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was scoldinglhim, and warning him that it would be a 2,000-year 
calamity for mankind ifhe failed to clear up his theory ofserialism; his 
right arm then developed severe neuritis, so that he was unable to 
work at his drawing board and had no alternative but to finish his last 
book.

The basic i¡dea of serialism is best expressed in a short book called 
Nothing\ Dí«V1940). Classical Science, he points out, has tried to 
pirrarétífeworld ‘from outside’—as if the scientist were a detached 
observer, a kind of ghost standing outside the real universe. This, says 
Dunne, is an impossibility—as Einstein and Heisenberg recognised; 
the scientist alters the universe in the act of observing it.

Far from being ‘outside’ the world, says Dunne, ‘you’ and the 
universe are opposite ends ofa stick.’And ifyou start by examining the 
other end the world and then try working inward, towards ‘your- 

’ ^°UrSu°n reabse ^at your goal is unattainable; you never reach 
t e en ote stick that is ‘you’, because in some weird way, you keep 

í—pn regresstng.

' a nirtnrí* t°explain this concept, he uses the image ofa man painting 
UañsferiJnr P3’”1" 1O°ks at the world in front of him and tries to 
of the world ’ ° Canvas-Jdaving done that, it strikes him that his picture 
he paints a ser lrijOmP ete’ because he has failed to inelude himself So 
picture. But • plcture> this time showing himself painting the first 
to paint this sec 1S IncomP^ete to°- For it now strikes him that in order 
himself as a oh^' P!Ct“r.e’ he had to ‘get outside’ himself, and regard 
another ‘him’ ha<;S1Ca eCt’_ a part of the world. This means that 
he paints anothe/n016 °W r'Sen ah°ve the first one, a ‘Self No. 2’. So 
painting the picture^V^ ®bow^n8 Self No. 2 observing Self No. 1 

N. SelfNo.2meanssurel e ^acc that he can think detachedly about
‘¿Jf a Self No 3' y*■ at once again he has risen above it to become 

Weallexperiencetfhs"' ÍnflnUum-
this sense of splittine ‘ °n * practacíd level; everyone has experienced 
ing, and another ,tW?’ the ‘F to whom something is happen- 

Dunne goes on toZ °n Coldly from above’
on a different level oftimé Wh Cach °f theSe different ‘Selves’ Uves 
we are measuring it aaaimt é Say ‘Time flows’’ “ follows that another kind of timef ‘TitneN^Í8^ fhatsomethinS must b.e 
against Time No. 3 . 2 ’ And this in turn is measured
r . ‘ us> L'unne thinks, explams how we canforesee the future m dreams SrIFnt i ■ • . L- u. i ■

ms. oelt No. 1 exists in this world , stuck in
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theflow ofTime No. 1. But Self No. 2 exists in another kind oftime, a 
more flexible time; he can rise above the time of Self No. 1 and foresee 
the future. Dunne even gave some practical meaning to the first three 
Selves. Self No. 1 is the ‘me’ who looks out through my eyes when I 
stare blankly out of a window; he is a mere observer, nothing more. 
Self No. 2 takes over when I sit up and pay attention, selecting what 
interests me and ignoring other things. This is undoubtedly a higher 
selfthan Self No. 1, as I realise if I try to write in a room full ofchildren; 
it requires tremendous effort to focus on what interests me, and 
prevent Self No. 1 from taking over again. Then there is SelfNo. 3, the 
detached ‘I’, who seems to be able to look down coldly on the 
‘observer’ and the ‘selector’. It is even more difficult to preserve this 
Olympian attitude for more than a split second at a time.

In his book Man and Time, J. B. Priestley summarises Dunne’s 
theory, and tells a story that seems to Alústrate the difference etween 
Self No. 1 and Self No. 2. A young mother had a dream that she was on 
a camping holiday and left her year-old son by the river whi e s e wen 
to get soap; when she returned, he .was drowned. She orgot t 
incident, but some time later, on a camping holiday, sudden y rec°S 
nised the scene of her dream as she was about to go and get soap. 
took the child with her and so—presumably a tragedy was av^rt5 
The mother had dreamed of herself-Self No 1-in Time No. 1; but 
by paying attention, taking thought, she had become e o. . 
so had risen to Time No. 2, where a degree offree will is Pos,slb^ 
Priestley goes on to reject Dunne’s ‘infinite senes o e ves ’ 
that we need only the first three ‘I s to cover mos 
experience. Dunne’s infinite regress of selves, he argües, is just an 
abstract hypothesis. „ , . r . c

A similar objection can be applied to Dunne s infinite regress of 
times. To say ‘Time flows’ is only a manner of speaking. We really 
mean ‘Process happens’. So all this talk about measunng one time 
against another is also a misunderstanding.

Yet while it is true that Dunne’s theory contains many flaws, the 
basic structure remains sound. The image of the painter painting a 
picture expresses a truth about consciousness. Man is capable of infi- 
nite regress; it is impossible to catch him. If I look at a great portrait by 
Rembrandt, I may say: ‘Ah yes, he has caught the very essence of the 
sitter.’ But I know this is not true. The sitter contains a rich, deep 
complexity of emotions and impulses that no painter could ever catch.


