in which that which is ‘inwardly sensible’ is made outwardly so, and thus as a contrast to those beings who, devoid of corporeal form, may communicate without this ‘middle-man’ of the body.
 We are, he continues: ‘a twofold compound of mind and body’,
 and we can be left in no doubt as to the stark division being portrayed. This metaphysical picture certainly has, as aforementioned, profound difficulties, perhaps the most prominent of which is the manner in which it simply seems to demote one body only to elect another pseudo-body in its place.
 It may, however, be uncharitable, not to mention inaccurate, to understand St Gregory’s statement as being chiefly concerned with the negative relationship between body and soul. As aforementioned, the section in Moralia in Job in which he makes this statement is itself concerned with clarifying a metaphor. Gregory recounts how God ‘speaks’ to Satan and Satan to God, yet neither employs flesh, breath, ear or mouth; ‘speech’, in it’s usual sense, does not occur, and for the benefit of the church, Gregory clarifies this use of metaphor.
 The point here is that, not only is Gregory I quite obviously sensitive to the use of metaphor in regards to this subject matter, but he is also concerned, not with an already well established metaphysical position, but with the manner in which thoughts are communicated and how we ‘show ourselves’ through spoken language. He may indeed be approaching this subject from the theological stance of seeing the body, largely, as an obstacle to communication, but he is focusing upon those aspects of ourselves (our hidden and sheltered mental recesses) which, when thus obscured, may yet be accessible through the medium of, as far as Gregory is concerned, language. [Does this reading do justice to the suggestion that it is only through language that these aspects can be revealed?]
Interestingly, in discussing this point elsewhere in his Moralia, Gregory I maintains that our bodies do obscure our thoughts from one another, yet he turns to Paul of Tarsus in saying: ‘For what man knoweth the things of a man save the spirit of man that is in him?’.
 This fortunate piece of scriptural support, though it is meant to illustrate the secretive nature of our ‘inner workings’, might very well lead us to believe that Gregory I (and Paul) are not quite so bound by their metaphysical theory so as to bring them to claim the total opaqueness of our fleshy cases. A strict adherence to an understanding of mind or soul, and body, being totally separate, encounters a difficulty when it comes to accounting for any belief in the consciousness of others.
 When no direct encounters with other conscious people are possible there doesn’t seem to be any real reason why we should suppose that anyone is conscious; so in admitting to a seemingly unmediated knowledge of the ‘spirit of man’ (which we might even, tentatively, translate as a breed of consciousness) Gregory, and Paul, would seem to be revealing some moderation when it comes to their understanding of the division between soul and body. 
Yet, what does this all amount to? We would certainly be getting ourselves in a muddle if we were to suggest that Gregory the Great is in total agreement with Wittgenstein; on the other hand, it might be quite fruitful, and more astute, to suggest that Gregory the Great is not, in making his title proclamation, merely expounding the metaphorical paragon of a metaphysical tradition, the sort of which Wittgenstein reacts against; rather, though he is certainly making his observations within this tradition, he is presenting a solution (and a problem) as to the manner in which those things which are opaque about our persons become transparent to those around us. In making this observation, Gregory I draws our attention, not only to the necessary mediation of these ‘sheltered’ aspects, but more importantly, to the recessive and obscure character of their existence. [Is it clear that there is a sense in which we can speak of ‘necessary mediation’ here? It seems to come to no more than: the expression is mediated if it is not unmediated. Or is that an unfair representation?]
It is perhaps the most common malady of the occupational thinker, ironically enough, to become confused and bogged down by layers upon layers of their own thinking.
 Theories and models, once restricted and honed, are bundled to the front lines of fresh conflicts, roused by their own victories, and before long, hardened, veteran remnants of these spiralling campaigns invade the once calm pastures of the mind, making battlefields of innocent regions. It is here that Wittgenstein makes his stand; and one such region is our recognition of the consciousness of others. Immediately prior to the comment in question, Wittgenstein explains: ‘If your head is haunted by explanations here, you are neglecting to remind yourself of the most important facts’.
 Wittgenstein wishes to point out the sheer absurdity of over-intellectualised pseudo-doubt worming its way into our recognition of the consciousness of others, masquerading as a genuine, worth while concern. Before we can accept this observation, however, it would surely be pertinent to consider just what is meant when Wittgenstein says ‘as clear’, and we may even be intrigued as to what exactly he understands by the term ‘consciousness’.

An objector to Wittgenstein might react in producing the example of a coma patient. In this example, the loved ones of said patient may be gathered about the comatose individual and, quite genuinely, ask their doctor: ‘Can she hear us?’, ‘Does she know what we’re saying?’, ‘Is she even aware of what’s going on?’
 Now, it may be assumed that the awareness being discussed here is a transitive one, the relatives are concerned about the patient’s awareness of particular things, and it may be objected that Wittgenstein’s consciousness is not so specific. Of course the questions the relatives are asking may indeed stem from a concern as to whether there is any consciousness to speak of at all, and in this case Wittgenstein’s comment may seem to be in danger;
 what is critical to note, however, is that when Wittgenstein describes consciousness being ‘as clear in his face and behaviour, as in myself’ he is not only asserting the clarity of such observations, but rather, and more importantly, he is highlighting the role that the face and behaviour of an individual play in these observations.
 In contrast to Gregory the Great, the face, the body and ‘its’ activities, no longer inhibit expression, nor indeed are they merely an opaque medium through which consciousness may be deciphered, but rather they are the wholly transparent embodiment of this consciousness, offering an immediate portrayal of consciousness ‘as in myself’. Whether the consciousness in question is focused or unfocused is consequently quite unimportant, the immediacy of its apprehension unaffected by such qualifications. Indeed, the power of Wittgenstein’s insight remains ultimately undiminished whatever unusual or hypothetical example might be cooked up as an objection; indeed, there may be possible scenarios in which I am confused, when I recognise consciousness when consciousness is not present, and vice versa, but such exceptions miss the point. If we are to interpret Wittgenstein’s comment as asserting the necessary clarity of all consciousness, at all times and in all circumstances, then (even if, with the title statement, we were textually justified) we would, as with the previous consideration of Gregory the Great, be robbing ourselves of the rich fruits that this statement offers.
 [You have not really said enough yet about how you think we should be reading W here. But perhaps that will come.]
At the risk of oversimplifying matters, it may be worth considering how Wittgenstein’s position in relation to the consciousness of others relates to his other work, and, in particular, to his epistemology. Doubt (as a philosophical pretension) is, as aforementioned, seen by Wittgenstein as far too often indulged beyond its permissible remit; there are conditions which must be met in order that doubt might be rendered viable.
 [What does ‘viable’ mean here? Is that quite the right word? Might ‘reasonable’ be better; or, differently, ‘serious’?] Such conditions include the need for a doubt to have grounds, grounds which, though they themselves may not necessarily be certain to engender such doubt, may nevertheless bestow any ensuing doubt with credibility.
 Under this condition, the mere ability to express a doubt about the consciousness of another (in an everyday context) is no good reason for doing so. This condition, though it speaks to our common sense, is certainly not sufficiently incisive to quash all speculation; nor, indeed, is his condition which stipulates that a doubt must be more than purely speculative,
 though it may similarly appeal to our sense of what is reasonable. Perhaps the most compelling condition in relation to doubt regarding the consciousness of others is that by which a doubt, in order that it might be rendered meaningful, must allow for some sense in which its subject might be mistaken. 
 This is to say that Wittgenstein simply disallows for certain types of doubt, recognising that to doubt those subjects which they purport to do, would not be to posit some kind of possible mistake, for example: ‘I might be wrong in believing I have two hands’, but rather, to suggest some breed of madness. The most striking illustration of this is given when Wittgenstein describes how if any such pretence of doubt were to be encountered, no possible discussion, communication, or test could conceivably give the individual responsible reason to abandon their doubt.
 [Is the claim of this form: if this is the situation then the ‘doubt’ must be merely a pretence of doubt?] As Wittgenstein explains:
If someone said to me that he doubted whether he had a body I should take him to be a half-wit. But I shouldn’t know what it would mean to try to convince him that he had one. And if I had said something, and that had removed his doubt, I should not know how or why.

It is important to remember that this is an everyday encounter we are discussing: meeting some stranger in the street we may get into conversation only to find that they claim to doubt whether or not I am in fact not just an automaton. There is no way to convince this stranger otherwise; for all intents and purposes this poor soul is in the throes of some strange madness, I can only point to my face, to my behaviour, and say: ‘don’t you see?’.

When Wittgenstein says ‘as clear’ he means to qualify the faces and behaviours of others, not as evidence which might be compiled and collated in order to convince some hypothetical doubter of others’ consciousness, but rather as the immediate objects of our knowledge; we would be able to convince this doubter of the existence our consciousness as effectively as we would the existence of their own. [I’m not certain that I follow this sentence; there seem to be tensions in it.] Thus, it would appear that Wittgenstein has dealt the aged dualism of Gregory and Descartes a fair blow. If the body is utterly opaque, and genuine doubt about its contents is to be deemed reasonable, then we are all reduced to a sort of impotence and madness. We stand, not behind the body, but as the body.

Yet, we may remain uneasy. Just as Gregory offers his wisdom out of the depths of an antiquated metaphysical confusion, so too may Wittgenstein’s theories be tinted by their own problems. Wittgensein’s assertion, that we can indeed perceive the consciousness of others immediately, may chime with our everyday experience of things, and the problem of credible doubt being contingent upon an ability to be mistaken may indeed seem wholly reasonable, but there are elements of this claim which may be questioned further. The clarity of which Wittgenstein speaks may seem to carry with it far too simplistic a picture of consciousness, not to mention an implicit and overconfident disdain for madness, and, ultimately, an ambiguous lack of qualification as to what this clarity actually is. It is these issues which may make us feel uneasy.      

In addition to asserting the clarity of others consciousness, Wittgenstein draws our attention to the ‘Consciousness in another’s face. Look into someone else’s face, and see the consciousness in it, and a particular shade of consciousness’.
 Now, we must consider carefully the clarity of this ‘shade’, and whether his two comments are consistent. It has been mentioned previously that in confronting the objection of the coma patient, or any other peculiar case, a supporter of Wittgenstein might, apart from directing the objector’s attention to the importance of the bodily immediacy of consciousness in everyday circumstances, indicate that the important thing is whether or not someone is conscious, not whether they are conscious of this or that. It is clear, however, that to suggest that intransitive consciousness and transitive consciousness (the latter hitherto referred to as awareness) can so easily be distinguished is less than convincing. To imagine that someone might be conscious, yet not aware of anything in particular is nigh on impossible, and even if we did not go so far as to suggest that awareness of particular things constitutes the whole of consciousness, then we may yet go so far as to say that it plays a fairly significant role.
 Of course, this is not to say that just because another’s awareness of any given thing may be less than immediately apparent in their face or behaviour, perhaps wholly hidden indeed, that their consciousness as a whole is necessarily obscured also. A suggestion of this sort would be like proposing that just because atoms are invisible, so too must be those things composed of them. It is rather the case that this recognition of the multifaceted composition of consciousness allows for a great deal of room, not only in exceptional circumstances and peculiar hypothetical cases, but in everyday interaction, for the consciousness of another, in all its shades and permutations, to be far from as clear, as in myself. The suggestion is, that all consciousness comes in a shade, and, more often than not, an altogether shady shade; such that whilst our awareness of others’, and our own consciousness may, at times, be immediate and assured, it will always be cast in differing hues and shapes, such that a concordance of clarity would seem highly unlikely. [I do take your point about there being an important distinction here. But do you mean to deny that particular shades of consciousness - for example, her anger at him - are sometimes transparently clear in another’s face?]
 
There are many ways in which this complex vision of consciousness might impact an ascription of clarity to an awareness of others’ consciousness; both in terms of subject (the complexity of my own consciousness), and of object (the complexity of the consciousness of others). It is perhaps ‘subjective clarity’ which, at least in terms of this discussion, offers the most illuminating considerations in relation to Wittgenstein’s assertion. It is without doubt that there are frequent occasions when one is far from clear as to just what one is aware of: perhaps when I am dining, my awareness of my fork, of my food, may fluctuate, from the practically invisible to the wonderfully vivid. I cannot be mistaken, as such, as to whether or not I hold a fork, nor am I a madman for being momentarily more or less unaware of the food on my plate (though, of course, this would wholly depend upon the quality of the meal); this does not mean, however, that in normal circumstances the clarity of these awarenesses needs necessarily be uniform and absolute. Of course, the objection might very well be raised, that the only phenomenon being recognised here is that one’s awareness can vary in focus: that one can be aware of this or that, and that clarity is never called into question. Focus, however, is only part of the picture. The proposal is, rather, that awareness, and consciousness in general, are (to put matters into dangerously oversimplified terms) multi-focal, and that mental and emotional states are not matters of simple occupations, but many fluctuating and subtle conditions which, parallel with one another, constitute a hazy nebula of thought an feeling. Wittgenstein’s shades seem to be closely associated with mood,
 and this integral aspect of one’s consciousness serves as an apt reminder of the abysmal recesses which constitute our daily existence. 
 It is perhaps useful to recognise instances in which one’s mood is far less clear to oneself than it is to another. [This is important. But I wasn’t completely clear what is the relevance of the discussion that leads up to it in this paragraph. Certainly I may be less than fully aware of much that is going on around me. But how do you see that as linked with the possibilities of being less than fully aware of my own feelings?] One may, in the presence of one’s beloved, become anxious or abashed, and whilst peripheral vestiges of this state may be apparent to oneself, the full extent of the mood may not be as clear to oneself as it is to one’s beloved. Even if, however, focus on an activity or object was of central concern, it is not at all apparent just what a lack of focus would amount to, and, as Heidegger explains, one may even suppose that a lack of focus constitutes a species of clarity:
In dealings such as this, where something is put to use, our concern subordinates itself to the “in-order-to” which is constitutive for the equipment we are employing at the time; the less we just stare at the hammer-Thing, and the more we seize hold of it and use it, the more primordial does our relationship to it become, and the more unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is.

All this may seem a little oblique, but it does raise at least three important issues. First, is that in order that one may coherently object to Wittgenstein’s comment, one need not take issue with the very useful recognition that consciousness may be observed directly and (to some extent) assuredly in another’s face and behaviour, but rather, one might focus upon one’s own consciousness, and be deeply concerned by the clarity (or lack thereof) to be found therein. In this sense, though there are times when I cannot be said to doubt another’s consciousness, it does not follow that my awareness of my own consciousness is fit to serve as the criterion by which the clarity of other facets and instances of my awareness may be judged. Wittgenstein seems to think that one’s awareness of one’s own consciousness (and thus the awareness[es] of which it is, at least in part, composed) is somehow unimpeachably clear, but this is far from self-evident. ‘Self-consciousness’ cannot so easily be pinned down and forced to act as the measure of all other awareness.  One’s awareness of one’s awareness(es) certainly does have a peculiar character, but this does not necessarily equate to a standard of clarity, indeed (as is discussed below), it may be good grounds for thinking quite the opposite. I am not, as it were, altogether clear about what I am altogether clear about.
 [This is nicely argued.]
 
In order that this first point might be affirmed, all that needs to be recognised is that one’s awareness of any subject, including the consciousness of another, comes in different degrees and types (of which there is little hope of enumerating or naming). This is a critical observation, for it raises many questions, regarding the nature of denoting those things we are aware of, including awareness(es), and the status of these awarenesses in relation to language.
 It is perhaps possible to claim, however, without too much danger of carelessness, that when something as complex, multifaceted, and fluctuating as our own states of awareness is slapped onto the chopping board of language, we would do well to expect some mess. Indeed, we would do well, in expecting such mess, to exercise caution in ascribing clarity, not only in relation to our awareness of another’s consciousness, but in relation to an awareness of our own awarenesses.
  
Secondly, and more obviously (though perhaps less importantly), when I am aware of another’s consciousness, its shades (that is to say the activities and conditions of which it is composed) are sufficiently varied, complex and difficult to discern to any high degree of certainty, that it would seem an ill choice of words to describe my awareness of it as being as clear as in myself. In this case, it may, of course, be justifiable to describe my awareness of another’s consciousness as being, in a sense, as certain as with myself. [I am not completely clear about the contrast you want to draw here.]
 
Thirdly, and at the foundation of these other points, the nature of my awareness of my own consciousness is of a very different kind from my awareness of another’s consciousness, and for this reason they can only misleadingly be described as being as clear as one another. What is meant here, is that, whilst both my awareness of my own consciousness, and my awareness of another’s, may be fundamentally constitutive of the fabric of my everyday awareness, indeed they may both be essentially unquestionable (at least by the sane) [I take it you mean: in many cases], these qualities do not themselves equate to the identical clarity of each. Wittgenstein wishes to establish that in order to discern that another is conscious one need not, one will not, scrutinize their face or their behaviour, no reflection is necessary, just as in recognising my own consciousness; it does not follow, however, that just because in both cases reflection is unnecessary, that my apprehension of one is ‘as clear’ as the other.
 Now, this sort of criticism might be deemed pedantic and unfruitful, it might be asserted that when Wittgenstein says ‘as clear as’ he means ‘as certain as’ and this would be a perfectly legitimate objection. It must be pointed out, however, that, whilst due credence is given to the notion that consciousness can be immediately, and assuredly apprehended, it is important to recognise that this insight has its limits. Thus, in criticising Wittgenstein’s articulation of this theory,
 we are only indicating those limitations which might otherwise be overlooked. Indeed, it is important to note that in many important ways my awareness of my own consciousness is of a very different kind from my awareness of another’s. Of course, using words like awareness and apprehension already gives an impression of considered observation, whilst neither my awareness of my own, nor of another’s consciousness should themselves necessarily be considered in this way; and although there is little language fit for describing a mental ‘process’ or ‘state’ which is neither mediated nor considered, it should be recognised that one’s awareness of one’s own consciousness is constitutive of itself, whereas this is simply not the case in terms of one’s awareness of the consciousness of others (or else there would be no others to speak of). [Your italicized phrase needs a good bit more explaining if the force of your point here is to be clear.] It has been noted how Wittgenstein appears, in making his claim about the clarity of consciousness in others, to appeal to the quintessential clarity of our awareness of our own consciousness, and how this claim seems unjustified. Yet, in making this appeal, Wittgenstein is also recognising what is the very peculiar character of this ‘self-awareness’; it is self-referential and circular. Without subscribing to any particular description of awareness itself, whether representational or not, an awareness of one’s awareness exercises a very different part of ourselves from an awareness of others. It may be that there are cases in which both awarenesses are inescapable, so to speak, but the fact that exceptional circumstances can be posited of one and not the other, in which apprehension is not immediate, and doubts might even be entertained, suggests that the types of apprehension involved are quite different. Of course, to speculate much further, and to seek to categorise these mental states in detail would be to tread on even more philosophically dangerous ground than already covered; suffice to say that in being aware of another’s consciousness one is aware of something, in being aware of one’s own consciousness one is merely aware; there may be no place for ergo in the cogito, but sum does not equate to est. [I think you may have an extremely valuable point here, but you have failed to bring it properly into focus. Indeed, your final sentence may indicate some tension in your position. One might approach the issues with this question in mind: in what ways might a person manifest her awareness of her own mood? Are they essentially different from those in which she might manifest her awareness of the mood of another?]
 
Thus, first, my awareness is itself unclear. Secondly, the thing that I am aware of (another’s consciousness) is of an unclear character. Thirdly, the nature of the two awarenesses (awareness of my own consciousness, and awareness of another’s) are of such different kinds, that to describe one as being as clear as the other seems unhelpful at best, misleading at worst. All this may lead us to, at the very least, hesitate before accepting Wittgenstein’s dismissal of doubt, and it is this dismissal which this discussion is chiefly concerned with. Let us imagine there is someone who wakes one morning with a pressing question in their mind, it strikes them that they may be surrounded by automatons, that there is no way of denying that they are indeed alone in the universe. An academic speculation perhaps, and not one which is going to prevent, we hope, their engaging in usual everyday life; yet such speculation is the seed of much that we may not wish to dismiss out of hand [It would, I think, be a bit unfair to describe W’s response in quite this way. After all, he struggles again and again over how we are to describe this person. Still, I think you do have a point here - one which might deserve a little more developing.], and whilst Wittgenstein may wish to turn this bleary-eyed creature away from this question and from those who have engaged with it in the past, others may consider his attitude (articulated as it is with its own weaknesses and ambiguities) less than sound.

There is perhaps one more aspect of Wittgenstein’s theory that should be considered, and that is the manner in which it relies upon a very firm sense of sanity. Of course, to dispute this element of Wittgenstein’s assertion is to dispute a far more fundamental aspect of his epistemology, and so it cannot be indulged too thoroughly. The issue of sanity does, however, relate closely to the central thesis of this paper, and so is worth considering. Certainty and doubt are judged valid by Wittgenstein based upon whether or not they conform to a standard of sanity, one which he himself seems highly confident of. Of course, it must be conceded that any dialogue, and any philosophy, depends upon some mutually understood standard of what is acceptable in terms of common sense, sound judgement, and meaningful language, but whether this standard is as ridged or as easily determinable as Wittgenstein seems to assert is far from self evident.  
 
The reason that this matter relates so closely to this discussion is that one observation which may temper our willingness to accept Wittgenstein’s standard of sanity, consists in recognising the multifaceted and fluctuating nature of our mental conditions and activities: those sheltered and innumerable recesses. Many such conditions of the mind could, if isolated and scrutinised at any given moment, seem quite exquisitely insane, perhaps the manner in which one absentmindedly answers a friend’s question whilst reading a book, only later to reflect upon the nonsense uttered, or perhaps in the event of making some hurtful comment when one is angry with a loved one, or even in the common phrase; ‘it’s on the tip of my tongue’.
 Of course, these mental peculiarities cannot be isolated, they pour fluidly from one to another at all times, a messy flux of awareness, activity and emotion. Nor, indeed, need such activities and conditions be so demonstrably at odds with usual notions of sanity in order for this point to remain valid, the mere compound and disjointed nature of the beast is quite enough to engender caution when it comes to ascribing madness. This is to say, then, that in setting sanity as the criterion by which the credibility of doubt may be judged, Wittgenstein is building his house on sand. The very characteristic of consciousness which makes Wittgenstein’s claim regarding its possible clarity dubious (namely its fluid and unfathomable complexity) also, to some extent, undermines his epistemological basis for restricting the legitimate proclamation of doubt. [Your point is that touches of insanity are more common than W seems to acknowledge? Might he reply: ‘Fine. But all I am asking is that you acknowledge that these are insanity.’?]
 
It might be added that this is by no means to posit any particular metaphysics, any commentary on the unity, or otherwise, of the self; but rather to reflect upon the quite usual mental and emotional states and activities of otherwise sane persons, and the complex and nigh on unfathomable recesses thereof. Whether or not there is an eye to this storm of thoughts and feelings, something ‘real’ about which our notion of sanity clusters, is beside the point; the weather, which gives rise to the very question, is evident in our daily lives, and should breed caution in those who seek to cast sanity towards that distant vision of calm. Indeed, this tempest of mental fractures need not be at its most violent, furthest from its centre, with the supposedly insane, but might rather be with those at their most usual and social: 
A thing there was that mattered; a thing, wreathed about with chatter, defaced, obscured in her own life, let drop every day in corruption, lies, chatter. This he had preserved… an attempt to communicate, people feeling the impossibility of reaching the centre which, mystically, evaded them; closeness drew apart; rapture faded; one was alone.

 
It would be foolish to delve into psychological theories as to the nature of consciousness (or non-consciousness) here,
 the purpose of this discussion is, rather, and in part, to highlight the manner in which Wittgenstein’s assertion, that ‘consciousness is as clear in his face and behaviour, as in myself’
 may give the impression of a consciousness, on both sides of the equation, at odds with the impressions and realities of daily life, one that is clean where it is often messy, clear where it is often hazy, and simple where it is, at all times, hugely complex. Iris Murdoch makes just this objection in reaction to Wittgenstein when she discusses everyday, sane, people:

whose inner private consciousness, seething with arcane imagery and shadowy intuitions, occupies the greater part of their being… Experience is consciousness… It is deep and complex, it has density, thoughts and perceptions and feelings are combined in the swift movement of our mode of existence… Our whole busy moral-aesthetic intellectual creativity abounds in private insoluble difficulties, mysterious half-understood mental configurations… This huge concept directs us toward the messiness of ordinary life and its mysteries.
 
 
Aristotle advises us to treat with careful criticism those commentators who have engaged with the topic of the mind (life, or soul: yuxh\) before us; to take from them what wisdom they might offer, and leave behind the mistakes they seem to have made. Gregory the Great perpetuated the dualistic metaphysical vision which characterised philosophical thought from Plato to Descartes,
 denigrating our bodily expressions as, at best, clumsy media, and, at worst, obstructive menaces. Wittgenstein
 demonstrated the absurdity of allowing doubt to masquerade as genuine in domains where practical and common sense, not to mention logic, illuminate certainties, and in doing so established the consciousness of others as just such a domain. Gregory does not, however, have only one thing to say, and in exploring the mind, he wishes to indicate those aspects, those activities and conditions of ourselves, which do demand mediated expression, which are hidden, and deeply so. In doing so, though he only explicitly reflects upon the inaccessibility of others, he raises questions as to the complexity and accessibility of our own minds [Do you mean that he himself raises these questions? Have you indicated how and where he does this?], and the manner in which absolute mental clarity is a virtue quite possibly beyond credible profession. In turn, this exploration of those elements of our minds which are less than immediately obvious to others, and ourselves, brings into question the clarity which Wittgenstein professes, and, if nothing else, the manner in which he chooses to express his theory. 

Wittgenstein wishes to dispel a question, or a breed of question, of the ilk: ‘how can I really know she’s there?’, and he can equally help in dispelling some of the negative connotations that have flourished around dualism concerning the body;
 the purpose of this essay, however, is to highlight the danger of allowing this dismissal of enquiry to go too far, and how there are cognate enquiries which might still invite credible philosophical consideration. One such realm not yet discussed might be the nature of consciousness in non-human animals. There are certainly occasions when one individual claims the clarity of consciousness in such an animal, and another denies it, and where persuasion (though perhaps not dialectic in nature) is deemed possible and desirable.
 [A nice point to introduce here.] Similarly, the issue arises with human infants. In a less metaphysically threatening line of thought (and a more important one), there is the matter of ensuring that the jumbled and unfathomably complex nature of our minds is not ousted from philosophical enquiry by Wittgenstein’s apparent indelicacy, and that the manner in which we consider our relationships, and our awareness of one another, takes into account this dynamic and slippery subject. The simplicity of Wittgenstein’s clear consciousness may appeal to our distaste for the often forced and implausible metaphysical dualisms and materialisms posited by others,
 but just as Aristotle advises rejection he also advises acceptance, and where as Gregory may indeed accept where he should not, and thus becomes weighed down by an ancient metaphysics, might not Wittgenstein reject where he should not, and thus enforce an overly minimalist alternative? As Iris Murdoch asks: ‘Can there not be too fierce a removal of entities deemed to be unnecessary and unknowable?’.
 Apart from anything else, doubt is not a creature to be dismissed lightly, it is precious and fragile (perhaps it is for this reason that it is so often over nourished), and it is vital to remember that we cast it out at our peril. [I have some doubts about this ‘precious and fragile’ claim. Isn’t it quite often robust and a little unsavoury? Well, there are, of course, cases on your side too.] It is perhaps apt, that whilst Wittgenstein assists us in dispelling some of the confusions accompanying the theories of Gregory the Great, so too does Gregory assist us in dispelling some of the ferocity which is latent in the philosophy of Wittgenstein, and reminds us to treat with greater care that doubt which lies, unsteady, at the heart of philosophy, and of all enquiry. 
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� Aristotle, ‘On the Soul’, J. A. Smith (tr.), in The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation, J. Barnes (ed.), (Pinceton, N.J., Princeton University Press, 1995), §1:403b20-4. 


� Descartes is not explored explicitly at any point in the following discussion, however, the dualism between soul and body which he espoused (especially in his Meditations of 1641) serves as an apt exemplar in discussions of this subject, and as such is recognised here for the significant role it has played in the wider debate concerning mind, body, and soul. R. Descartes, ‘Meditations on the First Philosophy’, E. S. Haldane and G. R. T. Ross (tr.), in Descartes, Spinoza, (London, Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1952), §vi.


� The Latin equivalents are taken from Aquinas’ use of Gregory’s statement, a commentary which proves informative in its own right. Here Aquinas reiterates Gregory’s considerations of the ‘inner’ world of thought and will, a reflection which, although it is intended to illustrate the immediacy of angelic communication, highlights the mysterious and complicated nature of our own mediated communication (‘inside’ and ‘out’). T. Aquinas, Summa Theologiæ, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006), §1a,107,1.


� This is pursued below.


� Which is not to mention the hold it still exerts. For the church at the time of the councils (and a compendium of its works) see: P. Schaff and Rev. H. Wallace (ed.), Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: Second Series, Volume XII – Leo the Great, Gregory the Great, (New York, Cosimo, 2007). For an apt summary of Wittgenstein’s contribution see: A. Kenny, The Oxford Illustrated History of Western Philosophy, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001), p.113. 


� St Gregory the Great, Morals on the Book of Job, (Oxford, J. Henry Parker; J.G.F. AND  J. Rivington, London, 1844). §2:8.


� Albert Mehrabian is famously misunderstood as suggesting that only seven percent of communication is linguistic. A. Mehrabian, Nonverbal Communication, (Piscataway, N.J., Transaction, 2009), pp16-20.


� How we are best to refer to the various facets of our minds, be they states, conditions, activities, or otherwise, is a matter which is only briefly touched upon in this discussion. It is hoped that the terms ‘conditions’ and ‘activities’ give some permissibly perspicuous impression of the complex and expansive categories into which we may place our thoughts and feelings.


� (secretum mentis) perhaps more literally and explicitly translatable as the ‘secret place of the mind’. Never the less, the metaphorical use of physical space in relation to the mind is maintained. 


� T. Aquinas, Summa Theologiæ, §1a,88,2.


� Cf. J. W. Cook, ‘Human Beings’, in P. Winch (ed.), Studies in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein, (London, Routledge, 1969), pp.122-5.


� Cf. S. MacDonald, ‘The Christian Contribution to Medieval Philosophical Theology’, in C. Taliaffero, P. Draper and P. L. Quinn (ed.), A Companion to Philosophy of Religion, (Oxford, Blackwell, 2010), pp.93-5.


� St Gregory the Great, Morals on the Book of Job, §2:8.


� Ibid.


� Cf. G. Vicari, Beyond Conceptual Dualism: Ontology of Consciousness, Mental Causation, and Holism in John R. Searle’s Philosophy of Mind, (Amsterdam, Rodopi, 2008), pp78-9. 


� St Gregory the Great, Morals on the Book of Job, §2:8.


� 1 Cor. 2:11 (emphasis added).


� Cf. O. Hanfling, ‘Machines as Persons?’, in D. Cockburn (ed.), Human Beings, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp.28-9. Here Hanfling also touches upon other key topics of this discussion, namely: the hidden nature of our ‘inner lives’.


� Cf. P. Johnston, Wittgenstein and Moral Philosophy, (London, Routledge, 1989), pp.1-3. This is not meant to reflect an understanding of Wittgenstein’s ‘project’ as purely therapeutic; this issue is understood as contested and such diagnosis is beyond the remit of this paper (Cf. D. D. Hutto, Wittgenstein and the End of Philosophy: Neither Theory nor Therapy, (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2006).


� L. Wittgenstein, Zettel, G. E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright (eds.), G. E. M. Anscombe (trans.), (Berkeley, University of California Press, 2010), §220.


� In a recent paper Adam Zeman discusses issues surrounding this problem and, at least from a clinical perspective, gives examples where consciousness is recognised despite no outward demonstration. (A. Zeman, ‘The Problem of Unreportable Awareness’, in S. Laureys, N. D. Schiff and A. M. Owen [eds.], Coma Science: Clinical and Ethical Implications, [Oxford, Elsevier, 2009],  p.5).


� This matter is returned to below.


� Cf. B. R. Tilghman, Reflections of Aesthetic Judgement and Other Essays, (Aldershot, Ashgate, 2006), pp.123-4


� For someone who does interpret such necessity (and yet agrees with Wittgenstein) see: G. Gillett, ‘Wittgenstein’s Startling Claim: Consciousness and the Persistent Vegetative State’, in C. Elliott (ed.), Slow Cures and Bad Philosophers: Essays on Wittgenstein, Medicine, and Bioethics, (Durham, NC, Duke University Press, 2001), p.87.


� There are perhaps five or six distinct conditions Wittgenstein sets forth, those most pertinent are detailed below; L. Wittgenstein, On Certainty, G. E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright (eds.), G. E. M. Anscombe (trans.), (Oxford, Blackwell, 2003), §4, 114, 125, 232, 257, 428. Cf. A. Kenny, Wittgenstein, (Oxford, Blackwell, 2006), pp.161-4


� L. Wittgenstein, On Certainty, §323.


� Ibid, §120.


� L. Wittgenstein, On Certainty, §75.


� Cf. A. Kenny, Wittgenstein, p.164.


� Ibid.


� L. Wittgenstein, Zettel, §220 (original emphasis).


� Hume discusses just this issue in his Treatise, and, not surprisingly, with a hugely satisfying level of perspicuity and candour. Of course, whereas Hume takes the complex constitution of the mind as evidence of a disparate and composite ‘self’, this discussion errs toward merely taking this as evidence of a nigh-on unfathomable ‘self’. D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001), §I:iv:6.


� L. Wittgenstein, Zettel, §220.


� As aforementioned, it must be made clear that although a great deal of the language used in this discussion suggests the clear compartmentalisation of consciousness, no such thing is imagined as even remotely tenable. In this instance ‘mood’ is the most convenient term available for designating only one aspect of an undoubtedly inscrutably obscure amalgam of thought and feeling. This, however, is rather the point of this discussion, and it would be interesting to pursue this matter (elsewhere), into the realms of terms commonly used to discuss the subject and whether such terms are ultimately ill-equipped.  


� M. Heidegger, Being and Time, J. Macquarrie & E. Robinson (trans.), (Oxford: Blackwell, 2001), ¶15, p.98.


� The infinite regress of ‘self-consciousness’ is touched upon below. ‘Self-consciousness’ is given in inverted commas due to the term being loaded with all sorts of connotations which this discussion would like to avoid as best it can.


� This is to say that it is unclear where the individual stands who explains that she cannot articulate her thoughts. Obviously these issues are far too expansive to be detailed in this discussion, they do, however, represent important lines of enquiry in relation to this subject and a core concern of Wittgenstein’s. Cf. J. Heil, ‘Language and Thought’, in B. P. McLaughlin (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of Mind, (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2009), pp.632-3.


� Again, one might consider the manner in which people commonly claim to be utterly certain about a certain subject but are yet unable to articulate their thoughts with any degree of clarity. Of course an ability to articulate does not equate to clarity any more than certainty does, and, as stated above, the role of language in this discussion if far greater than can be expanded upon here. It may be conceded, however, that this discrepancy between one’s ability to articulate and one’s certainty, suggests that clarity is not something which can be so straightforwardly equated with certainty.


� As clear…as in: so deutlich… wie in. Translation may (if very clumsy) run: so clearly… as in; an interpretation of this as meaning ‘as certain as’ is quite obviously valid, this discussion does, however, take the stance that it is useful and healthy to qualify this certainty by exploring the manner in which it is arrived at, and making clear, as stated, the limitations of its illumination. This is what is meant when it is stated above, that the character of this clarity is ultimately unqualified, it is not at all clear what is meant by something being as clear as something else. L. Wittgenstein, Zettel, §221. 


� Iris Murdoch also discusses this last example which, in and of itself, certainly promises rich and enticing mysteries. I. Murdoch, Metaphysics as a Guide to Morals, (London, Chatto and Windus, 1992), p.283. 


� Mrs. Dalloway reflects upon a young man’s success in escaping this chaos through suicide; though we may not opt for such a bleak prescription. V. Woolf, ‘Mrs. Dalloway’, in Selected Works of Virginia Woolf, (Ware, Wordsworth, 2005) p.244. 


� Gallagher and Zahavi give some idea as to why (S. Gallagher and D. Zahavi, The Phenomenological Mind: An Introduction to Philosophy of Mind and Cognitive Science, [Oxford, Routledge, 2008], pp.65-6).


� The emphasis is, of course, my own.


� I. Murdoch, Metaphysics as a Guide to Morals, pp.275, 279, and 283. 


� Of course many ancient discourses on the distinction between body and soul differ significantly from Descartes’, including Plato’s, and it would be unfair to be so generally damning. Cf. J. M. Reynolds, Toward a Unified Platonic Human Psychology, (Oxford, University Press of America, 2004), p.125.


� It is important to note that in engaging with this subject Wittgenstein was following and responding to the work of G. E. Moore. Cf. R. Rhees, Wittgenstein’s On Certainty, (Oxford, Blackwell, 2004), pp.61-6.


� Cf. R. Porter, Flesh in the Age of Reason, (London, Penguin, 2004), pp.34-9. 


� Cf. D. R. Griffin, Animal Minds, (London, University of Chicago Press, 1992), pp13-5


� Materialism hasn’t been mentioned previously, but for various reasons (which cannot be discussed here), it too presents difficulties in accounting for the nature of ‘the self’. Cf. D. Cockburn, An Introduction to the Philosophy of Mind, (Houndmills, Palgrave, 2001), pp.64-8.


� I. Murdoch, Metaphysics as a Guide to Morals, p.270.
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