Lecture 7
From empiricism to intuition and the evolution of mind
The whole scope of the development of the theory (of evolution) shows for one thing that the analytical deductive mind observes so many instances of change by just observing the fossil record, nature, and embryology, more and more observing in deep time when things have occurred and what occurred. Putting the blocks in place the mind spontaneously notices that there is a temporal continuity over a very long period of time with change always related, always new, but always related to the past.

It is impossible not to arrive at a theory of ‘continuity of change’, which is known as evolution. There is no mystery about where that theory comes from. It is just a matter of observation. The attempt to utilize that, to draw from that something which gives meaning to being human and civilization, is interesting. The fact that after noticing this process and not being able to explain it, we have a theory of evolution without really knowing what it is. This is the big question that we asked last time; what is it that is evolving?, because everything changes all the time. Nothing is left from centuries or millennia past, and yet life goes on.

Last time we focused on Bergson who grasped a lot of things in a very original and immediate way. His ideas became developed by many different strains of thought. He grasped the main questions and criticized the main way of knowing. He postulated how knowing has to evolve if we are going to really be fulfilled and understand, and contribute to the process, there has to be a change, and the direction of that change was intuited. He had a strong intuition of the direction of that change. It agrees perfectly with Sri Aurobindo’s intuition that the rational mind which has come up with this theory has to abdicate. There has to emerge a consciousness that is one with Nature itself, and knows directly. That perhaps is the purpose of the whole thing from the beginning. 

That consciousness, that supra-intellectual higher intuitive consciousness he suggests is Being. Being is That. The whole process of time is for ‘Being’ to become what it is in Life. With that ignition, something happened then in 1907. It’s very clear, the spark of realization of the meaning of evolution. 

It seems that Sri Aurobindo’s philosophy of stepping out and allowing something else to come in, also comes from that spark. There are many other fields of development which come from that spark. The theories were the products of a consciousness also. The theories were new and based upon another conception of time. There was a shift in the conception of time and space. This is what Bergson perceived of as a necessity, a shift in the perception of time, because time is not what we think it is. It is not divided up into moments. He said this new way of knowing would have nothing to do with the moments of time. The moments of time would cease to exist because the moments of time are in us, not in time itself. 

The big question I would ask is, Is it possible… this consciousness of Being-itself, of duration, of Being in life, of Being in matter, and realizing that consciousness is not different from that - consciousness is its creativity.  That is what Shroedinger was also saying in 1940. There is a way of perceiving existence by identity, in which existence itself is created. That creativity is evolution, and consciousness. It is there all the way along from the beginning. To perceive it, and for us to become conscious of it, implies that it is already a part of nature. Consciousness is already the reality of nature. 

I believe that is what Sri Aurobindo says. We in our mental development are perceiving That, but we don’t feel fully part of it. We feel like we are outside making a slop of it, as one person said. We are uncomfortable with our “mental” theorizing about that. We perceive that it is more than our mental is making of it. Our mind is making something of it, - that gives us a hint of what it is, but we continue to experience this “mind thing” as separate from the flow, the duration, the energy. That is a question that has been perplexing philosophy for a few hundred years. 

What is this mind, how does it work, and how does it happen to Be, in this whole complex of matter, life, and Spirit? What is its role? How does it work? Then philosophy begins to do what Bergson, Heidegger, and Sri Aurobindo did, and it points out that this rational mind is not telling us the truth. It is telling us ideas, giving us frames which we abstract from processes. Then we have the frame, which may or may not be the reality. Then the big question that philosophy arrives at is, Can we get beyond the limitations of mind, or are we stuck with it - to make the best of it? (See questions on page  )
What evidence do we find to support the ideas of the past evolution of mind and possibly a future evolution beyond mind? What evidence do we find that mind has evolved at all? If it has evolved at all, will it evolve further? When we ask that question, I’m thinking we are aware that human civilization is ‘mind directed life’. What makes the difference between the human society, and the animal or insect society? The work of Gebser1 shows that there are stages of development of mind, historical stages. There is the Archaic, Magical, Mythical, and the Rational, and with the breaking through of the time barrier there becomes possible an Integral consciousness. This is in very close agreement with Sri Aurobindo. 

If we look back at mind in its beginnings we can see to some extent what characterized mind from the beginning, and how it has evolved with respect to society. Societies have evolved through laws, organization, religion, and art. Human societies really are mental societies. They are not insect or animal societies and vegetable societies. They are mental societies. We can ask, What is it that is specially human and how has it evolved? Has it evolved, or is it the same as it was to start with? We have to allow ourselves to include in our conception of ourselves what we’ve been doing for the past fifty thousand years. What is it that human beings do that characterizes us, in the whole picture of evolving life? What is essentially us, the human being? 

When human societies started to regulate, economically, the flow of food, and started to regulate behavior, so that the individual doesn’t just procure its food, and build its nest, and take care of its young, but regulations are made which require everyone to control their own urges for the sake of accumulating and providing for the whole. So that there is no longer just a vital drive to fulfill the survival of the species need, but there begins to emerge law and order, principles of the organization of life that not only get communicated but are identified with and shared, and recognized, and valued. There emerges in the human species values that control behavior, which becomes voluntarily controlled because of an understanding of values. There are all kinds of spin-offs from that, - philosophies, mythologies, religions, and various institutions that reinforce those values. The thing that strikes me as being the most characteristically  human function is that our societies have been organized from a very early time according to principles which require the individual to control her behavior for the sake of the larger collectivity. 

Can we live together without law and order? Of course not.
99% of all species are extinct. On the biological level animals continue their species through vital behavior that is augmented no doubt by mind. Animals have abilities to make judgments and avoid dangers and so on, but they apparently are not as concerned as we are about controlling for the sake of survival. We seem to want to have a kind of insured longevity. We want to insure that our food producing and distributing process goes on from generation to generation without a break. We seem to want to insure that our offspring learn, not only how to survive but how to perform increasingly specialized activities in efficient, refined, productive ways that are sustainable. Our society is made of highly developed, systematic procedures for the purpose of allowing our species to thrive. Whereas, on the vital level, species manage to continue to survive just through their struggle, procreation, and eating whatever is there in the niche. When the niche is no longer there, then they either evolve or become extinct.

So it seems that the human being’s instinct to survive has pushed it into the stream of organizing “for the sake of”.  Every civilization, even though they’re very different in their arts, crafts, languages, organizational structures and so on, they all seem characterized by the principle of the control of behavior for the sake of organizing sustenance. 

Now, as a result of the success of humans, all the niches are being appropriated for the species’ survival. The species now is not even willing to sacrifice members who are not productive. We save everybody. We are also willing to control our procreation, to a point, with birth control, even though this is pretty ubiquitous, and we don’t seem to mind appropriating the environment of all the other species for our sake. In order to do that we regulate our own productivity, and we sacrifice for those who are not productive. There is this ethical stance, the human mind seems to be characterized by this ethical behavior, that we want to heal everyone who is sick and prevent them from dying if possible. We want to feed everyone. We want to do that, although there are aberrations that occur and we can tolerate certain levels of poverty. But that level of poverty disturbs us and we know that if we alleviate it and make it more vitgal and dynamic, everyone benefits from that. 
I just want to reinforce the idea that his idea of good and bad in the ethical mind is somehow the essential differentiating factor. There are many indications of that. I would  propose that, a proposition we might pursue further is that in fact what distinguishes the human species from other species is the ethical mind. The idea that we can sacrifice deliberately some of our drives for the sake of achieving our success, and that we can impose upon a whole society the necessity of sacrificing some drives in order to achieve success in some other areas. The problem is we are not always right about it, but we are right enough that our civilization has continued to evolve in comparison with other species. We have not been around that long. Within ten thousand years we have managed to over-populate the earth and suppress all other species, and maximize our gains from all the resources that are available. We have outgrown nature. 

We also have come to a critical point of asking ourselves, What do we need to change about our behavior now that we see it’s not viable. We speak about global society, global welfare, we somehow have gone beyond nationalism, we’ve gone beyond tribalism, we are moving toward globalism because see that our survival depends upon an adjustment of the whole to all of its parts. The mind is functioning ethically now with respect to the whole what is doing that. 

The mind is functioning ethically now with respect to the whole, not just with respect to the tribe and the community, city, and nation. The big question is whether it can manage the whole because it never got rid of all those other drives. Those vital drives the animal has are still there. The physical needs of the genetic material to propagate itself are still there. There is a limit to what we are willing to sacrifice. But the idea of sacrifice has been there it seems, essentially since the human species began its course. 

If we ask the question, what is consciousness? Obviously we ask that question because we perceive the necessity of an adjustment between ourselves, nature, and society that leads us to will some controls on our behavior and to direct our behavior towards certain ends from an abstract point of view. We don’t just charge out there, we think about it and we think about why we are going to do it. Our organism is giving us feedback in terms of understanding images, possibilities, right and wrong, and judgment. Judgment is ethical mind. Rationality seems to be a by-product of that ethical mind. Inspiration and intuition seem to be that ethical mind reaching for a larger picture and a more direct effective power. Somewhere in us, this pranic ascending movement to know more, to do better, to make the sacrifices whether it is of ourselves or of someone else or something else, in a way that ensures not only the success of the individual but the success of the group. And each member of the group is making the same judgments so they are able to agree at a certain point that it is this, this is the way ‘we’ have to go. There is a group mind that is ethical. It is not just the individual mind that is ethical, it is the group mind. In every species there is a group mind; in birds there is a group mind obviously working in their migrations and in penguins cooperating. The group mind is not just working in us. But, the group mind, behaving ethically, seems to be our unique, essential, qualifying difference. If you think about the appreciation of beauty, the love of beauty and harmony in human societies, and how that has manifested, how part of the human being’s survival grasps the importance of a qualitative element, - excellence, beauty, and harmony. 

It seems that religion has been one of the primary evidences, expressions of this qualitative aspect of the ethical mind and it comes through people who are inspired, who have a cosmic consciousness, and who truly impart to others a sense of benevolence, a spiritual sense. That might be the root of the ethical mind. 

But in the whole picture, it seems like there are other aspects of it that dominate like organization and accumulation, and the mastery of technique, and what was a tool before now becomes a satellite radar equipment that allows us to drop a bomb on Iraq sitting in Washington. This is a big tool. 
Comment on warfare, gender and leadership…
Even Shroedinger believed it might be necessary for human beings to sacrifice and suppress some of their attainments for the sake of another evolution, not just for the human. It seems with Sri Aurobindo, and going all the way back to Bergson, that there is this idea in the human that maybe it can sacrifice for something beyond itself. That is radical ethical behavior. 

We can also explore what characterizes the different levels of mind. Is it important for us to discriminate, and not just say “consciousness” as a blanket term?  But to qualify it as vital consciousness, vital mind, vital intuition, and physical consciousness, mind and intuition, and to begin to discriminate more clearly now that this human event has arrived at the point where we might be able to consider the “integral being”. To explore in detail the different levels of consciousness and not just be satisfied with the blanket term – it’s consciousness that evolves. When we ask what is it that evolves? And we answer with the term “consciousness”, what is meant by that term? That term itself may have multi-dimensionality. 
When we get to the bottom question, what is the evidence that mind evolves at all, we should perhaps think about how consciousness can evolve. Consciousness has undoubtedly evolved up to a point, but if we mean by consciousness what is evolving, then maybe it has a long way to go. If we mean by consciousness something that doesn’t evolve, something that is supernatural, then what is the relationship between that and what evolves. 

What does the increase of knowledge and the more we know have to do with consciousness?
Good question.
