Steve: My overall reaction is that it has been great. I particularly thought there were some very good tight stuff in the middle part. I thought it peaked on Thursday actually. About my own stuff I was a bit disappointed that there wasn’t more chance to do more musical exploration, but the one thing I am taking away from it is how to make that more planned and more focused, which is something I would really like to do and maybe come back with some ideas in the future, not necessarily here.
Max: I have been to many conferences on consciousness, and organized many. I was actually reflecting on what is a little different. I did enjoy the actual methodology bit. I thought Russ and Claire are doing important work that was worth exposing and will make a contribution to the field in the long run or potentially: I think it will. There is also a kind of openness. Many of us are theoretical. There is one reductionist here -- he knows who he is -- but even he is pretty open. 
It was interesting to me to have a chance to talk to other people who have been deeply thinking about ways of re-conceptualizing our situation from a Western perspective in a way that was sufficiently deep for it to at least potentially take hold in some way and therefore to have the opportunity to really  have the opportunity of exploring where are they really coming from. These are things I really need to be hearing in order. Even though I have to say at the end of the day I am still a reflexive monist, which I haven’t talked about. 

I enjoyed the engagement; I really did. Obviously different people were doing different things. Some people were still  working on their presentations. They were doing what I think you were doing Jack, which was to expose some ideas and that was a legitimate thing to do. I think the group was of a kind that allowed for that. We weren’t there to destroy anybody; we weren’t there to pick holes in anybody. I think a number of people were doing exactly that ,and yes it can be a little bit painful when you realize for yourself that it isn’t quite coming together in way that maybe you were hoping it would.  But it is kind of useful to do all these things particularly.

I liked that we were forced to take our shoes off. Actually if it had been warmer . .  The best messenger of a lecture I ever did was in bare feet, in India. I just loved being in bare feet because that really you know established a kind of contact. A long term question always to me is what’s next, because it needs a bit of mulling over: what’s worth doing next. 

One thing that I thought was missing which would have been really interesting to me would be to have for example someone who is learned in Buddhist philosophy who was well acquainted with the issues but also can set it out and that was able to present in a way in other words an English speaker or someone who could translate for them in a way that we could really engage with them so that we could really understand what they are getting at. We were doing that for each other, but here we are at a big Buddhist center and there wasn’t a Buddhist philosopher. It’s a big pity. I am not even sure that happens in the Mind-Life Conferences. 

Michel: Yes, yes, there is always someone there. For instance, Alan Wallace is there. 

Max: I know Allan, and have had quite a bit of interaction with him. But I would actually quite like to hear it from a senior lama. I’ve never met anyone of that kind. I am assuming they do exist. That would be great, because, you know, we know what we’re talking about, and it would be great to have someone who really knew what they were talking about, to have a deep engagement.

Russ: I totally agree with that.

Claire: There is a great lama not very far from here!

Max: Exactly, exactly. I have looked at his book (Dynamics of Time and Space). But it would have needed him.

Jack: But he’s not familiar with this field. 

Max: It doesn’t matter. He’s acquainted with life. It would be lovely to hear how it looks from where he’s sitting. There are obvious points of meeting. But not as a teaching.

Christian: As an exploration, a dialog.

Max: That’s exactly why I bought the book. I picked up that he was doing this as an exploration. You could certainly get me to come again!

Jack: Well, between now and 2010 there may be a chance to bring that possibility up with him.

Ron: “Bring it up and let it go.”

Zdravko (to Jack): I’m very, very puzzled. You spoke of being arrogant. Bringing in the arrogance at this moment at this moment was something I had no indication of. That was surprising for me. You are not only offering hospitality, but you created this intellectual space for us. You are the author, in a way. 

You said you were being selfish, but if learning has to do with selfish, then I have been very selfish these days, but I am happy that I was able to learn a lot from all of the participants.

Claire: This morning I prepared something I wanted to say. I’m sorry, but it’s about my own research. In order to advance in the field of consciousness studies, I am convinced, is to describe and refine the process of becoming conscious of one’s experience. This is a difficult task. It is not a process of describing new knowledge, but abandoning knowledge we thought we knew. It involves a careful description of the relationship between experience and words and words and concepts. The goal is to describe an experience. I think it is not sufficient to live the experience. If we are going to advance, it is very important to work at these two levels. I think it is just as difficult as research in microphysics. And it is not a research for one person. I cannot do it alone.

I was a little disappointed this week, because I had the feeling that nobody wants to do this. Russ says that it’s impossible. Jack and Urban say it’s not useful, and even dangerous. I have no real feedback from Christian, or Steve, or Ron others. Now is not the time to discuss that. But if you have any idea about this project, the project of Varela, the project that was explained in the introductory paper of The View from Within, I would be very happy to hear from you.

Christian: I think I am doing similar work not from an empirical perspective but from a philosophical perspective, with intersubjective work. I think there is a potentially fruitful intersection. So maybe we can do that afterwards. That dialog I’m sure will continue. I have a strong intuition and hope that there will be a lot of mutual benefit. My focus is true intersubjectivity, not just words. And then the issue that I just touched on very very briefly yesterday: that to be true scientists of consciousness or explorers of consciousness we have to be willing to turn the beam of inquiry back on ourselves. As soon as we do that we are running the risk of discovering things about our own psyche that for the most part we might rather not at least initially want to be exposed to. But we have to do that work to be truly effective in this domain. I think your work has a tremendous therapeutic potential, although you didn’t talk about it that way. 

Michel: I think I have a different standpoint. Really when I came here I didn’t expect at all my work to be the center of anything. I was even wondering what I was coming to do here because my own view of experience I would say is essentially the third person view of first person experiencing. So my idea was that the type of method that is being explored by Claire should be at the center. We have at least one good example, together with Russ. First the process of evocation, which is really the process which is well defined of getting someone to reach a certain level in which case they say, “Oh yes, I am living.” and then the second stratum which is the systematic method for maintaining this experience and exploring it under every possible angle and thirdly and most importantly there is also the technique of putting that into words which means that in order to do that we have to find proper categories. So all the the complete apparatus is there to do that. So I was a little surprised that only Claire and Russ are really doing that. I would have expected to be alone almost alone in being a theoretical philosopher. I think if there is a future conference I think it would be good to say that at least half of the participants are practitioners of methods which are of the type that are of the type that Russ and Claire are practicing.
Russ: It would be a small conference. 
Jack: Yes, there are not very many people. Now I always like to think I am moving at least in that direction and I am sure Urban feels exactly the same way. But I agree with you that Claire and Russ have done a lot of work in this field you know that are definitely an advance in developing a body of knowledge grounded in first person methodology. 
Max: I think that’s true, although Urban was talking a lot about qualitative analysis, and if you open it to that, then you have a very large field and not doing it in quite the way we are talking about here. It’s generically related. A lot of people are looking at what it’s like to be in different situations and building theoretical structures based on that. It’s like zooming in. ion that. s we said at what it would be like to be in different situations and funs ways of building theoretical structures on that not precise investigation you know focusing on zooming in it’s a little bit like these two got a microscope and to jack up the magnification on the microscope and there really isn’t all that much like that going on.
Claire: Gendlin’s work is very close.
Max: Well, these two will know.

Christian: There is the methodology of Bohmian dialog.

Ron: What about traditional Husserlian phenomenology.

Claire: They are very abstract.

Urban: Yes, lot’s of my colleagues are very involved in that. I never noticed in one of them a hint of phenomenological reduction.

Claire: They have no method for describing.

Ron: But I thought Merleau-Ponty had more of a method. But maybe no one does this anymore. Is that right?
Michel: Except for some people.

Jack: There is a woman up the coast, Betsy Behnke, and she has worked with Don Johnson: a somatic approach. 

Susan: Or if Maxine had come, we would have another perspective, somatic.

Max: But even in what we have been saying know, various people have different ways of working with experience. Many people are working with experience in powerful ways; for instance, when you get into transformation of experience for instance. Or examination of experience without description, which is where I think Jack is wanting to move to. 

Jack: Yes.

Max: These are people raising very interesting issues, and they all feed into a very interesting panoply of ways of working with experience. As soon as you open it up that way, there are many people who are skilled at getting people to focus on what is happening for them and working with it in interesting ways. For instance, on the Buddhist side, Allan Wallace is talking about attention, and is very clean about that. I am sure you all know people who in one way or another have quite a wide range.

Jack: That raises an interesting question for me. Sometimes I have thought that what you really would have to do is have a more intensive program, something like a kind of summer session, a month-long program, where you could really go intensively into some of these methods. Because although we certainly made an effort in this program to give people some time over the course of several days to present their approach and we could go into it, I think it's obvious to everybody that we're only scratching the surface.  I would love to see that happen but I don’t think it will happen soon.

Christian: One condition: It has to be in Dharamsala. 

Jack: You wouldn’t settle for Ratna Ling?

Ron: I had lots of reactions. I’m the other way. What I’d rather do is take one or two concrete examples of techniques and engage in those techniques enough until we have an idea of what they are. But then, once we have that experience then, try to see, ok, what can be done with this.  To what extent does it give you scientific knowledge of consciousness; how can you use it for scientific purposes? The analogy would be having a conference on modern physics, and trying confront some of the problems of modern physics and you spend most of the time collecting cyclotron data. Yes it’s good to be in touch with collecting the data and it’s good for every theoretician to know what it’s like to collect that data but once you’ve got that idea there’s also a lot of problems to be solved. 

Now I don’t think they are entirely independent, don’t get me wrong. But, for my purposes the balance here was just about right and it would be less interesting to me if more and more time were spent collecting personal experiential data instead of figuring out, ok what are we going to do with all these reports and interactions.  The kind of understanding consciousness I want is not just a personal, transformational, “ah ha” understanding; that’s part of it, but I also want it to have an intersubjective, scientific aspect.There are a lot of people out there who think there are big problems about how could you ever have a science based on these kind of things.  And that’s the kind of  bridge I’d like to see. 

I’m not saying the other activities are not of value in a conference or a meeting where it’s highly focused on these experiences. But if I’m having my wish list or my personal selfish interests it would be about this balance only more an intensive, critical investigation of how can we use it for other purposes?  And we’ve seen some examples of this: transformational purposes, counseling purposes, clinical purposes. But now what about theoretical or scientific purposes in the most narrow sense of scientific.  But what’s great about this meeting is that you actually have the people who are experienced in the collection of data, and you also have the performance of the technique at the meeting.  That’s very unusual, at least for the kind of things I attend.. That’s a very positive aspect of these meetings.

Claire: For me the idea would not be to have on the one side the data and on the other side a reflection on what to do with the data, but a reflection growing out of the experience. Because we have a lot of preconceptions, and if our thought is anchored in experiencing, it will change.
Ron: I agree.

Michel: The first thing people say when they hear about Claire’s method is that it’s not  possible, or that it’s not objective. But after they have practiced for three days, they change their mind.

Ron: But the question is, can we now look back after that experience and can communicate that to someone else. Can we say, “I can now say that these preconceptions were wrong. Or do we have to say, “I’m sorry, you just have to try it. And what I’m hoping for is that we can say to people, that if they make this point about it’s not being objective, we can say, “Well you’re wrong.” You’re missing this point about objectivity, or this point about reproducibility. We can start articulating this. That’s what I’m interested in.
Claire: We can say, “These are our reasons. But these are the ways to reproduce the experience. Because if we just say, look what we have found, and write nice papers, that is not interesting. The scientific approach, and it is also a very Buddhist approach, is to verify. To do that, we have a method. If you do that and that and that you will verify.

Ron: But what do you do with the description once you’ve got it? Some ways of characterizing experience are useful for generalization and some are not. If they are not, they are not useful for science, even if they’re true. So I’m not just interested in having a personal understanding of experience; I’m interested in developing a personal understanding of experience. So it’s not just structure. That’s not enough.

Max:  I’m not pretending to respond for Claire. But I might be able to help. I compare Russ’s work and Claire’s work at one level to qualitative studies. These are methods that people are actually using in many practical situations. As Urban pointed out, if you go into health studies, you won’t find a nurse doing quantitative analysis. They’re all doing qualitative analysis.  “What is it like to be in this situation; how can we change our  methods of operating.” Now this is a field which is by and large, unknown to philosophers, but these are people who are hardly doing anything else.

Now, Claire and Russ are doing something much more precise. So you can ask,  for what particular purposes are you doing this kind of work. But the first time I came across Claire’s work was that she actually was doing just this kind of work, asking what happens in the moment just before an intuition. And she refined it to the point where you could ask whether it would be possible to create the conditions for intuition in someone else. So she was doing just what you’re asking for.

Ron: Exactly, and I haven’t made my point clear if I’ve made it sound as though I think this isn’t possible. I can give an example from Russ’ technique—he and I have these discussions after hours every day, and I wish we had more of these discussions going on here. But anyway, he gave me examples from his own work. If you do an analysis of eighteen ‘normals’, you get certain kind of reports, and then if you do an analysis of eighteen bulimics, and there is a statistically significant difference, then you might say: “Bulimics have a higher likelihood of having multiple experiences at the same time, and therefore maybe we can suggest a treatment.” 

That would be the application side. But there is also the scientific generalization side. And I would like to see more of that. That was the piece of the jigsaw that was missing for me. That’s where I think a lot of people who are skeptical about that. They think you won’t be able to do provide that missing piece. So if you show them you can, as Claire has done with intuition, and Russ has done with various things, then people like me will sit up and pay attention.
Russ: I think that would be desirable. In the time allotted to me, I elected to do the experiential thing, thinking that you can read my papers.

Ron: Yes, you made the right decision. If you have to choose, choose the experiential. That is what makes this material special.

Susan: I agree, and have suggested to Russ before that what would be exciting for me would be to hear more about the scientific applications. We need to hear more about people like your patient Fran.

Russ: We needed more time.

Susan: We needed more time. Michel said we should have an equal number of theorists and practitioners. Then we would need a lot more time. Let me say that this year, I understood Claire’s work. Last year I didn’t understand Claire’s work. This year we had more opportunity to really experience. But if we had an equal number, we would need . . . how many weeks? 

Max: It seems to me to you would need to give more time to the people whose experiential work was being presented, rather than having more presentations. [General agreement]
Jack: Now continuing with some more general reactions.

Urban: First, I would like to respond to Ron: As a physicist, I would say that they do not first measure the data. And the other thing that is happening: suppose that you had half philosophers and half ‘practitioners’, you wouldn’t have the philosophers saying, “Yes, I think it’s all right for you to conduct physics in that way. Philosophers are totally grateful if they are invited to a physics conference and allowed to speak. So it is the other way round.

Ron: I was comparing theoreticians vs. experimental scientists, not philosophers. 

Urban: That’s exactly my point. That’s a huge problem for philosophy. For the last 2,000 years philosophy has been squeezed, and this is its last ground. And this week, I see that there is no connection. Philosophy is self-adequate, and don’t know what to do with the data. But in science, the data must come first. So it would be really interesting to ground the philosophical claims with the data, as Claire suggests.

Now, my personal reaction. I said yesterday that I felt invisible. And quite a few people came to me and said they felt the same way. And Russ didn’t come to me, but today he said something similar. It reminds me of the situation with Slovenian dolphin research. In Slovenia there are 42 km of coastline, about 30 miles. And there are probably 5 dolphins there. And we have three societies that do dolphin research, and they hate each other. So Jack, if you are doing your research, and you don’t mention me, when I’m probably the only person in the world who pretty much agrees with you, that’s dangerous!
And if you two, Claire and Russ, are not cooperating, that’s stupid. That was the only reason I did that map. I wanted to put all of us on the map. There are many ways to do it, and I think we should have a map, and say, I’m here, or here, and slowly feel our way into the experiential landscape. Last year that was the eye-opener for me. I really thought that my colleague Matej and I had the way to do it. But then I saw what Claire and Russ and others are doing, and I saw that it’s not so. I myself do a lot of experiments. 

So I really think we need to develop this map. Because if there are just 30 of us or 40 of us doing this work, that is not a critical mass for getting somewhere.

Christian: Just to follow up on that, I would invite Urban to develop his map, and probably some visuals to go along with it, and then for the next conference we start by placing ourselves on the map, as best we can, as a starting point for the conference. And then look to see how that map can be used as framework for real dialog for how we can understand and learn from and integrate each other’s positions. Rather than relying on accidental osmosis, to deliberately use this time together to cross-fertilize and see how each person’s contribution can be incorporated or integrated. Something like that.

Jack: That’s a very interesting idea, and I do think some of that work could be done between conferences. [General agreement]
Madeline: I came last year, and this year as a sort of participant-observer, it seems to me that the discussion is beginning to get tighter. You’re beginning to get a shared consciousness of what each other is/are doing, and the angle you’re approaching consciousness from. Urban’s comment was very much the way you see it. 

My training as a phenomenological sociologist was that you have to develop grounded theory. We were taught to go from empirical research to modeling to theory and back down again all the time as an iterative process. But at the same time to recognize the importance of the disciplines. None of us can just come along and do what Russ or Claire have been doing. We have to be rigorous. As empirical theory or pure theory is a rigorous process. 

So I see within this community here the capacity for people to be able to start to develop grounded theory. And grounded theory can be equally grounded in research when the subject is the object of its own research, exploring the structure and using the methodology to deepens one’s awareness, provided it’s rigorous. I see this developing, and its very exciting, and I feel very honored to be on the edges of that. I’m beginning to think, maybe when I retire I might be able to start working in this area.

The other thing to be clear is that when you say ‘science’, it means a lot of different things to different people. The battle that we sociologists had in the 60s or 70s, was precisely that the sort of research you’re doing, or say ‘participant observation’, those of us who were trained in empirical research didn’t see a problem, but a lot of scientists said, this isn’t objective, this isn’t science. So we had to fight that battle, and we fought it with more or less success by showing that using rigor and discipline you can get as close to what scientists would call objective. And I think that battle probably remains to be fought. 
Sometimes I felt I was observing the Greek philosophers. Here’s one group in discussion, and then you walk around the corner, and there’s another group.
Steve: Maybe we should clap after each time someone speaks, like the Tibetan debaters.

Susan: Lots of pressure, isn’t it?

Max: How do you feel?

Madeline: It better be good, now, Susan.

Susan: Joy! There you are. There’s the final word.

