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Book Reviews 

PHYSIOLOGIST'S PHILOSOPHY 
Mind and Brain 
A Philosophy of Science. By .Arturo Rosenblueth. Pp. 
xii+ 128. (MIT: London and Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
April 1970.) 56s. 

RosENBLUETH's principal topic in this book is the mind's 
relation to the physical world, although he examines a. 
number of other problems of the philosophy of science. 
There is a good discussion of the nature of experiment in 
the light of Claude Bernard's Introduction a l'Etude de 
la Medecine Experimental, and a. much less good exam
ination of what types of inference are important in 
science. Rosenblueth has been most influenced by the 
works of Eddington, Russell, and Schrodinger. He is 
himself a neurophysiologist; he studied under W. B. 
Cannon and was a colleague of Norbert Wiener with 
whom he ran a seminar on scientific method at Harvard 
in 1930. The cyberneticist's approach to the concepts 
of psychology is not, however, in evidence here. 

Rosenblueth presents a comprehensive summary of 
those parts of biology and physiology which are relevant 
to mental phenomena in order to establish two theses. 
First, that no mental properties enter into the laws of 
science: "the only determinism that I recognize is that 
of physics". Second, "that mental events are invariably 
correlated with physiological processes in the brains of 
the animal organisms that experience them". He does 
not regard this correlation as a chance one: "Our sensations 
are causally related to events that occur in a. material 
universe of which our own bodies are a. part". The first 
thesis is supported by a. discussion of genetics which leads 
to the rejection of Schrodinger's vitalist view that the 
physics of the matter of living organisms will turn out 
to differ from that of other matter, and by a discussion, 
and rejection, of the possibility that the human will 
controls the body by influencing physical events which 
other physical events leave indeterminate. The second 
thesis is supported by a discussion of the physiology of 
the central nervous system a.nd of the sense organs. 
Rosenblueth accepts Russell's view that our knowledge 
of material events is confined to their structure. He 
concludes that this knowledge depends on the production 
in the cerebral cortex of a system of events isomorphic 
in structure to the events of the physical world external 
to our bodies. It is these cortical events which are 
directly correlated to mental events. 

The great shortcoming of the book is that no adequate 
review of the facts and concepts of psychology is set 
alongside that of the facts a.nd concepts of biology. There 
is, however, a. short discussion in which Rosenblueth 
argues for his third principal thesis: that mental events 
are tota.lly distinct from any physical events. In particular 
he argues for a fundamental difference between mental 
events and their correlated events in the nervous system 

Rosenblueth argues persuasively for each of these three 
theses, but they are mutually inconsistent. If mental 
events are funda.menta.lly distinct from the physical and 
yet they are interdt>pendent, then the interdependence 
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must be a causal relation between mental and physical, so 
not all determination will be physical. He recognizes this 
inconsistency. He seems to suppose that it can be partly 
resolved by regarding mental and neurological events as 
"correlates" of one another, rather than as causes, and, 
again, on the last page but one of the book, he states 
that his views lead to the conclusion that "a mental 
process and the neurophysiological phenomena. that 
underlie it represent two different aspects of a single event". 
No mention is made of the considerable discussion which 
the thesis that mental events are identical with brain 
processes has received in the past ten years from such 
writers as U. T. Place, J. J. C. Smart and D. M. Arm· 
strong. In the absence of further discussion, these 
phrases-"correlates" and "aspects of a single event"
recognize an interdependence between the mental and 
the physical which is not that of causality, nor that of 
logic, but go no way to explain it. 

JOHN WATLING 

MEASURING THE BOX 
Television 
The Ephemeral Art. By T. C. Worsley. Pp. 255. (Alan 
Ross: London, 1970.) 50s. 

Media Sociology 
By Jeremy Tunstall. Pp. ix+574. (Constable: London, 
1970.) 30s. 

The Effects of Television 
Edited by James D. Ha.lloran. Pp. 224. (Panther: London, 
1970.) lOs. 

THE effects of television have been exaggerated. But 
they are none the less real for being elusive. These 
three interesting books, while destroying the notion that 
programme makers and advertisers can manipulate the 
minds of viewers, present a theory that is just as uncom
fortable. It is that whaot people learn from their television 
sets is not at all what they have been thought to have 
been learning. If they have been misled, it is down 
different paths than the television-haters feared. The 
poor, for example, seem not to look to television for 
escape from their drab lives, but for a. picture of how the 
other half lives-not for fantasy but for information. 
The same obliqueness applies to television violence. It 
is not how savagely the chair breaks over the cowboy's 
head that impresses the impressionable viewer; it is 
who throws it--good guy or bad guy-that counts. 

Mr James Halloran, director of the Centre for Mass 
Communication Research at the University of Leicester, 
has contributed a comprehensive essay on research into 
the social effects of television as a lead piece to a collection 
of five on the subject. He argues that the temptation to 
over-simplify must be fought at every turn. It is too easy 
to say that lonely children rely on the television set for 
friendship, or that television ca.n be studied as an isolated 
phenomenon that may or may not encourage delinquency. 
Television has to be placed in context with other forms of 
mass communciation and other social patterns that may 
lead to deviant behaviour. There is an impressive amount 
of research, both in Britain and in the United States, now 
trying to do just this, and Mr Halloran surveys it nicely. 

One of the most identifiable effects of television may 
have been to keep alive the British Liberal Party. Dr 
Jay Blumler of the University of Leeds shows, in the same 
volume, that the influence of television is greatest on 
those who are least interested. The swing of opinion in 
1964 in favour of the Liberals seems to have been related 
to the exposure of that party on television to uncom
mitted viewers who could not bother to turn off their set. 
For better or worse, television seems to be most effective 
in dealing with topics remote from the viewer's own 
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