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Contemporary mind body philosopher’s views of the mind and the body have largely, though not entirely either dichotomized these as though they were separate substances as in Chalmers or Searle, the so called dualist position, or aimed for eliminative versions of monism or single substance views, as in materialism, in Dennett, the Churchland’s, and others; still others have taken a behaviorist approach, inspired by the lineage of behaviorists, starting with Ryle and also prominent psychologists like Skinner. Much of the contemporary discussion clearly takes either a dualist, or materialist stance. The body and mind have through this lineage been frequent objects of cathexis between divided if not warring camps; either in an attempt to preserve this dualism or eliminate it in favor of materialism. Much of this stems from Descartes’ (1596-1650) now sometimes notorious claim of dualism. Wittgenstein and Descartes provide a rather clear juxtaposition between the murky old age and new age thinking that characterizes this contest and will be used as the central vestigials to buttress these other views within this essay. Ultimately, I will argue for Berkeleyianism, while not eschewing the contemporary noise and historical antecedents and later developments that challenged this perspective all to readily. Berkeley’s view I think will be more sanguine to a revitalization of the deeper connection between mind and body and especially how to form them into an effective relationship together in growth; a practical and vastly important consideration that has been largely lost within the tumult of these other vying considerations regarding the status of the mind and body.  I think that this new perspective will allow for a shift in our perspectives of the question as to whether sensations and emotions originate within the mind or the body, while arguing in a Berkeleyian way that this is a largely a clouded issue. When this is done it will be easier to grasp the central question that I will address as to whether sensations and emotions are states of the body or of the mind. 
Descartes’ thinking on the body I would say is similar to this totalizing conception of the individual which Levinas, as well as other individuals throughout the history of philosophy, including Hegel argue against. Wittgenstein’s views are perhaps in bare simplicities more complex, and paradoxical, perhaps contradictory, regarding the founding of foundational members or parts (i.e. doctrines and views, and ruminations) that comprise his systematization, so I will wait to present this more intricate guesswork and probing that characterizes his overall method. For now, I will present in outline, Descartes’s basic view of the body, in connection to the mind. I will now turn to the question of whether emotions and sensations can be thought of as features of the mind or of the body using Berkeley’s thinking as a guide and looking to Descartes and Wittgenstein when necessary to take into account points of conflict on the relationship between the mind and body regarding the production of emotions and perceptions. Berkeley’s main claim is that God is the source of emotions and perceptions. While this may be convincing to certain religious followers, I would say more plausibly ruling out this theory of emotion and sensation that Berkeley doesn’t really give a theory of emotion and sensation. Perhaps, one could argue, however, that emotions and sensations are self-generative in a sense and come from the individual in regards to their mind and body. On this Berkeleyian variant of thinking then all that exists are sensations and emotions, both immaterial, with sensations being closely connect with the immaterial body that nevertheless feels substantial sensations and emotions, the mind being more variable though conditioned by various material causes (brain states, bodily states, circumstances etc.) but less completely determined as sensation through the bodily state. Strictly speaking there would be a certain spillover between emotions that are more spontaneous but also based on prior emotion states, in a feedback loop of emotion and emotions that are more closely tied to the state of the body, hence more deterministic. Emotions that were “free” so to speak would also effect states of the body such that by feeling a certain way, or based on the processes that occur in the mind certain variants of sensations are likely to occur. In this sense, an internal state of happiness or freedom could lead to my bodily sensations to becoming more happy and free, say when lying in bed, in the tactile and visual stimuli in how they are sensed. Furthermore, states of sensation would relate to the way that individuals feel about being in some state, good or bad, of a sensation and lead the individual to feel happy or sad or angry or pleased by any given physical sensation that they feel. It is, after all, not the bodily part that feels a pain, as Wittgenstein points out, but the person that feels the pain as themselves—as a soul. To speak as though the body part felt pain it would be as though a rock felt the pain as Wittgenstein says. This doesn’t really make sense in certain ways because it disconnects the sensation from the person experiencing them. To a certain extent when pain is intense it may seem as though we are not experiencing it, that is, that it is just experienced as a “raw feel”, qualia, or other pure pain felt perhaps by some entelechy that somehow has self-awareness but not by ourselves. We, it seems, recedes into the background of the pain. But while we recede the extent to which “we” feel it intensifies. It is partly the extent to which we don’t recognize our pain as our own that it may be more traumatic. There is a dissociation between the pain and ourselves. Or we could say that it is a reduced sense of self, primarily as it relates to pain that is “us” as we experience it, that is just a person or “me” as opposed to more elaborate conceptions, like our soul etc. There is a distinct sense in which this is us, but it is us flattened, viewed as something less whole or complete and less shrouded in the complexity of our sensations and buttressed by the self. It is so to speak our bare self, our essence, that is preserved in the pain. This is, so to speak, opposed to complex enjoyments of various sorts that may bring us to heightened states of emotion. 
I would not deny that there could be a long chain of similarly measurable physical correlates of our inner life, so to speak, that are reliably correlated with our experiences—sensations, perceptions, emotions and so on, and how these are related to our bodily states brains states, optic nerve interpretations, photons and the common stories about a series of related phenomena but I would challenge the supposition that these experiences are somehow caused by this material substance. Rather it seems that they are, material substance included, perceptual conditions of the body that can be observed i.e. the body is a conscious state that we observe that has very reliable concrete processes vs. there is in fact a body with such properties somehow separate from the human (the standard physicalist claims). How such a body or for that matter bodies, taken to mean physical objects, could be verified for the reasons mentioned—the Kantian, noumena phenomena ontological gap, the dualist phenomena and the Lockean example of primary and secondary qualities, and Descartes views found in his Cartesian skepticism, seem to collapse in some very similar ways into Berkeleyism. We can say in a sense that we discover certain new associations between brain regions, nerves and such—that they are associated with numbness, when severed or associated with certain types of perceptions, more heightened when most stimulated, in the case of the brain, but it does not  seem correct to say that these necessarily cause the other—they are strongly associated but caused seems a strong word, and perhaps incorrect, and if there was a cause it would be more of a cause in a metaphysical realm of the different sensations causing each other such that such and such a brain scan showing heightened activity in a region, and remembrance of severance of nerves is connected to the similar perceptions or lack that happens to exist. So, Descartes claiming that physical process necessarily cause, other stimuli, I don’t agree. There is a sense in which things seem spatially extended but these are perceptions along with their color etc. If this is what we designate by physical then I agree, that things feel and look like substances, mental substances that we perceive as somehow separate, but this is just a perception of separateness and consistency and independence that we associate with physicality, nothing more. Perhaps, there is some way that “something” could exist independently of consciousness but I cannot conceive it. 
As Descartes proclaims in the first sentence of The Passions of the Soul, “The defects of the ancients are nowhere more apparent than in their writings on the passions.” (Descartes, 328) A little farther down on the first page he says, “That is why I shall be obliged to write just as if I were considering a topic that no one had dealt with before me.” (Descartes, 328). Perhaps, this is a reason why he devotes so much of the space in the rather short, The Passions of the Soul, to developing a theory of interaction between human anatomy and the passions; human anatomy largely fading out as a subject in the philosophical writers of philosophy after Descartes. Descartes understands and defines the passions in this way, “After considering in which respects the passions of the soul differ from all its other thoughts, it seems to me that we may define them generally as those sensations, perceptions or emotions of the soul which we refer particularly to it, and which are caused, maintained and strengthened by some movement of the spirits.” (Descartes, 338-9) Shortly after and expanding this definition in, sec. 28. Explanation of the First Part of this Definition, he goes on to say, “…the passions are to be numbered among the perceptions which the close alliance between the soul and the body renders confused and obscure” (Descartes, 339). Descartes says that through the body the animal spirits go around the pineal gland and come out of it through pores and then travel to the other parts of the body and that animal spirits from the body also travel back near the pineal gland through the pores and effect it. (SEP, “Descartes and the Pineal Gland”, sec. On The Passions) Here is a longer quote from Descartes that explains this same idea slightly more thoroughly and extensively, “the small gland which is the principal seat of the soul is suspended within the cavities containing these spirits, so that it can be moved by them in as many different ways as there are perceptible differences in the objects. But it can also be moved in various different ways by the soul, whose nature is such that it receives as many different impressions—that is, it has as many different perceptions as there occur different movements in this gland. And conversely, the mechanism of our body is so constructed that simply by this gland’s being moved in any way by the soul or by any other cause, it drives the surrounding spirits towards the pores of the brain, which direct them through the nerves to the muscles; and in this way the gland makes the spirits move the limbs.” (The Passions of the Soul). So, in summary, and to add a little extra explanation from Descartes general theory to clean up this description: the animal spirits and the pineal gland explain what the soul experiences in “perceptible differences in objects”, which are caused, I should add, through some physical bodily method mechanism influencing the spirits movement, but that the soul changes the movements of the gland to change the spirits movements which we can infer would lead to changes in the movements of the body which would lead to changes in the “perceptible differences in objects” which would lead to different passions as the soul forms passions regarding the effects on the animal spirits through the choices of the soul, these further choices by the soul which also, by the way in his theory can will, to move the spirits by the gland in certain way, that leads to further sensations of objects, or “perceptible differences in objects”  as we move our positioning towards them through the five senses and so on ad infinitum through a feedback loop. So, overall this comes together in a picturesque quaint and seemingly satisfactory image of the souls movements regarding the human animal, given that we take Descartes word on it and ignore some of technical questions of exactly how this is accomplished with such precision using just the movements of a pineal gland merely moving around this spirit substance, whatever that is. Similarly, contemporary materialist views about how we see and feel through the optic nerve or other nerves in our body are often compelling simple descriptions that seem rather alluring scientific descriptions.
Wittgenstein become the major figure of ordinary language philosophy as it became to be called, and his eventual appointment to the Cambridge faculty, a position that he was largely qualified for given his obvious contributions to being the chief source and individual behind much of the whole movement of ordinary language philosophy. Wittgenstein’s early philosophical intensity seems to have mellowed with age, for various reasons, partly the work and ideas that he was concerned with developing in his later philosophy, in an attempt to systematically undermine and patchwork the gaps in the Tractatus; as Wittgenstein says in the last line of the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, “Whereof on cannot speak thereof on must be silent.” (Tractatus, 92)—it seems that Wittgenstein was finally saying what before was left unsaid, “Whereof we cannot speak”, thusly reversing and overriding a central dictum and admonishment central to the underpinning of this first book of his. His work turned to questions of utility, usefulness, how language works, the function of language, pragmatism in short, similar to die Kehre (the turn) in Heidegger’s thought. His corresponding pragmatism regarding the Umwelt (the life world, i.e. form of life), and the “geisteswissenschaften” (human sciences) that his behaviourism seemed to suppose, became a largely context bound, life bound, description of life as its purpose. The hard “core” of his theory of language as representational and a structure autonomous code for bounding the individual within the world, seems to have dissolved under the mellowed gaze of an inversion of his thinking, or the via negativa or inverse of his process of language—life now bounded language, not the other way around. But his description of life, was peculiarly, homogenous, despite the diversity of its manifestations, peculiarly human, perhaps “All too Human” (Nietzsche, book title). It was as though his description of language as defining the human became a description of the human, i.e. that behaviourism became the common denomination in the attempt to put the human first. It was strangely scientific descriptivism that characterized this gestalten (shape) this “(“form” of life)”. This was coincidentally not a non-human way, a power of divine agency, (a gnomon), a principle of measurement that is, that allow for adequation, or adaequatio, by which the human life could be glimpsed, the shadow (gnomon) truly was the shadow, its inner content unseeable, it outward form, by which we could only hope to know the deeper secrets forever veiled within the depths of human consciousness. Yet, going back to the idea that there are fundamental contradictions in his work, it seems he thought, I paraphrase, that his emotion is as clear upon his face in your own breast and I quote, “Do you look into yourself to recognize the fury on his face? It is there as clearly as in your own breast” (Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, Eges review). But as a theory of emotion and sensation this can be interpreted at least in a two-fold sense. For one it can imply somehow we know the other persons emotion and sensation, it is just there, so to speak. It is somehow as clear as in our own breast despite the fact that we don’t actually feel the emotion that is expressed in the other. We don’t feel their emotion as though it were ours or that it was necessary to refer to the emotion as ours (that is to use the measuring rod or gnomon, what is in our breast, to grasp the picture of the suns position, “The light in other people’s faces” (Wittgenstein), or the argument from analogy) but grasp it as though it was theirs, but just as clear as in ours. So, it seems that he is arguing for direct access to the other person’s face, what is in their behaviour and what informs us of their state of mind as though we simply intuit through direct intuition in an unmediated way what they are feeling. This doesn’t require that we feel what they feel, that in some sense we mirror what they feel but rather that we understand what they feel (that it is clear). 
A question that can be raised in the Wittgensteinian characterization in relation to Heidegger is whether unfortunately despite the clear ideological differences and loyalties of Wittgenstein and Heidegger that they fall into a similar kind of back stepping and evasion regarding the individual. Expanding on how Wittgenstein’s thinking despite its merits falls short of the philosophical ideal of how to approach these individuals, I think it is important to bring into the discussion of Levinas and Cassirer to the extent that they touch upon and refine our understanding past the bare essentialist tendencies in which Wittgenstein’s thinking seems to be characterized by. This can free us from the behaviourist approach and determine to what extent we can describe the individual as they are, so to speak to get beyond the gnomon and artificial standard of adequation of comparative mensuration that Wittgenstein’s thinking seems to be plagued by. Levinas’ idea of the infinity of the face and Cassirer’s idea of pure spontaneity I think, in particular, are important to explore in this relation. To begin with Levinas’ idea of the face is not principally the face itself, it is the infinity that is revealed within the face. I will set aside basic question of how this discovery of the infinity within can be grasped. It may be a level of inference, one might think between the actual face of the person and expression of the person to what that face absolutely represents, the infinity of the individual. Levinas speaks as though this is a universal feature of humankind—as though this is the essentially the central feature of the ethics to the individual, as in Levinas, when he says, “The face is what one cannot kill, or at least it is that whose meaning consists in saying: “thou shall not kill” (Levinas, 87). Here’s a passage, in someone’s commentary that sums up nicely the idea that I think that Levinas is moving towards the other in a fundamental aspect, “Before the epiphany of the face, there is no concept of the self, before the encounter of the other, there is no I. “Thought begins the very moment consciousness of its particularity, that is to say, when it conceives of the exteriority, beyond its nature as a living being, that encloses it; when thought becomes conscious of itself and at the same time conscious of the exteriority that goes beyond its nature.” The I is only aware of itself because of the other, because of the concept of subjective self that is based on the other. The awareness of the I regarding itself is made possible by the other, therefore, to annihilate and murder the other is tantamount in saying that you also annihilate the concept the self. Without the other, the I will be lost of knowledge of the self.” (Gundayao). The other is, therefore, as this says at the end the other is essential to the self, murder is to annihilate the self that is inherently present within the other in reference to that self. To think of this is to permanently break of communicate with the other in an absolute sense, and close of the other individuals in the universe who are also connected to this individual, this self. It is as though the universe is aware of its parts, individuals, and any missing piece thereby cuts of the magic circle of which the whole creates (the universe of other). It is this other referent character of the other towards other and the extent to which the reflects within oneself that is essential. To explain, Leibniz’s philosophy each monad (individual) communicates with the others; it is a soul, the soul is separated from the other, but communicates or manifests the nature of the universe of infinity within itself. When this is disturbed through cancelation of a monad or groups of monads the whole harmony or relationship within the individual is disturbed, (i.e. self as created through the individuals who are beyond self is cancelled in some regard), this disturbs the natural relation of self-relationship to other selves that is delicately preserved within as a general rule or universal character of love.  As Johnson points out in her essay concerning Hegel and Levinas, “Both Levinas and Hegel claim that the other constitutes the identity of the self, and is encountered through Desire. But, it is also through Desire that we find a divergence between them. For Hegel, Desire is satisfied through the mutual recognition of the “I” and Other; whereas Levinas sees that Desire cannot be satisfied, on the condition that the other is radically Other.” (Johnson, 19). Fundamental to this difference in perspective regarding the differences between Hegel and Levinas is the idea that the other is infinite and therefore not reducible to the relationship to them as an object of desire. Johnson summarizes Levinas as follows, “To use Levinas’ example, the infinite transcendence of the Other is phenomenologically revealed when the Other teaches us something. This shows the there is potentially always more to learn from the other making it impossible to “thematise” the Other into a totality (67, 86, 171). Thus, at the heart of Levinas’ project is an asymmetry between the self and the Other, which cannot be sublimated into a totality” (Johnson, 21) What should be clear from the previous passage and the necessary connection to drawn from this passage and the other is the other is not merely loved as an object of desire i.e. thematised as a “means to an end” as in Kant’s thinking or sublimated into the desire structure in which the individual recognizes their relation to the other person, as perhaps implied in Hegel’s philosophy, of desire and struggle for recognition, also in Axel Honneth’s work, but are an “end in and of themselves” (Kant). This resists the perversion of individual in light of a use value to which they can be reduced as somehow serving a purpose but not treated with the full extent of their humanity but only treated as human to the extent that it serves certain ends, resisting Heidegger and also Wittgenstein’s view of the individual existing merely as an means to an end, even if this is construed as an ethical society in which to treat each other as fitting into a so called proper role within the system for the greatest good. That is in Levinas’ view the individual is separate from the individuals around them but can engage in society and collective betterment together, but without the behaviourist assumptions about how people should behave, seem to themselves and others. Cassirer’s perspective is even more permissive the Levinas’ and Wittgenstein in the sense that it takes the full individual in all of their infinite generativity and creates a theory of the symbolic forms which theorize some sort of deeper theory of infinite generativity, the content of which I do not claim to know nor will explicate within this essay. It would be appropriate I think to characterize any system of the sort to need to rely upon a system of symbolization, which Cassirer at the Warburg library had much benefit to explore as he was able to explore the basic character of myth in primitive society and ritual and the rest to draw similarities between the analogous practices and religious and symbolizations of modern culture—that is his theories would attempt to close the cleft between primitive and high forms of cultural expression as variegated as mortuary rituals and the theorization of things like Euclidean geometry. The extent to which this requires, both symbolization but also a general theory of perception seems inevitable in such a task, so Berkeley’s viewpoints would do much to refine and develop the basic character of such a system. Levinas would also be a necessary supplement to this thinking, in the ethics of the other. To the extent that Berkeley reminds us of the moral imperative or cruciality of perception as the starting point for thought, perception of the other in their infinite fulfilment as Levinas approaches this subject and the theories of the separate nature of the world of the human, in diverse cultures that can be recognized through the universal participation in symbolic forms as a way towards the preservation of culture as a general and fundamental human concept so as to remind us of the shared humanity in the creation of that which is cultural, as Cassirer emphasizes, I think that we have made some progress, however slight towards the retrieval of the individual, especially if we can avoid the essentialism that seems to characterize Heidegger’s and Wittgenstein’s position, and retrieve the body from the crude objectivization in Descartes position and the objectification of matter and space in Kant, I think that we may have made some progress towards a revitalization of the subject and renewal of the prospects of the infinity spontaneity of their existence within the world. I leave it to the reader to reflect and see that this process of the individual be present within themselves and the world within and as the infinite life of the I. 
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