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Gregory M. Nixon”

| was very pleased to read the perspicacious cornraneof Steven Rosen, even if he did take me
to task for spending much time omeere matter of semanties “From Panexperientialism to
Conscious Experience”. For me, however, semarttiessneaning we apply to words, matters. In
the essay | suggest that we change our common tsdgetter illustrate the way non-human
animals and perhaps even plants experience theid wico refer to such plants and at least non-
mammalian animals aonscious- implying “in the same way we are consciousjust does not
seem right to me. Though I've been accused of aptiwentrism for avowing that only humans
are conscious of their somatic experiencing, inse& me that to assume our specialized form
of conscious experience is the same form of expegien other animals and/or plants is the
worst sort of anthropomorphism. It's not the wofesperience” or “consciousness” that matter,
however, it's the central idea that we humans Haeeight about some sort of major change in
the way reality is experienced or transformed, Hrad way is a self-contextualized conscious
way. It's fine with me to refer to humans as beting only self-conscious animal and accepting
that other animals are merely conscious but witlaosgnse of inner self-identity — as long as we
recognize (as the phenomenologists and existesttiadio) thaall human consciousness is self-
consciousnes€ven when we think we are dealing directly whie tvorld (and not thinking of
ourselves), both that world and the self doing dealing are filtered through the frame of
selfhood.

Dr. Rosen states: “| see no reason why the inteedhlsensations he refers to could not be
considered rudimentary forms of consciousness, eratthan as purely non-conscious
experience.” Well, they can be considered sucHaat if experience leads to more complex
experience and finally to conscious experience,hsomomentary sensations are indeed
“rudimentary forms of consciousness”. But | emphaghat such experience is best considered
non-conscious because it is not aware of itselfteasino conceivable means of becoming aware
of itself. What we humans call consciousness iseatity, always self-consciousness, so we only
make things more confusing when we refer to thescimnisness of, say, a nematode or a cell,
which almost certainly has no sense of subjectieitywhich to be aware. Our world is an
experienced world and our actions are experienctéidrns: When we become aware of such
experiencing, the experience achieves a conscioakty] This seems to me more logic than a
mere matter of semantics. Certainly experiencedsrdginuum, but there is a huge tipping point
once we have crossed the symbolic threshold anériexge can twist back and apperceive
itself.

When Dr. Rosen turns to my speculations about goitsciousness or, as | put it, awareness-in-
itself, | am left pleasantly breathless from regdthat he has put forth very similar, almost
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identical propositions in his two books. If we djsae in a minor way on the semantics of things,
| am overwhelmed to realize that we certainly darshsimilar concepts (that are perhaps more
non-concepdsabout the ultimate source and probable end obw@llstriving. This is an area |
will certainly have to look into in greater detadind Dr. Rosen’s books seem an ideal place to
begin.
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