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Abstract 

It is my thesis that a person who is convinced of possessing unequivocal freedom of will 

has indeed underestimated the extent to which psychic determinism govems human 

mental Me. Free will of this kind would be conceptually plausible if and only if rnind is 

disengaged from body. 1 aim to introduce more order and explicitness than at present 

exists into mind-body analyses and the problem of free will. My aim determines my 

material, which is primarily concepts and their referents. My method is chiefly meta- 

psychophilosophical scmtiny and the ordering of concepts. Although I will primarily be 

concemed with the evolution of ideas regarding mental causality, consideration of the 

antitheses mind-body, unconsciowonscious, free will-determinism is unavoidable. It 

wdl make for easier discussion to begin by contrasting and comparing these concepts with 

one another. My intent is to mitigate the tensions amongst vanous conceptions of rnind 

and body within the larger conceptual hamework of causality. 
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The brain is wider han the sky, 
For, put them side by side, 
The one the other wdl include 
With ease, and you beside. 

The brain is deeper than the sea, 
For, hold them, blue to blue, 
The one the other will absorb, 
As sponges, buckets do. 

The brain is just the weight of God, 
For, lift them, pound for pound, 
And they will differ, if they do, 
As syllable from sound. 

Emily Dickinson, 1862 
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Introduction 

The question whether we are free in our thought and actions is highly debatable. It is 

essential for freedom that there should be motives allowing for different choices between 

which we choose. It is essential that these choices not be detennined. We may cal1 this 

indetermination or free-will. The purpose of this thesis is to consider whether this exists. 

Some rnay wonder why the problem of free will and detenninism has been such a 

vexing one. It seems as though it is one of those philosophical problems where even trying 

to articulate it has proved taxing and somewhat ridiculous. What is more, it is a problem 

where each of the professed solutions-hard deterrninism, soft deterrninism 

(compatibilism) and indeterminism-have given nse to the most intolerable tensions 

concerning the interface between mind and body. It seems as though each theoretical 

perspective, as convincing as it seems at the time of interpretation, cornes up short and is 

rnistaken on some particdar issue or overlooks important data to be included in a 

comprehensive understanding regarding a complete metaphysics of persons. And yet, 

despite the fact there is no consensus among philosophers on this question or any prospect 

of an immediate solution, there have been a multitude of problematic claims, issues and 

dilemmas concerning free will and deterrninism since "the dawn of Christian Europe" 

(Koestler, 1960: 2 [unnumbered page]). This is precisely where our analysis begins and the 

point at which theoretical argument and ontological confusion loom large. 



Chapter 1 

Human Nature As A Complex Problem 

1.1 The Evolution of Ideas - Causation 

Throughout Western philosophy detenninism has played a central, indeed crucial, role in 

discussions of fundamental issues arising in metaphysics. Nowhere is this more apparent 

than in the centuries-old controversy over freedom of the will. Thus the key to unlock the 

free will-determinism dilemma may be found precisely withh the cluster of problems and 

questions revolving around conceptions of causa tion. Histoncal doctrines of detenninism 

refer to different kinds of determining conditions, but each implies that every event is 

caused; every event is detennined. 

Ln most versions of the controversy, Free will and detemiinism are considered to be 

antithetical philosophical concepts. The former suggests tha t individuals are able to choose 

and act according to their own will, assuming perhaps all too confidently that 'will' is 

prime mover in the mental and spiritual realm only; whereas the latter implicates 

universal causation in all i ts complexi ties, insofar as all events, including human thought, 

action, interaction, and reaction, are determined by pnor causes. But as we shall see, not 

all deterrninists are absolutists and not all free willers are compatibilists. Most generally, 

detemllnists considered 'will', more or less, as involving the locus of interaction be tween 

mental and physical realms assigning hierarchal signihcance to mechanistic entities. Free 
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wiil4eterminism claims were specifically contingent upon images of huma. beings in 

both the social and the natural sciences, and as such, conceptions varied in both degree 

and kind. This conflic t between the two kinds of explana tions led to significant differences 

in theories of 'will'. Thus the notion of a causal chah is inextricably implicated in the free 

will-de terrninism controversy we are considering. 

While conceptions of causation have had a long history it is important to realize the 

shifts in determinist cornmitments. And whde each doctrine of determinism refers to 

different kinds of determining conditions, each implies that every event is detennined. For 

example, modem physics departed from strict determinism and, in so doing, overhaded 

the entire scientific outlook on the world as conceived by science up to the early twentieth 

century. Quantum mechanics and Heisenberg's derivative principle of indeterminacy 

resulted in a probabilistic conception of natural law. Events, at least at certain levels of 

systems, were no longer regarded as inexorably and absolutely deterrnined; rather, their 

occurrence is a matter of high or low probability. Hence, the overthrow of strict 

detennuUsm was a shattering development in modem science. Some of the giants of the 

field who had thernselves conhibuted to its demise could not abide by it. Albert Einstein, 

in an oft-quoted plaint, insisted "God does not play dice with the world" (Clark, 1971: 

414). But in this he may have been mistaken. Perhaps, indeed, God does play dice, though 

- and this may be a consolation of sorts - the suspicion is that the dice are loaded. Or, 

perhaps, there is no God to play dice! 

This is not to Say physical and psychological events are haphazard or lacking 

structure. Rather, the older, absolutist doctrines of determinism gave way to a softer 
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detenninism, in which the structure and coherence of mental and physical life assumes a 

probabilistic rather than absolute, irnmutable character. And while it is interesting to 

explore the remarkable range of controversy created by arguments for and against strict 

determinist cause-effect, billiard-ball hypotheses, it is far beyond the scope of this thesis. 

Thus for our purposeç, we need be concemed only with the philosophical shifts in causal 

paradigms. And just as modem cosmology started with the Newtonian revolution, 

modem philosophy starts with Descartes. Conceived as such, it is only reasonable to 

explore, for the present discussion, the cri tical importance of Descartes's theore tical 

contributions For understanding the nature of causation and the Md-body problem. 

1.2 René Descartes: Psychophysical Dualism 

There tends to be a core notion of detenninisrn running through most histoncal doctrines 

which shows why every kind of deterrninism - fatalistic, physical, psychological, 

theological-threatens free will. The principal line of argument for determinism goes 

something like this: since nothing comes from nothing, and everything that exists has a 

cause, determinisrn developed histoncally as the view that everything that exists is the 

necessary and inevitable result of antecedent causes and cannot be otherwise than it is. 

Detenniwm, as such, may be thought of as a special thesis about the causal structure and 

interrelated complexity of human nature and world at large. But in complete contrast to 

the necessary, dependent, determiniçtic material universe which Descartes, Copemicu 

and Galileo described, stands the free will of thinking mental substance, as Descartes 

called it. 
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The doctrine of free will denies that detemllnism applies to the actions of human 

beings. Proponents of the doctrine of free will would claim that human actions, unlike the 

mechanical motion of the planets or clockwork madiinery, are not determined by 

antecedent physical causes. Rather, human beings as conscious, thinking substances are 

free in their actions and choices, not causally determined. So if 1 am insulting to another 

person; if 1 decide to become a rocket scientist, criminal or a saint; if 1 make a contribution 

to a charitable cause, the doctrine of free will clairns that these acts are done out of my own 

free will, that 1 am a free agent in doing them, and in al1 my other deliberate actions as 

well. And since my will is free, since antecedent causes do not necessitate my actions, 1 am 

responsible and in control. In direct conhast, a strict determinist would claim that 1 am not 

responsible and that my actions are the inevitable and necessary result of a host of 

antecedent causes. Soft determinists, altematively known as compatibilists, argue bat, 

although we are determined to do wha tever we in fact do, we can nevertheless s till be held 

responsible because our self makes the decision and performs the action, thus moral 

responsibility is compatible with detenninism. The quarrelsome and explicitly problematic 

claims articulated above get at the heart of complexities surroundhg dualistic and 

monis tic analyses. 

For Descartes, it is of course the case that human beings as thinking substances are 

free in their thinking, affimiing, denying, and w i h g .  Freedom of human will, for 

Descartes, is infinite and unlimited. Descartes's dualism established the opposition 

between thinking substances as having free will and phyçical substances as being subject 
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to causal determination. Thus, the mind-body problem becomes inextricably linked to the 

free will-de tenninism controversy. 

The impact of Cartesian dualism is profound for several reasons. First and most 

fundamental is the impact of dualism upon the concept of a human being. It is not only the 

world which consists of two irreducible, divergent, distinct, opposing substances and their 

attributes, but it is the individual human being, who now may be seen to be split in two. 

Cartesian psychophysical dualism severs rnind fr om body. The historical dilemma goes 

something Like this: Am 1 nota thinking thing, a muid, a consciousness with free will? But 

am 1 not also a body, spatially extended, measurable, quantifiable, an organic mechanism 

which is mechanistically driven and causally determined? (cf. Sirth Medifation). 

According to Descartes's thesis, the mind and body, res cogitans and res exfensa are 

utterly, absolutely distinct - one ma terial, the other imma terial, one determined, the O ther 

free. (More sophisticated versions of dualism will be addressed later.) It s e e m  as though, 

at least for now, the universe as it exists consists of two kinds of substances: mental and 

physical, and this minors precisely wha t is inside of human beings, the same unbridgeable 

gulf between mind which occupies no space and a body whichcamot think. Descartes led 

us into an extreme impasse between rnind and body, iwofar as they are so completely 

different, and yet mind and body are causally interactive in some mysterious way. But his 

argument runs counter to the thesis of monism which holds that muid and body are 

expressions of one and the same substance. The kind of "interaction" we might postulate 

within monism would have to be radically different from the kind of mind-body 

interaction postulated by Descartes. But how is interaction even conceivable within 



Descartes's dualism of two such radically different "substances"? The evidence of 

everyday living demons tra tes the reality of causal rela tiom and interconnec tedness from 

that which is mind to that whch is body and vice versa. However, according to Cartesian 

dualism, this is untenable because if Cartesianism is taken to its logical conclusion, there 

could be no interaction. Thus the actions which one's mind cause in one's body, for 

Descartes, remained inexplicable. For how could one's mind, which occupies no space, and 

is not physical, make one's body move. Motion is an attnbute only of physical things and 

can be caused only by billiard-bal1 or clockwork impact upon other physical things. 

Descartes explains in Medita tion VI: 

But nevertheless, on the one hand 1 have a clear and distinct idea of myself, in 
so fat as 1 am simply a thinking, non-extended thhg; and on the other hand I 
have a distinct idea of body, in so far as this is simply an extended, non- 
thuiking thing. And accordingly, it is certain that 1 am really distinct from my 
body, and can exist without it. (1986: 54) 

Since criticism is the due of genius, Descartes's thesis gave rise to a domino effect of 

innumerable interpretative claims. For example, T.Z. Lavine tells us: 

Descartes's sharp correspondent Antoine Arnaud, a young theologian who 
was the first to point to the Cartesian Circle . . . wrote to him that since 
Descartes has clearly and distinctively perceived himself to be a ihinking thing, 
this leads to the conclusion that man is "entirely spirit, while his body is 
merely the vehide of spirit; whence follows the definition of man as a spirit 
which makes use of a body." In the twentieth century British philosopher 
Gilbert Ryle similarly attacked Descartes's mind-body dualism representing 
mind as a "ghost" in a machine. (1984: 126) 

Two things may be no ted. Firs t of au, Descartes's conception of mind-body had both 

"catastrophic" (Koestler, 1960: unnumbered p. 2) and profound consequences for 

conceptions of free will and determinism. First, the catastrophe conçisted not so much in 

splitting up the world into realms of matter and mind, but in the identification of mind 



with conscious thinking only. It is plausible to suggest that maybe Descartes was trapped 

in an extremely fragile political bind which explains his move to appease both scientific 

and religious comrnitments. Perhaps his compromise between the powerful new science, 

with its mechanical, detenninistic laws of motion of physical bodies in space, on the one 

hanci, and the powerful Church with its dogmas of a perfect, infinite spiritual being, 

creator of man, kep t the judge, jury and executioner at bay. Descartes's dualism, to be sure, 

provided a way to ease the bitter enmity between science, on the one hand, and religion 

on the other. Be this as it may, Cartesian psychophysical dualism granted physical 

substance i ts mo lion according to causal laws, its deterrninism, and its predic tability under 

the exclusive domain of science. And immune from science, from the laws of physics, From 

de terminis tic claims stands mental substance - conxious thinking, remembering and 

feeling. This substance was cowidered to be not spatially extended, not causally 

determined, not quantifïable, not predictable - a substance whose "laws" of operation 

were defined exdusively by the Church, with no interference from science. 

Thus Cartesian psychophysical dualism, on the one hand, gave scientists matter and 

its mechanical laws of motions; and on the other, theologians received jurisdiction over 

mental substance and more importantly, control over the souls of human beings. But 

Descartes's cornmitment to and defense of metaphysical Freedom of the will began to 

waiver in the Foitrfh Meditation: 

. . . the will simply consists in our ability to do or not to do something (that is, 
to affim or deny, to pursue or avoid); or rather, it consists simply in the fact 
that when the intellect puts something forward for affirmation or denial or for 
pursuit or avoidance, our indinations are such that we do not feel we are 
determined by any extemal force. (1986: 40) 



In the above passage Descartes's description of the wiil is synonymous with 

conscious subjectivity and voluntary action. However, his choice of words "we do not feel 

we are detennined" leaves the door wide open for full-blown interactionism and the 

genesis of ideas regarding the illusory feeling of freedom with respect to one's position of 

subjectivity within space and time. What is more, by the Sixth Meditation Descartes tells his 

reader that the mind and body are more intimately conjoined than are a pilot and h s  ship: 

Nature also teaches me, by these sensations of pain, hunger, thirst and so on, 
that 1 a m  not merely present in my body as a sailor is present in a ship, but that 
1 am very closely joined and, as it were, intermingled with i t, so that 1 and the 
body form a unit. If this were not so, 1, who am nothing but a thinking thing, 
would not feel pain when the body was hurt, but would perceive the damage 
purely by the intellect, just as a sailor perceives by sight if a n y h g  in his ship 
is broken. Similarly, when the body needed food or drink, 1 should have an 
explicit understanding of the fact, instead of having confused sensations of 
hunger and thirst. For these sensations of hunger, thirst, pain and so on are 
nothùig but confused modes of thinking which arise from the union and, as it 
were, intenningling of the muid with the body. (1986: 56) 

Descartes's psychophysical dualism shifts from being simply a dichotomy between 

mind and body to a somewhat more elaborate and complicated interactionisrn of 

mind-brain-body. There seems to be a synthesis of that which is material-organic with 

conceptions of mental-physical, insofar as causal modes operating on a lower level are 

necessary though not sufficient for the existence of higher levels. Descartes admits: 

My nex t observation is tha t the mind is not imrnediately affected b y all parts 
of the body, but only by the brain, or perhaps just by one small part of the 
brain, namely the part which is said to contain the 'cornmon' sense. Every time 
this part of the brain is in a given state, it presents the same signals to the 
rnind, even though the other parts of the body may be in a different condition 
at the time. (1986: 59-60) 

In conhast to his previous dualistic position, Descartes's approach evolves insofar 

as choosing, acting and thinking are not matters of simple consàous control and brute 



volition resulting from h e l y  tuned reasoning abilities, but rather, are a culmination of 

levels involving both quantitative and qualitative psychoneurobiologica1 interconnected 

dynamics. It is ex hemely intereçting to no te Descartes's usage of "cornmon" sense, which 

"explicitly integrates the term conarion [pineal gland]" into his vocabulary (Sixth 

Meditation, footnote: 59). The consciouç individual who thinks (s)he Lhinks is not the same 

as the organ which does the thinking. The conxious person is one component ody, a 

series of transitory aspects, of the thinking person. Clearly Descartes's commitment to 

substance dualisrn matures. On the one hand, Descartes presents the mind and body as 

distinct substances insofar as the mind was under the influence of the purview of Cod 

(and/or the Church) and matter was governed by causal laws; but as we c m  see, his 

position shifts, incorporating the causal structure of brain into his mind-body analysis. 

Owen Flanagan, in his The Science of the Mind, provides an interesting interpretation 

of Cartesian psychophysical dualism addressing the apparent confusion within Descartes's 

theoretical contributions. Flanagan expands on a technical philosophical distinction 

between tokens and types to explain Descartes's position: 

Descartes wants to establish a type-fype diralism. That is, he wants to establish 
that mind and body differ in some essential way. He wants to show that mind 
and body are different kinds of things, different in some ultimate metaphysical 
way. The overall logic of Descartes' argument involves citing some token- 
token difference between his mind and his body (which is supposedly shared 
by your mind and your body) and claiming that the token-token difference is 
of the right sort to establish a type-type distinction. . . . Descartes concludes 
that his mind and his body belong to b r o  absolutely different metaphysical 
kinds. (198414) 

But this complete distinction runs counter to the facts of interaction between mind 

and body. Descartes's evenhial commitment to interactionism, to be sure, destroyed any 



notion of a thinking independent 

metaphysically distinct substances 

free nllnd. If, on 

- i.e., a cognitive 

I l  

the other hand, there are two 

imma terial and a noncognitive 

material - then the idea of a free, causally indetenined mind, might make sense. 

1.3 Mind-Body Metascience: the Problem of Definition 

It makes conceptual sense that the notion of a thinking independent free mind came to be 

associated with that which is conscious and tha t which is spatially free from material 

cons traint. What is equally important to no te is tha t since the time of Descartes, no O ther 

philosophical term is as popular, confusedly devoid of meaning, and subject to 

misinterpretation as 'consciousness'. Consciousness gave the individual a sewe of 

independence, power and responsibility; nothing was beyond oneself to learn; one's 

conscious rnind was primary and free, though perhaps bestowed on one by God. But this 

power and freedom of the conscious mind is partly illusory, since the individual is more 

than his immediate awareness. Since Cartesian philosophy had no room for factors of 

which we are not directly aware and which influence thought and behaviour, the concept 

of the unconscious had to be re-invented. Lavine succinctly points out: 

Although the Cartesian compromise failed, the influence of Descartes remains 
alive and a potent force; for over three hundred years, since the Meditations 
appeared in 1641, Cartesianism has dominated the intellectual world. To be a 
philosopher at all you must deal with hirn. You can agree, or disagree, or fînd 
another path-but you must deal with Descartes's skepticism, his rationalism, 
his mathematical mode1 of truth, his Cogito proof, his subjectivism, his 
metaphysical dualism of mental and physical substances, and his treatment of 
the mind-body problem. The mind-body problem has perhaps been the area 
of Descartes's greatest infiuence. The difficulties of his dualism of mental and 
physical substance led to solutions in the form of theorîes of psychophysical 
parallelism, psychophysical interactionism, behaviorism, and phenomenology. 
(19û4: 129) 
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Descartes's theoretical contributions enable us to understand the tensions inherent 

within the intricate relation behveen nonmaterial consciousness and material brain-the 

reality of two kinds of substances which are very much interrelated and connected. We cm 

now begin to see how free will came to be construed as the corollary of consciousness. 

When we Say that we are free we mean to convey the idea that wefeel ourselves to be free 

and that we are in control of what we are doing in our actions, thoughts and situations. 

What has been obvious since the Cartesian era is the integra tion of a multiplicity of rela ted 

evolution-driven bio-psycho-philosophical accounts of a metaphysics of persons. Hence, 

Descartes's rnind-body dualism provides a fundamental philosophical grounding for the 

evolution of ciaims regarding the problem of free will. 

Descartes was ont0 something important: questions regarding mind-brain-body, to 

be sure, but also one's sense of space and time; one's self and one's feeling that one has a 

certain integrity and perhaps more importantly for moral and religious theorists, a 

consciousness which persists and has continuity over thne because life after dea th depends 

not at all on the physical constancy of one's body. It is here that the muid-body problem 

comects with persona1 identity, morality and imrnortality. The free will-deteerminism 

dilemma presents such a problem for most of us because it seemingly threatens to 

undenwie the world at large and everything in it including our selves. 

What we can Say with confidence is that attempts to bring together different but 

related speualized methodologies regarding conceptions of hurnan nature have often 

ended up in extremely fragmented vocabularies conceived as being either relevant and 

useful or irrelevant and absurd according to the par t idar  religious, philosophical and 
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scientific analysis under consideration. The issue of explanation and description can be 

interpreted as one of definition. It is true indeed that philosophical theories are unlike 

scientific ones. Scientific theories, for example, ask questions in circumçtances where there 

usually are agreed-upon methods for answering the questions and where the answers 

themselves are generally agreed upon, whereas philosophical theories may be considered 

"pro to- theones", i.e., the forerunners of scientific theory: " they a ttemp t to mode1 the 

known data in ways that allow those data to be seen from a new perspective, a perspective 

which promotes the development of genuine scientific theory" (Nelkin, 1996: 3). For our 

purposes, we may understand the philosophical theories put forth throughout this thesis 

as "proto-theories". As such, they are useful precisely in areas where no large-scale 

scientific theory exists. We can see why scientists, philosophers and to a lesser extent 

theologians of the 17" century approached the problern of free will with such appre- 

hension and en thusias tic vigour. All theore tical contributions were to a certain degree 

contingent upon each other for advancements in understanding. Linking rnind with body 

was no easy concep tua1 task, especiaily when physiologists did not know how to buld the 

bridge from the physical side showing how their pulsating cerebral tissues could cause 

men tab ty . 

What seerns hue enough is that throughout recorded philosophical, religious and 

scientific his tory, issues which irnplica te human cognition and human action bo th outside 

and inside the confines of awareness have been cloaked in language indicative of the 

larger metaphysical concepts of free will and de terminism. Hence, "phüosophical insight" 

(Nelkin, 1996: 3) leads the mind-body debate ont0 paths that, in the end, will presumably 
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culminate in scientific theory. Nowhere is this more apparent than with the theoretical 

contributions of Benedictus Spinoza who, 

modem psychology. 

1.4 Benedictus Spinoza: Psycho physical 

without a doubt, contributed to the rise of 

Parallelism 

The problem with talking about physicality is that such talk is generally confused with an 

appeal to reductionist materialism. Because the explanatory power of reductionist 

materialism is limited, dualism was and frequently is preferred as the reasonable 

alternative, although dualism in its own way is just as  problematic as reductionist 

materialism. Spinoza rejects Descartes's position regarding rnind-body and puts forth his 

own solution in the Ethics wherein mentalisrn fuses with materialism in monistic 

hadition-one substance only. In essence, monist interpreta tions shatter the independence 

of two separate realms advancing muid-body analyses into broader conceptions of mental 

and physical: non-reductionist materialism. Spinoza's conceptual analysis of Cartesian 

psychophysical dualism paves the way to full-blown neurophilosophical inquiry and in 

so doing takes conceptions of free will and detemiinism to new heights of understanding. 

Spinoza says of Descartes: 

He maintained that the sou1 or mind is united in a special way with a certain 
part of the brain called the pineal gland, by meaw of which the mind senses 
all movements that occur in the body, as well as extemal objects, and by the 
mere act of willing it can move the gland in various ways. He maintained that 
this gland is suspended in the middle of the brain in such a way that it c m  be 
moved by the slightest motion of the animal spirits. . . . He furthemore 
maintained that every single act of willing is by nature united to a particular 
motion of the gland. (Ethics, 201-202) 

He then goes on to castigate Descartes: 



Indeed, 1 am lost in wonder that a philosopher who had shictly resolved 
to deduce nothing excep t from self-evident bases and to affum nothing that he 
did not clearly and distinctly perceive, who had so often cençured the 
Scholastics for seeking to explain obscurities through occult qualities, should 
adopt a theory more occult that any occult quality. . . . Again, 1 should like to 
know how many degrees of motion mind can impart to that pineal gland of 
his, and by what force it can hold it suspended. (Ethics, 202) 

Later he asserts: 

Finally, 1 omit all Descartes' assertions about the will and its freedom, since I 
have already abundantly demonstrated that they are false. (Ethics, 203) 

Spinoza dismisses the plausibility of free will and descnbes in detail the extent to which 

there are not two processes or two entities but one, seen inwardly as thought, and 

outwardly as extension: an inextricable unity of both. 

This is more clearly understood from Sch. Pr. 7, II, which tells us that muid and 
body are one and the same thing, conceived now under the attribute of 
Thought, now under the attribute of Extension. Hence it cornes about that the 
order or linking of things is one, whether Nahire be conceived under this or 
that attribute, and consequently the order of the active and passive states of 
our body is simultaneous in Nature with the order of active and passive states 
of the mind. (Ethics, III, Proposition 2, Scholium: 104-105) 

Mind and body, according to Spinoza, do not act upon each other, because they are 

no t other than each other, they are expressions of one thing. Spinoza's fundamental thesis 

on the existence of one substance with two recognizable attributes: thinking and extension, 

pushes Cartesian dualism overboard, thereby removing the problems of interaction 

between rnind and matter. Spinoza introduces his reader to the principle of multiple 

causality wherein mind and body are manifestations of one and the same substance 

expressed in two different ways. He says: 

Men are deceived in thinking themselves free, a belief that consists only in this, 
that they are conscious of their actions and ignorant of the causes by which 
they are determined. Therefore the idea of their freedom is simply the 



ignorance of the cause of their actions. As to their saying that human actions 
depend on the will, these are mere words without any correspondhg idea. For 
none of them knows what the will is and how it moves the body, and those 
who boast otherwise and make up stories of dwelling-places and habitations 
of the sou1 provoke either ridicule or disgust. (Ethics, II, Proposition 35: 86) 

After trying to melt away the Cartesian distinction between body and mind, Spinoza 

reduces the problem of free will to a question of qualitative description. For Spinoza the 

"mind is a definite and detenninate mode of thinking (11, Pr.ll), and thus (1, Pr. 17, Cor.2) 

it cannot be the free cause of its actions: that is, it camot possess an absolute faculty of 

w i h g  and non-willing. It must be detennined to d l  this or that (1, Pr.28) by a cause, 

which likewise is determined by another cause, and this again by another, etc." (Ethics: II: 

95). Intellect, according to Spinoza, is merely an abstract and short-hand term for a series 

of active ideas; and will an abshact term for a series of actions. Spinoza taddes the problem 

of multiple causality head-on: 

Will, like intellect, is only a definite mode of thinking, and so (Pr. 28) no single 
volition cm exist or be detemhed to act unless it is determined by another 
cause, and this cause again by another, and so ad infinitum. . . . Therefore in 
whatever way will is conceived, whether finite or infinite, it requires a cause 
by which it is determined to exist and to act; and so (Def.7) it cannot be said to 
be a free cause, but only a necessary or constrahed cause. (Elhics: 1, Prop. 32: 
53) 

Spinoza, speaking to the illusory feeling of freedom, takes his reader into a theory that 

postdates the many levels of determination. On his view, the downfall of humankind is 

their belief in lack of causaliiy, wherein individuals think they are free precisely because 

they fail to understand the causes of their actions. It is through the analysis of human 

action that Spinoza approaches the essence of humanity and in so doing points to the 



physical analyses of ideas as the tip of a much larger iceberg. The essential tenet of 

Spinoza's thesis is summed up thus: 

Hence it follows that whenever the human mind perceives things after the 
common order of nature, it does not have adequate knowledge of itself, nor of 
its body, nor of extemal bodies, but only a confused and fragmentasr 
knowledge. For the mind does not know itself Save in so far as it perceives 
ideas of the affections of the body (Pr.23,II). Now it does not perceive its own 
body (Pr.19,II) except through ideas of affections of the body, and also it is only 
through these affections that it perceives extemal bodies (Pr.26,II). So in so far 
as it has these ideas, it has adequate knowledge neither of itself (Pr.29,II) nor 
of its own body (Pr.27,II) nor of extemal bodies (Pr.25, II), but only a 
fragmentas, (mutilatam) and confused knowledge (Pr.28,II and Sch.). (Eihics: 
II, Prop. 289: 84) 

What Spinoza is getting at is the extent to which conscious volition is nothing more than 

ideation and through the vaned richness of associations, or through the absence of 

cornpetitive ideas, remains in consciousness long enough to lead to action. For Spinoza, 

the physicality of ideas means no more than it says: ideas are physical. The idea becomes 

action unless it is stopped in the transition by an opposing idea. The idea is the first stage 

in a complex process of which extemal action is the completion. The idea nuis parallel, so 

to speak, to physical foïm: when its form becomes more and more "substantial" we 

physically change. Spinoza argues for a non-reduc tionist ma terialism in which psyducal 

events exist in a causal relationship with other psydiical events, and similarly, physical 

events with other physical events, but the physical and mental do not interact with each 

other. He says: 

The essence of the mind is constituted by adequate and inadequate ideas (as 
we showed in Pr.3,III), and so (Pr.7,III) it endeavours to persist in its own being 
in so far as it has both these kinds of ideas, and does so (Pr.8,m) over an 
indefinite period of t h e .  Now since the rnind (Pr.23,II) is necessarily consaous 
of itself through the ideas of the affections of the body, therefore mind is 
conscious of its conatus (Pr.7JD). (Ethics, IIi, Prop. 9: 109) . . . 



When this conatus is related to the mind alone, it is called Will (voluntas); 
when it is related to mind and body together, it is called Appetite (appetitus), 
whch is nothing else but a man's essence, frorn the nature of which there 
necessarily foilow those things that tend to preservation, and which man is 
thus detennined to perform. Further, there is no difference between appetite 
and Desire (cupiditas) except that desire is usually related to men in so far as 
they are conxiouç of their appetite. Therefore it can be defined as follows: 
desire is 'appetite accompanied by consciousneçs thereof.'(Ethics, III, Prop. 9: 
109) 

It is clear from the above considerations that we do not endeavor, will, 
seek after or desire because we judge a thing to be good. On the conhary, we 
judge a thhg to be good because we endeavor, will, seek after and desire it. 
(Ethics, III, Prop. 9: 109) 

What Spinoza is suggesting is the extent to which the antithesis conscious- 

unconscious operates in and upon our being. Desire, instinct or appetite, is the 

neurophysiological energy, the impulsive force which de termines the dura tion of an idea, 

of which we may or may not be totally conscious. Free will for Spinoza tends to be more 

an ideal than something real: intellechial capital - a conceptual abstraction of an 

abstraction insofar as ideas, concepts and knowledge remain the highest level of human 

interpreta tion and expression. He says: 

We can take no action from mental decision unless the memory comes into 
play; for example, we cannot utter a word unless we call the word to mind. 
Now it is not within the free power of the mind to remember or to forget any 
thing. Hence comes the belief that the power of the mind whereby we keep 
silent or speak solely from mental decision is restncted to the case of a 
remembered thing. (Ethics: IIi, Prop. 2, Scholium: 106-107) 

In essence, the above passage points specifically to the extent to which human 

thought operates according to psychically detennined laws. For Spinoza mind is not only 

an expression of physical substance, but one which c m  socially and psychically affect the 

nature of matter. Thus even though we might try our hardest to forget the past, the past 

wïü not let uç forget i t  Spinoza's non-reductionist materialism explores the piausibility 
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of how changes in one's psychical state entail changes in one's physical state and vice 

versa. Pure raw free will, according to Spinoza, may be considered a conceptual fantasy 

which disregards the dynamics of pardel  psychophysical causal relations. To suggest, as 

Descartes did, that minds and bodies are substances - mental and physical substances 

respectively - is misleading. It is misleading becawe it suggests that particdar thingç have 

an independence that they do not realIy have. Free action and detemûnism need each 

other in a way that rnind needs body and that which is mental needs that which is 

physical. Spinoza's conception of mind-body recognizes the tremendous signihcance of 

a mental-physical causal dynamics thus taking philosophical and scientific exploration to 

higher levels of inquiry. The ramifications of conceptualizing wdl as not free, but as being 

determined by intricate psychophysical laws, b ~ g s  to light senous issues for moral and 

religious schools of thought. Just because minds are detennined by laws which are 

psychically and physically related it does no t mean that an individual is no longer morally 

responsible for their behavior and the structure of their life. The structure of mind-body 

operates in such a way that one may see the relevance to the entire leaming process with 

its ensuing codes of conduct which is founded on memories operating within, between 

and on ail aspects of our behaviour. We give objects, events and people meaning by the 

frameworks of interpretation which we understand at any one par t idar  point in time. 

Language, conceptual meaning and behaviour are embedded within a tightly woven web 

of psychophysical interconnectedness. What is more, the entire educational process relies 

precisely on psychophysical interconnections: actions are determined by rnemories. On 



this issue we turn to the renowned philosopher/psychologist William James and his 

exploration of psychophysical dyiamics and the problem of free fi. 

1.5 William James: Evolution-Driven Bio-Philosophical Psychologism 

Few philosophers have written with the enthusiasm and elegance of Wüliam James. His 

passion for ilIuminating analysis lead James from anatomy to physiology to psychology 

to philosophy and at last back to metaphysics itself. One of James's best achievements was 

his two volume Tlie Principles of Psychology, published in 1890. Af ter 1900, his publications 

were almost al1 in the field of philosophy. 

James's eclectic academic background laid the founda tion for his paradigm shifts 

regarding causa tion and the conscious-unconscious, free will-determinism controversy. 

James, a bioiogical psychologist, was enthusiastic about the implications of evolutionary 

theory for psychology, and was convinced of the purposiveness of human and animal 

behaviour. Because of his early scientific training, he was committed to seeking out 

explanations of purposiveness compatible with a materialist orientation. ln Reflex Action 

and nieism, James tells his audience: 

All action is thus re-action upon the outer world; and the rniddle stage of 
consideration or contemplation or thinking is only a place of transit, the 
bottorn of a loop, both whose ends have their point of application in the outer 
world. . . . The current of life which runs in atour eyes or ears is meant to run 
out at our hands, k t ,  or lips. The only use of the thoughts it occasions while 
inside is to determine its direction to whichever of these organs shall, on the 
whole, under the circumstances actually present, act in the way most 
propitious to our welfare. (1897: 114) 

Then he speaks directly to the role of will: 



The willing department of our nature, in short, dominates both the 
conceiving department and the feeling department; or, in plainer English, 
perception and thinking are only there for behavior's sake. (p. 114) 

James was interested in understanding conscious experience and relating it to 

biological and evolutionary perspectives within cultural+xwironmental sources of human 

psychology. Social evolution with its ethical-moral component was given grea t attention 

and was seen as an extension and analogue of biological evolution. Owen Flanagan writes 

of William James's 1890 masterpiece, The Principles of Psychology, as "the first formulation 

of the natualistic position in the philosophy of mind." Flanagan explains: 

Thanks to Darwin's theory he was able to understand mentality as a product 
of natural selection, and was thereby able to situate the origin and function of 
mental life in the natural world. Furthermore, he was able to do so without 
accepting the simplistic suggestion that the human animal is a mere bundle of 
reflexes. . . . The naturalis t parts Company with the reflex medianis t because 
he reads evolu tionary theory as pointing not merely to increased complexity 
of biological organization but also as pointing to the need for increasing 
complexity at the level of explanation as we ascend the phylogenetic scale: 
reflexes require reflex analyses; full-blown mental phenornena require 
mentalistic analyses. Naturalism, you might Say, is what you get when you 
take classical (say, Cartesian or Newtonian) ma terialism and recons titu te i t 
wi th evolu tionary concepts, in par ticular wi th the concept of dif ferent levels 
of biologicai organWtion and the concept of organisrns as functional systems 
which continually change b y in terac ting wi th O ther functional systerns. (1984: 
23-24) 

James takes the problem of free will and determinism well beyond the inclusiveness 

of philosophical, scienofic and religious analyses and incorporates a deeper level of 

analysis thus developing the concep tua1 implications of evolu tion-driven biological 

psychologism. Unlike Spinoza, James believed monism to be the natural disease of 

philosophers, who hunger and thirst not for truth, but for unity. James says: 

'The world is One!' - the formula may have become a sort of number 
worship. 'Three' and 'seven' have, it is true, been reckoned as saaed numbers; 



but, abstractly taken, why is 'one' more excellent that 'forty-three,' or than 'two 
million and ten'? In this first vague conviction of the world's unity, there is so 
Little to take hold of that we hardly know what we mean by it. (quoted in Olin, 
1992: 73). 

James's comment speaks precisely to the dangers of a monis tic hadi tion wherein absolutist 

rhetoric adheres to one system of laws holding throughout the universe, which facilitates 

explanation, prediction, and most importantly control. It is this particular way of thinking 

which runs counter to James's radical empiriasm, wherein the world conta* many kinds 

of existences, in which their uniqueness camot be reduced to jwt one or two formulae. 

Olin, interpre ting James's position, says: 

a monistic world, according to James, is a dead world; in such a universe 
individuality is a delusion; in reality the monist assures us, we are al1 bits of 
one mosaic substance. But in a pluralistic unfinished world we can write some 
lines of the parts we play, our choices mould in some measure the future in 
which we have to live. In such a world we can be free; it is a world of chance, 
and not of fate; everything is not quite; and what we are or do may alter 
everything. (Olin: 1992,78431) 

James explains this in his own words: 

It follows that whoever says that the whole world tells one story utters 
another of those monistic dogmas that a man believes at his risk. It is easy to 
see the world's history piuralistically, as a rope of which each fibre tells a 
separate tale; but to conceive of each cross-section of the rope as an absolute 
single fact, and to sum the whole longitudinal series into one being living an 
undivided Me, is harder. (quoted in Oh, 1992: 78) 

One of the very first philosophical problems James addressed was that of free will, 

or, as he called it, detenninism versus indeterminism. Initially, James's training as a 

scientist, coupled with the best scientific perspectives of his day, led him to respect the 

prinuples of determinism, insofar as alI actions - physical and mental - are completely 

manipulated by forces beyond our control. But this claim was problematic for James and 



did not sit well. James had mixed feelings, and was equally committed to the ethical 

component in life, which required moral autonomy. It iç interesthg to note that in the 

following passage James cornes close to Spinoza's monistic metaphysics with respect to 

Spinoza's account of "God or Nature". In a letter to Thomas W. Ward, James adrnits: 

1 feel that we are Nature through and through, that we are wholly conditioned, 
that not a wiggle of our will happens save as the result of physical laws; and 
yet, notwithstanding, we are en rapport with reason-How to conceive it? Who 
knows? I'm convinced that the defensive tac tics of the French "spirtualists" 
fighting a steady retreat before materialism will never do anything.-It is not 
that we are al1 nature but some point which is reason, but that all is nature and 
all is reason too. We shall see, damn it, we shall see! . . . (The Letfers of William 
lames, 1: 152-153) 

S a d c i n g  all moral and ethical signhcance to determinist principles wodd not 

suffice. Thus James searched for an intellectually respectable way to a f h  freedom within 

a materialist frame. In Pr~gmatism, he says: 

The world is indubitably one if you look at it in one way, but as indubitably 
is it many, if you look at it in another. It is both one and many - let us adopt 
a sort of pluralistic monism. Everything of course is necessarily determined, 
and yet of course our wills are free: a sort of free-will determinism is the true 
philosophy. The evil of the parts is undeniable, but the whole canft be evil: so 
practical pessirnism may be combined with metaphysical optimism. (p. 25) 

In The Dilemma of Detenninism, James's skeptical opümism is revealed as he tells his 

readers: 

The principle of causality, for example - what is it but a postulate, an empty 
name covering simply a demand that the sequence of events shall some day 
manifest a deeper kind of belonging of one thing with another than the mere 
arbitrary juxtaposition which now phenomenally appears? It is as much an 
altar to an unknown god as the one that Saint Paul found at Athens. All our 
scientific and philosophic ide& are altars to unknown gods. Unifonnity is as 
much so as is free-will. If this be admitted, we can debate on even terms. But 
if anyone pretends that while freedom and variety are, in the first instance, 
subjective demands, necessity and uniformity are sornething altogether 
different, 1 do not see how we can debate at dl. (1979: 116) 



James scoffs at the absurdity of irreconcilable opposites and the simplistic interpretations 

of cause-effect, biUiard-ball analogies; and puts forth the value of the many: pliirality. 

Now, evidence of an extemal kind to decide between determinism and 
indetenninism is, as 1 intimated a while back, strictly impossible to find. What 
does determinism profess? . . . 

It professes that those parts of the universe already laid down absolutely 
appoint and decree what the other parts shall be. The future has no ambiguous 
possibilities hidden in its womb: the part we call the present is compatible with 
only one totality. (1979: 117) 

Indeterminism, on the contrary, says that the parts have a certain amount 
of loose play on one another, so that the laying down of one of them does not 
necessarily de termine wha t the others shall be. It admi ts that possibilities rnay 
be in excess of actualities, and that things not yet revealed to our knowledge 
may really in thernselves be ambiguous. Of two alternative futures which we 
conceive, both now may be really possible; and the one become impossible 
only at the very moment when the other excludes it by becoming real itself. 
Indetenninism thus denies the world to be one unbending unit of fact. It says 
there is a certain ultimate pluralism in it; and, so saying, it corroborates our 
ordinary w o p h i s  tica ted view of things. To tha t view, actuali ties seem to floa t 
in a wider sea of possibilities from out of which they are chosen; and, 
somewhere, indeterrninism says, sudi possibilities exist, and form a part of the 
truth. (1979: 118) 

Determhism, on the contrary, says they exist nowhere, and that necessity 
on the one hand and impossibility on the other are the sole categories of the 
real. (1979: 118) 

James speaks to the limitations of determinist ideology and the ways in which 

detemUnist thinking constrains the potentialities inherent in the realm of the abstract, the 

realm of possibilities. And those who seek reality or truth through reductionistic theory 

are in for tough sledding. The paradox of theory can be summed up thus: on the one hand, 

we cannot tmly know anything without theory, and on the other, it is precisely theory 

which inhibits the discovery of truths and realities, for a period of time. The issues James 

speaks to are complex. The question becomes not, what is determininn or conscious 

mental life really like according to one particular theory? Rather, it becomes what is the 



best way to describe and explain determinism 

purposes? According to James, conceptions of 

and conscious mental life for certain 

thought as a senes of separate ideas 

mechanistically associated, is a rnisleading copy of physics and chemistry; rather, thought 

is not a series, it is a Stream, a continuity of perception and feeling which is subject to 

modification and revision. He explains: 

In opposition to this dualistic philosophy, 1 hied, in [the first essay] to show 
that thoughts and things are absolutely homogeneous as to their material, and 
that their opposition is only one of relation and of function. There is no 
thought-stuff different from thing-stuff, 1 said; but the same identical piece of 
'pure experience' (which was the name I gave to the materin prima of 
everything) can stand alternately for a 'fact of conçciousness' or for a physical 
reality, according as it is taken in one context or another. (quoted in Smith, 
1967: 137-138) 

Similar to Spinoza's thesis of psychophysical parallelism, James also gets at the heart of 

descriptive and explanatory levels of analyses, insofar as we have thought stuff and thing 

stuff which correspond to predispositions, verbs, adverbs and conjunctions, as weli as stuff 

which refiects the nouns and pronouns of our speech; we have feelings of for and to and 

ngainst and becaiise and behind and @er as well as of matter and men. James tells his 

readers: 

The great continua of tirne, space, and the self envelope [sic] everything, 
betwixt hem, and flow together without interfering. The things they envelope 
corne as separate in some ways and as continuous in others. Some sensations 
coalesce with some ideag and O thers are irreconcilable. Quali ties compenetra te 
one space, or exclude each other from it. They c h g  together persistently in 
groups that move as units, or else they separate. . . . 

In all this the continuities and the discontinuities are absolutely CO- 

ordinate matters of immediate feeling. The conjunctions are as primordial 
elements of 'fact' as are the distinctions and di junctions. . . . Prepositions, 
copulas, and conjunctions, 'is,' 'is nt t,' [sic] 'then,' 'before,' 'in,' 'on,' %eside,' 
'between,' 'next,' 'like,' 'unlike,' 'as,' 'but,' flower out of the stream of pure 
expenence, the stream of concretes or the sensational stream, as naturally as 



nouns and adjectives do, and they melt into it again as fluidly when we apply 
them to a new portion of the stream. (quoted in Smith, 1967: 9495) 

It is interesting to note the emphasis James places on vocabulary insofar as 

descriptions of reality can become explanations of reality. He is carefd to point out the 

inevitable confusion between concepts with that part of reality they are meant to describe. 

Ideas become " tme' inçofar as they corne into satisfactory relations with other parts of our 

expenence. In essence, the theory dictates behaviour. This is precisely why James refused 

the seduction of monistic interpretations and professed plurality. Where exactly should 

1 look in the brain to locate my self concept? Are behavioural repertoires in the front of the 

cranium or in the back? Answers to these questions point in a direction where descriptions 

of reality may enter the realm of explanations. This is important for the problem of free 

will because will is very dependent upon "thought stuff", which may be conshied as free 

if and only if  it is conceived as ideas, concepts, abstractions of abstractions, which are 

always subjec t to modification, change and revision, according to James's pluralistic view 

of the universe. He says: 

On the principles which 1 am defending, a 'mind' or 'persona1 consciousness' 
is the name for a series of experiences run together by certain definite 
transitions, and an objective reality is a series of similar expenences knit by 
different transitions. If one and the same experience can figure twice, once in 
a mental and once in a physical context (as I have tried, in my article on 
'Consaousness,' to show that it cm), one does not see why it might not figure 
thrice, or four times, or any number of times, by running into as many 
different mental contexts, just as the same point, lying at their intersection, can 
be continued into many different lines. (quoted in Smith: 1967: 80) 

If I understand James's position correctly, it is the "transitive" elements in the flow 

of thought that constitute the thread of our mental life, and give us some measure of 

continuity of thuigs. ConsQousness is not an entity, not a thuig, but a flux and system of 



relations; it is a point at which the sequence and relationship of thoughts coincide 

illumina tingly with the sequence of events and the relationship of things. In such moments 

it is reality itself, and no mere "phenomenon," that flashes into thought; because for James, 

beyond phenornena and "appearances" there is "no-thing." While it is not as simple as 

this, James seems to be on the right track. It is this passion for the immediate, actual and 

real - his pragmatic view of consciousness rather than a "substance" view as held by 

Descartes. 

Ln short, James was a compatibilist. The everyday freedoms we recognize, freedom 

from physical restraint, freedom from coercion, compulsion, and oppression are all 

compatible with deterrninism. But as Owen Flanagan succinctly points out "James often 

writes as if mentality is synonymous with consciousness or conscious mental life" (1984: 

25). And while bo th Decartes and James professed the supremacy of consciousness, James, 

unlike Descartes furthered the empiricis t cause and envisioned the introspective po tential 

of looking into one's mind as the foundation for a psychology of mental Me: 

Introspective Observation is what we have to rely on first and foremost nnd always. 
The word introspection need hardly be defined - it means, of course, the 
looking into our own minds and reporting what we there discover. Every one 
agrees that rue there discover states of conscioiisness. So as far as 1 know, the 
existence of such states has never been doubted by any cntic, however 
scep tical in O ther respects he may have been. That we have cogitations of some 
sort in the inconctrsstim in a world most of whose other facts have at time 
tottered in the breath of philosophic doubt. AU people unhesitatingly believe 
tha t they feel themselves thinking, and tha t they distinguish the mental state 
as an iwa rd  activity or passion, from all the objects with which it may 
cognitively deal. I regard this belief as the mostfiindamental of al1 the postzilates of 
Psychology, and shall discard al1 curious inquiries about its certainty as too 
metaphysical for the scope of this book. (1890, I:185) 
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What most people would think of as the main advantage of Cartesian dualism, and 

of James's introspective psychology, is that they make sense of the distinction between 

conscious, purposeful, and voluntary free actions, on the one hand, and mechanical, 

noninten tional, involuntary detemiined bodily movements on the other. James's ambi tious 

enterprise had all the rnakings of a nahualistic theory of mental life. To that end, James 

conhibuted immensely to the granite-like foundation for the exploration and discovery 

of individual identity and differences. And while James's perspective incorporated 

consciousness within a materialist frame, his view of consciousness tended to be 

completely concemed with "persona1 form" or "subjective centering" only. His level of 

analysis tended to be constrained by vocabulary. James was caught in a linguistic bind 

inçofar as he could not make the metaphysical leap and push the psychophysical envelope 

to its extreme. Nevertheless what we can Say with relative confidence about James's 

interpreta tion is tha t psychophysical causal interrela tedness and interaction tend to be 

more indivisible than ever before because materialism needs an epistemology in the same 

way mind needs body and free willneeds detenninism because without eachother neither 

concept in each pair has meaning in and of itself alone. 

Thus far we have seen the shift in claims put forth not only by Descartes, previously 

outlined, but also S y James toward his cornmitment to radical empiricism. Consaous free 

will becomes compatible with detenninism. In The Principles of Psychology (1890) lames 

initially defined psychology as the science of consciousness and scoffed at the notion of an 

unconscious. However, in The Vnrieties ofReligious Experience (1902) reflecting on the future 

of psychology, James admits that the "discovery that mernories, thoughts, and feelings 
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exist outside primary consciousness was the most important step forward that has 

occurred in psychology since I have been a student of that science" (1982: 233). The 

paradigm shifts of both Descartes and James coupled with the synthesis of Spinoza's 

psychophysical parallelism is revealing. Their interpreta tions suggest tha t unequivocal 

freedom of wdl is more of an ideal than something real. But we shall see, as we move on 

in tirne, that concep tions of free will and d e t e m s m  evolve into a plethora of descriptive 

and explana tory interpre ta tions. 

It is bue, ideas often have a long history. Descartes' res cogitnns and res extensa, 

Spinoza's psychophysical parallelism and James's evolution-driven, bio-philosophical 

psychology, bring to light the most profound theory building with respect to rnind-body 

analyses and the problem of causation. What is at issue is nothing less than how the rnind 

and body should be conceived within the confines of causation. As we rnove fonvard in 

time, we have seen with Descartes, Spinoza and James, mind-body analysis takes on 

deeper levels of syntheses and interpretation, hansforming our conceptual understanding 

of psychophysical interaction. What appears to be the case is the fact that tradi tionally- 

conceived free will becomes conceptually plausible if and only if mind is considered a 

mental entity only which is disengaged from that which is physical and matenal. As we 

tum to the next chapter, it will become more apparent that any person who is convinced 

they possess unequivocal freedom of will has indeed underestimated the extent to which 

psydiic determinkm govems human mental life. 

In this chap ter 1 introduced the problem of causa tion and spoke to the ways in which 

a unified theory of mental-physicai, rnind-brain, consciouç-unconsâous may be derivable 
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as related components of one primary sys tem of ideas which conceivably refer to the same 

constructs and entities known metaphysicdy as free will and detenninisrn. I introduced 

theorists such as René Descartes, Benedict de Spinoza and William James to set the stage 

for the evolution of ideas regarding the mind-body controversy. In the next chapter 1 shall 

point to several 20th century interpretations of levels of description and explanation 

regarding the mind-body, mental-physical dichotomy with specific reference to the 

problem of the nonconscious-unconscious~onscious dynamics. 1 shall introduce a 

Freudian mode1 of mind, elucidating the problem of free will within the confines of 

psychic determinism. In the next chapter we shail see precisely how the conceptual 

implications of the notion of a causal chah, adaptation and the reflex-arc approach to 

mind become the critical thema tic foci inherent within the free will-detenninism dilernma. 



Chapter 2 

Hard Determinism 

and the Rediscovery of the Unconscious 

The previous chapter dealt primarily with the problem of mind-body uçing the 

vocabulary of causation, free will-determinism, mental-physical. Only with the 

interpretation of William James did we see an expansive shift in lexicon to include 

consciousness as that which is associated with free wül and mind. In this chapter 1 will 

bring to iight a vocabulary which admits three additional levels of description and 

explanation, each with corresponding layers of activepassive, abstract and concrete 

modes of psychophysical dynamics. In this context the notion of a causal chah takes on 

even greater sigruhcance for the problem of free will. 

The concept of an unconçcious mental life has been a source of controveny more 

often than not. It is with behaviourism that we begin to see the term 'unconscious' being 

reintegrated înto the language of mind-body analyses and the problem of free will. 

Behaviourism s ~ o k e  out vehementlv not only against consciousness, but against the 

what could be observed and measured. 

Watson (1878-1958) and is in a tradition 

A J 

unconscious as well, limiting psychology to 

Behaviourist theory originated with John B. 

consistent with Locke's empincism, despite Locke's conception of mind and body that is 



not merely dualistic but shikingly Cartesian. Accordingly, this mode1 was rendered the 

focus of study. For the behaviourist, however, there was no such thing as an "intemal" 

mind. Watson, an American, was impressed with the work of Ivan Pavlov in the Soviet 

Union, who taught dogs to salivate at the sound of a buver by pairing the sound with the 

presentation of food. L.S. Vygotsky captures the mechanistic view of consciousness 

represented by Pavlov's work and in so doing presents the concept of the unconscious 

which was incorporated into scientific descriptions and explanations involving dassical 

conditioning. Vygo tsky explains: 

Pavlov called this mechanism a chah or sequential reflex and used it to 
explain instinct. In his experiments, Dr. Zelenyi discovered the same 
mechanism in studying rhythmic muscular movements that also proved to 
constitute a chah re-action. Thus, this mechanism provides the best 
explanation for unconscious, automatic combinations of reflexes. (1925:lB) 

What is interesthg to note is the extent to which Vygotsky elaborates on Pavlov's 

claim regarding the dynamic interaction of nonconscious-unconscious-~onxious reflex 

mechanisrns and processes, pointing to the theoretical signhcance of compa tibilist or soft 

determinist ideology. He says: 

But if we take into account not merely the same systemof reflexes but different 
ones and the possibility of transmission from one system to another, this 
mechanism is also essentially the mechanism of consciousness in its objective 
sense. The capacity of our body to serve as a stimulus (through itç actions) for 
itself (for new actions) - therein lies the basis of consciousness. (1925: 18) 

What Vygotsky seems to be suggesting is that consciousness can be understood both as 

the apparatus and as the result of the functioning of this apparatus as it employs the 

accumulation of both mental and physical energy upon some line of thought, action or 

object. This is important for considerations of the problem of free will because by ünking 



mind-body analyses with the concept of a causal chain, investigations into the realm of 

unobservables is validated. In short, free will becomes more an ideal than a real, given 

Pavlov's and Vygo tsky's interpre ta tions of interaction between levels deemed "mental" 

and "physical". This is not the separation of two realms, but rather is the unification of 

intncate levels operating as one complex continuous dynamic enterprise. Unadulterated 

free will would be possible if and only if mind and al1 it entails is disengaged f-rom that 

which is material and physical, as Descartes maintained, or put othenvise, disengaged 

from a causal chain. They are denying this disengagement. What is extremely interesthg 

for our purposes within this thesis is that on close examination, both James's and 

Descartes's phdosophy of the body include a "reflex hypothesis" which as we will see 

comes remarkably close to one of the most powerful explanatory descriptions of the 

mind-body problem and the dilemma of free will. Owen Flanagan captures the essence 

of Descar tes's reflex hypothesis: 

Although Descartes insisted that a mechanical body was necessary for any 
action to take place, he rejected reflex mechanism for humans, that is, he 
denied tha t human action can be exhaustively analyzed in terms of reflex arcs. 
Most human action, he believed, is initiated at, so to speak, the center of the 
arcs-by the rnind, by res cogifans. Descartes insisted that although al1 human 
behavior requires a body for its execution, not all behavior is initiated by other 
physical bodies. Some is initiated by an incorporeal mind. (1984: 4-5) 

What is significant here is the depth and breadt. of both physical and mental 

explana tory and descriptive levels of analyses. Both Rationalists and Empiricists were ont0 

something monumental. Psychophysical interactionism was considered by both saentific 

and philosophical schools of thought to be a highly prornising research endeavour. 

Rationalists induded a degree of "intemalism" in their metaphysics and epistemology. 



34 

Their view of the body consisted of a non-conxious, purely anatomical, organic structure 

with certain organs that function in particular ways. Consciousness was considered to be 

property of mind alone. Thus a conscious act is the definhg differentiation between what 

is "corporeal" and what is "mental" in human beings. The Empiricists took the view that 

the very idea of an unconscious thought was a contradiction in terms. Although the great 

war between Cartesian Rationalism and Empiricism has been fought on several fronts, the 

two opposing views had a cornmon thread: both identified "consciousness" as the deflliing 

characteristic of mental Me. And because the most dominant academic traditions tended 

to conceptualize free w u  as that which corresponds with conscious awareness and mental 

life generally, there was little room left for the plausibiiity of a covert unconscious aspect 

of mind. It was precisely this h e  of reasoning which had given the idea of free will its 

validity because volitional acts and thoughts would then have been within the purview 

of individual conscious control. 

2.1 What's al1 the fuss about? 

Thus far a number of important issues have been raised as a result of varied 

interpretations regarding mind-body and the problem of freedom of the will. Hard 

determinists, such as the behaviourists, say free will is illusory. Compatibilists, or soft 

detenninists, on the other hand, suggest free will is compatible with, and perhaps even 

presupposes, the view that human actions and decisions are as much the effects of causes 

as are any other events. However, arguments against determinist claims, more often than 

not, tend to be founded on the alarming possibilities of directing the development of the 



human species through the study of genetics and environmental factors influencing 

behaviour. But William James, in defense of the determinist position, has this to Say: 

There is a fatalistic argument for detennùusm, however, which is radically 
vicious. When a man has let himself go time after time, he easily becomes 
impressed with the enorrnously preponderating influence of circumstances, 
hereditary habits, and temporary bodily dispositions over what might seem a 
spontaneity bom for the occasion. "All is fate," he then says; "all is resultant 
of what pre-exists. Even if the moment seems original, it is but the instable 
molecules passively tumbling in their preappointed way. It is hopeless to resist 
the drift, vain to look for any new force coming in; and less, perhaps, than 
anywhere else under the sun is there anything really mine in the decisions 
which 1 make." This is really no argument for simple deterrninism. (1890, II: 
574) 

His alternative is this: 

But genuine determinism occupies a to tally different ground; not the impotence 
but the wzthinknbility of free-will is what it affirms. It admits sornething 
phenomenal called free effort, which seems to breast the tide, but it clairns this 
as a portion of the tide. The variations of the effort cannot be independent, it 
says; they cannot originate ex nihilo, or come from a fourthdimension; they are 
mathematically fixed functions of the ideas themselves, which are the tide. 
Fatalisrn, which conceives of effort dearly enough as an independent variable 
that might come from a fourth dimension, if it zuoztld corne, but that does not 
come, iç a very dubious ally for detenninism. It strongly imagines that very 
possibilify which deterrninism denies. (1890, II: 574) 

James speaks to the convenience of fatalistic explanations regarding one's own 

thoughts and actions which are deemed inevitable due to uncontrollable prior causes. But 

there was also a danger of extremism for indeterminists as well, especially followers of 

Cartesian dualism, wherein all tha t was no t conscious was material and physiological, and 

therefore not mental. However, James makes a point of discussing the levels of 

determinas, insofar as descriptions and explanations of causation are concerned. What 

James alludes to in the above passage is precisely the ppsychophysical interconnectedness 

wherein ideas, thoughts and actions are a culmination of mind and body. However, it is 



easy to understand how strict deternllnists might, if given the appropriate scientific 

methodology, take the de tenninis t line of reasoning one s tep further, and look fonvard to 

the day when the various social sciences have formulated causal laws that allow us to 

produce happier and "better" people. More recently than James selections from B.F. 

Skinner's Walden Two give us a famous psychologist's view of an ideal society possible 

from a greater understanding of human conditioning. Skinner argues that through the 

application of variou condi tioning and reinforcement techniques, we can produce people 

who have those psychological characteristics necessary for a productive and viable society 

(1948: v-xvi). In Beyond Freedom and Dignity, Skinner addresses the rigid frame for natural 

science which formed not only science but was supported by the fundamental concepts 

of classical physics, space, time, matter and causality. The concept of reality, for Skinner, 

is undentood as that which could be applied to the things and events that we could 

perceive by our senses or that could be observed by means of refined instruments that 

technical science provided. Skinner defends the progress of science as a crusade-like 

conquest of the material world in the following remarks: 

In short, we need to make vast changes in human behavior, and we cannot 
make them with the help of nothing more than physics or biology, no matter 
how hard we try. (1971: 2). . . 

What we need is a technology of behavior. . . . But a behavioral 
teduiology comparable in power and precision to physical and biological 
technology is lacking, and those who do not find the very possibility ridiculous 
are more likely to be Mghtened by it than reassured. That is how far we are 
from "understanding human issues" in the sense in which physics and biology 
understand their fields, and how far we are from preventing catastrophe 
toward which the world seems to be inexorably moving. (1971:3) 
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One can easily take the Skinnerian line of reasoning to its extrerne and envision the ill 

effects of controlled behaviour: genetic engineering or dictatorship capable of manipu- 

lating people in any way the rulers desired. Just imagine the social, ethical and political 

ramifications if all our thoughts, feelings and actions were causally determined by a 

controllkg technology of behaviour. For some it wodd unarguably lead to hopelessness 

and despair. For others it might connote tnumph, gratitude and a more comprehensive 

understanding of human nature. It would offer an explanation at last which gets us off the 

responsibility hook. One can begin to see why free will matters. If it is mie that ail thought 

and behaviour is detem-ined by prior causes, the conceptual implications of individual 

control become mysterious. But, as some have argued, this iine of reasoning is absurd 

because detenninism takes various forms. On the one hand, Pavlov, Watson and Skinner 

are positioned, to be sure, as major players in the hard detenninist playing field but 

theorists such as Descartes (later thesis), Spinoza and William James may be thought of as 

undeniably compatibilist. 

If contemporary mentalism "mergesff (a term used by Olsen, 1998) with materialism 

within the nexus of a causal chah rather than the 'either/orf story of causality, there 

appears to be a solution to the free will-deterrninism dilemma. If al1 our thoughts, feelings 

and actions are causally determined by heredity, biology and the environment, then will 

cannot be mily free. But if, as the "merger" thesis seems to irnply, ideas are ultimately 

physical, iineqiiivocal indetermination would be plausible if and only if mind is considered 

a psychological entity disengaged from a physical and material body. And this radicall; 
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breaks with any kind of matenalism and, consequently, breaks or destroys the merger of 

materialism and mentalism. 

By making sense of antithe tical concepts like mind-body, voluntary-involuntary, 

conscious-unconsciouç, free d-determinism, psychophysical dualiçm created a 

multitude of contentious perspectives and forged philosop hical and scientific investigation 

to new heights of understanding. Research into consciousness has become one of the most 

accepted and perplexing academic challenges in recent years, especially in the past decade. 

What seems monumental is how the field of consciousness studies which was rejected 

ouhight in the middle of the century has become as broad as it is diverse. Philosophy, 

neuroscience, psychology, biology, chemistry, physics, physiology and religious s tudies 

all point to the volatile mixture of investigative dialectic currently taking place. 

But as diverse as consciousness studies appear, it needs to be pointed out that many 

of the best theorists writing on the vanous issues of consciousness have shown 

surprisingly Little interest in the problem of tr nconscious mental life excep t for the discipline 

of cognitive science and psychodynamic psychiatrie-oriented analyses. There tends to be 

a stigma attached to the concept of the unconscious. As one example, in 1890, William 

James wrote: "The distinction is that between the itnconscioris and the consciozis being of the 

mental state. It is the sovereign means of believing whatever one Likes in psychology, and 

of tuming what might become a science into a a b k g - g o u n d  for whimsies" (163). 

While James cannot be characterized as an hard behaviourist. His sentiments about the 

concept of unconscious processes have been shared by generations. And while it is tme 

that most interpretations of consciousness to date render most, if not au, conceptions of the 
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unconscious superfluous, facts are facts whichcannot be made nonexistent. As we will see 

the reality of mutually competing, even contradictory, hypotheses, reflec ts the complexity 

and confusion in the theoretical milieu. 

2.2 The Overdetermined Ontology of Consciousness 

My interest in this section is to illuminate a Freudian mode1 of m h d  which draws heavily 

on the tenets of dynamic psychiatry. Dynamic psychiatry is derived mainly from the 

works of ail of the great masters with whorn Freud took his lectures. According to 

Euenberger, dynamic psychiatry can be " traced to the year of 1775, to a clash between the 

physician Mesmer and the popular healer Gassner" (1970 53). In this section I wül also set 

forth the innumerable problems regarding the tripartite divisions of conscious- 

unconscious-nonconxious dynamics and in so doing point directly to the shift in language 

frorn references to mind-body to references to rnind-brain. Hence analyses using "mind- 

brain" terminology tends to speak more precisely to the intricate network of levels of 

psychophysical interaction exposing to a much greater degree the illusory nature of free 

will. 

As we have seen, Descartes raised, directly and indirectly, Wtually all of the 

signihcant issues related to the foundations of a meta-saence of mind. He provided the 

most influential framework within which philosophical discussions, assumptions, 

implications and conundrums have been advanced in areas such as psychology, 

philosophy, cognitive science and dyiarnic psychiatry. And while it is bue that 

philosophical investigation has revealed the depth of complexities regarding the problem 
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of consciousness at large, there does seem to be a major shortcoming as far as the 

ontological status of consciousness is understood. To this end, one of the most bewildering 

obstacles in the conceptualization of conxiousness is the confusion generated by the 

unconscious and its relation or lack thereof to consciousness. By forging ahead rather than 

pushing aside the subject matter we c m  advance our understanding of the complexities 

of human nature and increase the boundaries currently operative. Spinoza once advised: 

"it is necessary to get to know the impotency and potency of our nature" (Ethics: W:l7sch). 

It is hardly an exaggeration to suggest that consciousness and its relation to the 

unconscious is one of the most critical philosophical-xientific problems awaiting solution 

at present. 

2.3 Freud's Epistemic Cnsis 

Hovering in the background of the free will4etenninist controversy and infiaming it 

further in the rninds of his opponents' unconscious, was Freud's belief that psychoanalysis 

was a revolutionary science with an illustrious pedigree going back to Copernicus and 

Darwin. Copernicus, for example, shattered longstanding illusions about hurnanity's 

habitation - the earth - reducing it to a satellite around the sun. Darwin decentered 

hurnanity itsdf from its previous elevated status as a special creation. Psychoanalysis, 

Freud believed, decentered consciousness as the sole source of individual experience, 

meaning and control. Ulthnately after the discovery of the unconscious, Freud argued, no 

one could conceivably continue to believe that the consciousness each of us possesses is 

the self-evident instrument by which we control ourselves and our Lives. The Freudian 



mode1 of mind challenged directly claims regarding the human capacity for self- 

knowledge and free will. What we can Say with a certain degree of credibility, putting 

aside al1 of the complexities involved with Freudian (mis)interpretation and analyses, is 

that the unconxious has played a pivota1 role in teasing apart the doctrine of free will and 

To recap, the Cartesian ca tas trop he had two obvious outcomes. Firs t, i t identified the 

mind with conscious thinking only. The second consequence was somewha t unexpected. 

Lancelot White describes this in a key passage: 

Prior to Descartes and his sharp definition of the dualism there was no 
cause to contempla te the possible existence of unconscious mentali ty as part 
of a separate r e a h  of mind. Many religious and speculative thinkers had taken 
for granted factors lying outside but influencing imrnediate awareness; 
Augustine's remarks on memory are a famous example. Until an attempt had 
been made (with apparent success) to choose awareness as the defining 
characteristic of an independent mode of being called rnind, there was no 
occasion to invent the idea of ~inconscioiis mind as a provisional correction of 
tha t choice. It is only after Descartes that we h d ,  first the idea and then the 
term, "unconscious mind" entering European thought (1960: 27-28) 

To a great degree, since Cartesian philosophy had no room for it, the concept of the 

unconscious had to be re-invented. What Whyte's interpretation suggests is that prior to 

Descartes it had been taken for granted; after Descartes it became the object of intensive 

study. The complete understanding of what it means to be human required detailed 

exploration beyond conscious mental life. Thus, it is critical to understand the extent to 

which the unconscious, understood in its broadest sense, invariably forms an important 

component problem in cases where the determination of conscious awareness is 

investigated. To this end, progcess toward a more comprehensive investigation of the 

problem of human nature m u t  not only engage in serious constructive dialogues arnong 



a multitude of viewpoints but rather take our exploration of consciousness to new levels 

of analyses incorporating vanous perspectives and claims regarding causality. Freud tells 

his audience: 

Two of the hypotheses of psychoanalysis are an insult to the entire world and 
have eamed its dislike. One of them offends against an inteilectual prejudice, 
the other against an aesthetic and moral one. We m u t  not be too 
contemptuous of these prejudices; they are powerfd h g s ,  precipitates of 
human developments that were useful and indeed essential. They are kept in 
existence by emotional forces and the stniggle against them is hard. . . . 

The first of these unpopular assertions made by psychoanalysis declares that 
mental processes are in themselves unconscious and that of all mental life it is only 
certain individual acts and portions that are conscious. You know that on the 
contrary we are in the habit of identuying what is psychical with what is conscious. 
We look upon consciousness as nothing more nor less than the defining characteristic 
of the psychical, and psychology as the study of the contents of conscioumess. . . . 
Yet psychoanalysis cannot avoid raising this contradiction; it cannot accep t the 
identity of the conscious and the mental. It defines what is mental as processes such 
as feeling, thinking and willing, and it is obliged to maintain that there is 
unconscious thinking and unapprehended willing. (1962, vol.1: 46) 

Freud's position is cornplex and will be explained in depth as we proceed. But for 

now it is important to understand that it is not so straightforward when Freud claims that 

"mental processes are in themselves unconscious". What he is speaking to is highly 

signhcant and needs to be conceptuaily grasped for the remainder of this thesis to make 

sense. Unconscious psychological processes - feelings, intentions, desires - evolve from 

a lower neurobiological level in whidi there is the distribution and circulation of quanti ties 

of energy throughout the material elements of the brain. But brain anatomy and 

physiology are nonconsciow. We are never consciously aware of the multitude of covert 

involuntary nonconscious physical processes and we may or may not be cognizant of the 

numerous unconscious psychological effects occurring at any single point in tirne. 

Although it may çeem conceptually c o h i n g ,  the concepts of the conscious, unconscious 



and nonconscious will come to take on different but related meanings as we proceed. It 

might be usefd to introduce a somewhat lengthy analogy at this point to elucidate an 

extremely ai tical point in this thesis: 

In the daytime, we can't see the stars. We talk as  if they "come out" at 
night, even though they are there all the time. We also underesha  te the sheer 
number of stars. We look up at the sky, see a srnattering of dim stars, and 
assume that's all there is. When we travel far away from city lights, we see a 
sky strewn with stars and are overwhelmed by the brilliance of the heavens. 
But it is only when we study astronomy that we leam the whole tnith: the 
hundreds of thousands of stars that we see on a clear, moonless night in the 
country are only a fraction of the stars in the universe, and many of the points 
of light that we assume to be stars are in fact entire galaxies. (Hendrix, 1988: 
8-9) 

So it is with conscious mental life: the orderly, logical thoughts of our conscious rnind 

are but a thin veneer over nonconscious and unconscious modes of dynarnic interaction, 

which are active and functional at al1 times. This line of reasoning is crucial for our 

understanding of the problem of free will because it demonstrates how erroneous it is to 

think of two contrasted disconnected kinds of processes. Rather, there exists a causal 

change of neural physical events which are nonconsciously continuous, although certain 

transitory aspects or modes are made accessible to immediate conscious attention. What 

this means is that there are not any causally separable mental processes, only particular 

features or transitory phases of mental processes which rnay or may not enter direct 

awareness. 

Given the disreputable past of the unconscious, contrary to popular belief, the 

concept of the unconscious mind was no more invented by Freud than the concept of 

evolution was invented by Darwin. Ellenberger says ihat Freud incorporated the ideas of: 

"Brücke, Darwin, Herbart, Brentano, Fechner, Nietzsche, Spinoza, Breuer, Exner, Fliess, 



Charcot, Schopenhauer, Von Hartmann, Goethe, Lipps, Meynert, Benedickt and Janet" 

(1970: 469-497). Ellenberger dws, however, credit Freud with original insights: 

Even more than the conceptual framework of psychoanalysis, the psycho- 
analytic method is Freud's crea tion and constitutes the inmost originality of his 
work. Freud was the inventor of a new mode of dealing with the unconscious, 
that is, the psychoanalytic situation with the basic d e ,  free associating, and 
the analysis of resistances and transference. This is Freud's incontestable 
innovation. (Ellenberger, 1970: 549). 

Lance10 t Why te explains this evolution of ideas: 

In Europe from aroiind 1750 onward a shift of emphasis is euident in 
philosophical and scientFc thorightfiom static toward process concepts ruhich is still 
in progress today. Since this continuing is rendering the human intellect more 
powerful and extending its scope into new realrns 1 shall cal1 it the great 
transfomation. . . . 

The transformation from 1750 onward f o n d  its best known expression 
in the development of evolutionary ideas, but it coincided closely with the 
progressive recognition of unconscious mental processes. Darwin and Freud 
are at once products and promoters of the transformation. By showing that 
organic species and individual minds are fundamentally modified by the 
processes in which they partake, these two thinkers camed on the 
transformation of thought whidi had already begun (1960: 49; author's italics) 

What is more, Arthur Koestler, in the introductory pages to Lancelot Whyte's The 

Unconscioia before Freud, tells his readers that the concept of the unconscious has a 

distinguished history which c m  be traced back to antiquity. Koestler says of Whyte: 

Whyte - very wisely, I think - refrains from burdening his readers with 
obscure quotations from the Llpanishads or ancient Egypt, and starts his his tory 
of the unconscious with the dawn of Christian Europe, when the dominant 
influence on philosophy were the Neoplatonists, foremost among them 
Plotinus, who apparently took it for granted that 'feelings c m  be present 
without our being aware of them', and that 'the absence of consuous 
perception is no proof of the absence of "mental activity" .' . . . 

St. Augustine, too, marveled at man's immense store of unconscious 
memones and its 'limitless deph'. In fact, the knowledge of uncowcious 
mentation had always been there - as Whyte shows with an abundance of 
quotations from theologiaw like S t  Thomas Aquinas, mystics like Jacob 
Boehme or St. John of the Cross, physicians Like Paracelsus, astronomers like 



Kepler, wnters and poets as far apart as Dante, Cervantes, Shakespeare and 
Montaigne. Yet this shared, fundamental insight into the working of the 
human mind was lost under the impact of the scientific revolution, and more 
particularly of its most influential philosopher, René Descartes. (1960: 2 
[unnumbered page]) 

One getç the sense that Freud's greatness lies not in any one of his particular ideas; 

rather, he forced the attention of the Western world to the fact that the unconscious is 

powerful and musi not be neglected. He argues as follows: 

Our right to assume the existence of something mental tha t is unconscious and 
to employ that assump tion for the purposes of scientific work is disputed in 
many quarters. To this we can reply that our açsumption of the unconscious 
is necessary and legitimafe, and tha t we possess numerous proofs of i ts existence. 
. . .  

It is necessary because the data of consciousness have a very large number 
of gaps in hem; both in healthy and in sick people psychical acts often occur 
which can be explained only by presupposing other acts, of which, 
nevertheless, consciousness affords no evidence. These not only include 
parapraxes and dreams in healthy people, and everything descnbed as a 
psychical symptom or an obsession in the sick; our most persona1 daily 
experience acquaints us with ideas that corne into our head we do not know 
from where, and with intellectual conclusions amved at we do not know how. 
AU these conscious acts remain discomected and unintelligible if we insist 
upon claiming that every mental act that occurs in us m u t  also necessarily be 
expenenced by us through consciousness. . . (1984: v. XI: pp. 167-168) 

Freud speaks to the conceptual complexities of psychophysical interaction, and ends his 

discussion with an appeal to stop quibbling about words: 

We c m  go further and argue, in support of there behg an unconscious 
psychical state, that at any given moment consciousness includes only a smail 
content, so that the greater part of what we call conscious knowledge must in 
any case be for very considerable penods in time in a state of latency, that is 
to say, of being psychically unconscious. 

It is clear in any case that this question - whether the latent states of 
mental Me, whose existence is undeniable, are to be conceived of as conscious 
mental sta tes or as physicai ones - threatens to resolve in verbal dispute. (1957, 
v. XI: 168-169) 



Freud, building on the conception of unconscious mental processes, suggests a much more 

comprehensive way of thinking insofar as he brings to light the conceptual implications 

of 'interactionism' which dualistic thinking leaves obscure. Owen Ranagan reflects on 

Freud's theore tical position: 

By Freud's time the mind-body problem had becorne the mind-brain problem. 
Descartes had located the single point of commerce between res cogituns and 
res e x t e n ~  in the brain, and neurophysiological and physiological research in 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries had corne to locate the center of most 
interesüng nervous system activity in the cerebral cortex. So common was the 
assumption of the brain's centrality by the beginning of the twentieth century 
that the grea t Russian psychologist Pavlov unreflectively sub ti tled his famous 
book Conditioned Reflexes, "An Investigation of the Physiological Activity of the 
Cortex," even though he worked almost exclusively on intact a h a l s  and 
studied only their overt behavior. (1984: 57) 

If mind iç associated with conscious awareness only as a psychological realm of 

motives over which we cm exercise volitional control regarding choices of action and 

thought, and which is disengaged from that whidi is physical, then free will becomes 

conceptually plausible. But as we move away from dualistic clairns, we also move away 

from the sharp Lines of demarcation between mind and body and move into more intncate 

and subtle levels of covert and overt psychoneuroph~siological "interaction" with a 

material brain at the center. Hence the conceptual plausibility of free will begins to waiver. 

This is because free will is usuaily assumed and interpreted as the absence of any physical 

determination. It is essential for free willers that there should be motives which lead to 

different courses of action and thought, between which one freely chooses. And it is 

essential that these choices be more or less free floating rather than physically determined. 

But as we move forward in time we begin to understand the implications of art intricate 

psychophysical causal chah. A causal diain is a series of events such that each event is the 



effect of the preceding event and the cause of the 

multiple causes, the causal chahs usually branch 
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following event. Since events have 

and intersect, resulting in a causai 

network. The language of neurophysiology begins to bridge the theoretical chasm between 

mind and body and in so doing confronts the conceptual plausibility of indetermination. 

To contextualize ths  issue properly we must examine a few preliminary points regarding 

the tenets of dynamic psychiatry and Freud's early ambition of "elimina tive reductionism" 

(Flanagan,l991: 58). Freud, at an early stage of his psychological inquiries, tried to 

construct an explicitly physiological psychology based on the interaction of neurons. He 

attempted to advance in knowledge an understanding grounded by designations of the 

anatomy of the brain, physiology of the brain, and psychopa thology, respectively. James 

Strachey captures the intensity of Freud's endeavour with the limitations of cerebral 

p hysiology : 

But the principal reason was that Freud the neurologist was being overtaken 
and displaced by Freud the psychologist: it became more and more obvious 
that even the elaborate machinery of the neuronal systems was far too 
cumbersome and coarse to deal with the subtleties which were being brought 
to light by 'psychological analysis' and which could only be accounted for in 
the language of mental processes. (1957, v. XI: 163) 

Here we get the sense k a t  too little was known about neurophysiology to enable Freud 

or anyone else to think about a physical system in mentalistic terms. Strachey explains 

Freud's saentific undertaking: 

The neurological method of describing psychopathological phenornena was 
accordingly the one which Freud began by adopting, and alI his wxitings of the 
Breuer penod are professedly based on that method. He became inteIlectuaIly 
f a s d t e d  by the possibility of constructing a 'psychology' out of purely 
neurological ingredients, and devoted many months in the year 1895 to 
accomplishing the feat. T 'us  on 27 April of that year (Freud, 1950a, Letter 23) 
he wro te to Fliess: '1 am so deep in the "Psychology for Neurologis ts" tha t it 



quite consumes me, tillI have to break off really overworked. 1 have never 
been so intensely preoccupied by anything. And will anything come of it? 1 
hope so, but the going is hard and slow.' Something did come of it many 
months later - the torso which we know as the 'Project for a Scientific 
Psychology', dispatched to Fliess in September and October 1895 (1957, v. XI: 
163) 

A strange transformation gradually occurred in Freud's writing. No t only had the 

neurological account of psychology disappeared, but much of what Freud had written in 

the 'Project' in terms of the nervous system tumed out to be correct and far more 

intelligible when translated into mental terms. Freud's genius lay in his theoretical 

strategy which relied heavily on psychoneurological concepbal exploration and 

expansion. I t must be kept in mind that Freud tried to resolve the fact that brain events 

and mental events were to be descnbed in different languages. The language of conscious, 

nonconscious and unconscious processes and dynamics became permanent once and for 

ali. Freud challenged the established Cartesian identification of conscious free wiLl with 

his hypothesis of psychic detemiinism, which was to a great degree his extension of the 

physical sciences' dogma of determinism to the psychological realm. The concept of 

psychic detenninism is important to understand because it directly challenges the thesis 

of indetermina tion. Charles Rycroft, in A Critical Dictionary of Psychoanalysis, provides an 

excellent description of Freud's thesis: 

Psychic de terminisrn is the assump tion made b y Freud that mental phenornena 
have causes in whatever sense physical ones do. He seems to have held that 
demonstration of the existence of unconscious mental processes proved the 
assumption of detemunism, since it made it possible to assert that conscious 
processes were the effects of unconçcious ones. He did not, however, regard 
consciousness as a mere epiphenomenon, but as a regdator capable of a 'more 
stable control and guidance of the flow of mental processes'. (1968: 33-34) 
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The strength of the Freudian mode1 of the mind lies within its stance of psychic 

deterrninism in which so-called mental occurrences must emerge through a lawhlly 

determined sequence of stages prior to becorning conscious. Accordingly, consciousness 

may be conceived as an emergent property supervening on a lower level neuronal 

substrate. Consciousness is designated as a 'regulatof of the totality of the psychic 

apparatus. In essence, Freud's principle of psychic deterrninism established a foundation 

for a metapsychology of intentionality. 1 explain this in the following section. 

2.4 Reflex-Arc Approach to Consciousness 

Neurons, as far as we know, are the basic neurological units of the brain and central 

nervous system. They are devices for receiving, hansrnithg and discharging 

electrochemical excitation. Analogously, the brain can be conceived of as groups of 

activities organized to receive and discharge excitation. For example, if we represent 

processes of the mind taking place, we can Say with equal confidence that al1 mental 

processes have a direction and have a tendency toward discharge - all mental processes 

have a source, an a h ,  an object and intensity. Thus Freud, following but also extending 

the lead of Brentano, laid bare a theory of intentionality. Ellenberger speaks to Freud's 

theore tical move: 

The main idea of the Project is the correla tion of psychological processes 
with the distribution and circulationof quantities of energy throughout certain 
material elements, that is, hypothe tical brain structures. 

The energy called quantity by Freud is equated with sums of exatation 
originating either from the outer world through the sensory organs, or from 
the inner world, that is, the body. Quantity is d e d  by two principles, inertia, 
which is the tendency to the full discharge of the energy, and cowtmcy, which 
is the tendency to keep constant the sum of excitation. (1970:478) 



According to Freud, the strength of particular airns, motives and intentions are 

intimately bound to free and bound energy, that is, qualitative concerns are intimately 

conjoined to that which is quantitative. For example, when we are attracted to an object, 

this object will produce an excitation and curiosity. We engage wittingly or unwittingly 

in motor activity which will discharge the excitation produced by the stimulus. For 

example, we walk over to it, eye-ball it, to get a closer look. Thus excitation picked up by 

perception will activate and release previous excita tions of the past which have been coded 

and stored, and this initiates the action of an appropriate or inappropriate response. 

Experience coded in nonconscious neuronal traces via associations organizes excitations 

so that they may discharge or not discharge in an adaptive or maladaptive manner. Thus 

psychic detennùùsm previously defined by Rycroft is the process by which mental 

contents become conscious in a lawfdy determined sequence of steps. AU mental 

processes have a source, intensity, aim and objec t. Psychiahis t Eric Gille tt explains: 

1 will suggest as a plausible hypothesis that a mental content pressing toward 
consciousness originates in those parts of the brain not directly correlated with 
conscious mental events and moves to those parts of the brain that are directly 
correlated withconscious experience. What moves from one brain structure to 
another is a pattem of neuronal excitation that encodes the information 
compnsing the mental content. What the conscious mental content has in 
comrnon with its nonconscious predecessor is that both contain the same 
information encoded in a pattem of brain activity. (1988: 567) 

Like Freud, Gillett, understands the brain as an organ of the mind. Neither theoriçt 

implies a one-to-one brain-rnind isomorphism, but suggest vanous parts of the brain and 

its activities cooperate together to produce processes that are deemed mental in diaracter 

but are not reducible to discrete localized, anatomical components of the brain. Freud's 

understanding of the mind is based on a "reflex arc": a l l  mental processes have a direction 
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and tendency toward discharge, just as the neuronal çystem is designed and constructed 

in such a way that it receives excitations and has methods for discharging thern. If you 

have an organism which iç capable of physical and psychical excitation and a response to 

these excitations, then it is reasonable to sugges t tha t the organism will organize itself to 

achieve psychophysical excitational discharge. There is an intensity of excitations, varying 

sources responsible for excitations, an aim of each excitation and the object-directedness 

of the intensity, source and aim which leads to numerous discharges. Social and individual 

experiences unfold in a physical world which are discovered and operated on with our 

noncognitive and cognitive apparatus. Thus our perceptions relate to and correspond with 

our actions. There is a simultaneous, bi-directional progressive and regressive movement 

among nonconscious-conscious-unconscious dynamics. Intentionality is inextricably 

linked to the notion of a causal chah in Freudian theory. This is a sharp departure from 

Brentano. 

Lev Vygotsky must be introduced at this point again in connection with the Freudian 

mode1 of mind because both attempted to bridge the innumerable gaps separating 

behavioural and psychodynamic approaches toward a complete metaphysics of persons. 

The ideas of the unconscious, reflex-arc and multiple causality undoub tedly had an impact 

on his theoretical contributions regarding the nature of consciousness. Vygotsky 

advocated a "systerns of levels" approach that addresses the causal complexities at large. 

Although the quote is lengthy, to omit any part of the text would drastically reduce the 

effec tiveness of Vygots ky 's daim: 

Pavbv compared the hemispheres of the brain with a telephone 
switchboard at which new temporary comectiow are established between 



elements of the environment and specific responses. But much more than a 
telephone switchboard our nervous system resembles the narrow doors in 
some large building through which a crowd of many thousands is rushing in 
panic; only a few people can get through the door; some get through intact, but 
many thousand others die or are pushed back. This more closely conveys the 
catashophic nature of the struggle, the dynamic and dialectic process, between 
the environment and the person and within the person that we call behavior. 
. m .  

1. We could Say that the outside world flows into the wide opening of the 
funnel via thousands of stimuli, attractions, and appeals; within the funnel a 
constant struggle and cornpetition take place; al1 excitations flow out of the 
narrow opening as responses of the organism in a greatly reduced quantity. 
What actually takes place in behavior is only a negligible fraction of what is 
possible. At every moment the individual is full of wealized possibilities. 
These wealized possibilities of our behavior, this difference between the wide 
and the narrow openings of the funnel, is consumate reality; it is the reality 
of vic torious reac tions, since al1 three aspects of a response are present in i t. . . . 

The unrealized behavior can have an extremely wide variety of f o m ,  
given even a slightly complicated structure of the final common field and 
taking into account complex reflexes. "In complex reflexes, reflex arcs 
sometirnes ally themselves with one portion of the common field and compete 
with one another for another part of the field." Rus, a response may remain 
half realized or unrealized in some, always indefini te, portion of it. (1925: 17- 
18) 

Vygotsky, speaking about particular determinants of behaviour, encapsulates 

nonconsciowonscious-unconscious dynamics and puts forthan analogy very similar to 

Freud's 1916 articulation in the "General Theory of Neuroses." Freud explains: 

This may be advantageously expressed by saying that an individual process 
belongs to begin with to the system of the unconsuous and c m  then, in certain 
circumstances, p a s  over into the system of the conscious. 

The crudest idea of these systems is the most convenient for u o a  spatial 
one. Let us therefore compare the system of the unconscious to a large entrance 
hail, in which the mental impulses jostle one another Like separate individuals. 
Adjoining this enhance hall there is a second, narrower, room-a kind of 
drawing-room-in which consciousness, too resides. But on the threshold 
between these two rooms a watdunan performs his function: he examines the 
different mental impulses, acts as a censor, and will not admit them into the 
drawing-room if they displease him. . . . The impulses in the enhance hall of 
the unconscious are out of sight of the conscious, which is in the other room; 
to begin with they m u t  remain unconsaous. If they have already pushed their 



way forward to the threshold and have been turned back by the watchman, 
then they are inadmissible to consciousness; we speak of them as repressed. But 
even the impulses which the watchman has allowed to cross the threshold are 
not on that account necessarily conscious as well; they c m  only becorne so if 
they succeed inca tching the eye of consciousness. We are therefore justified in 
c a h g  this second room the system of the preconscious. (1973: 336-337) 

One sees in bo th Freud's and Vygotskyfs theoretical contributions a systema tic 

attempt to establish within the framework of psychology the groundwork for a theory of 

human behaviour in general, wherein the antithesis conxious-unco~cious has its roots in 

a biological structure inundated with tensions between on-going processes and 

manifestations of undifferentiated and differen tia ted psychophysical phenomena. The 

reflex-arc approach to consciousness and the principle of psychic deterrninism undermines 

the Cartesian confidence about self-knowledge and the thesis of two independent realms, 

matter in motion and mind necessarily aware, thus turning the validity of free will on its 

head. There is a multitude of factors of which we are not aware and which influence 

thought and behaviour: we are much more than our hunediate awareness. Flanagan points 

to the overdetennination of rational thought in everyday iife. He says: 

What the mind's eye clairns to be our real thoughts, motives, and wishes are not 
even probably, let alone necessarily, our real thoughts, motives and wishes. 
This is because the mind's eye is the rational, conscious, language-using part of 
the self and it lacks the desire as well as the ability, to observe the irrational, 
unconscious, nonlinguistic part of the self. (1984: 72) 

It is easy to think of how this line of reasoning may corne into being because the conscious 

subject who thinks (s)he thinks is not the same as the organ which does the thinking. The 

conscious person is one component only within a senes of transitory modes of the thinking 

subject. Vygotsky in a similar vein challenges the concept of freedom of wiIl and 



incorporates an emergent line of reasoning wherein both medianistic and phenomeno- 

logical daims are incorporated into his analysis: 

Giving account also means translating one set of reflexes into another. The 
unconscious mind also refers to reflexes that have no t been translated into other 
systems. There may be an infinite variety of stages of consciousness, i.e., the 
interaction of systems participating in the mechanism of an active reflex. To be 
conscious of one's own experiences means nothing less than to possess them in 
object form (stimulus) for other experiences. Conxiousness is the experiencing 
of experiences, just as experience is simply the experience of objects. But this 
capacity of a reflex (the experience of an object) to be a stimulus (the object of 
an experience) for a new reflex, this mechanism of consciousness is also a 
mechanism for tramlating reflexes from one system into another. (1925: 19-20) 

Vygotsky is trying to construct a comprehensive model of the structure and dynamics 

of unconscious-conscious processes which go beyond a black box model. It seems as 

though the mind for Vygotsky can be viewed primarily as a "reflex arc". Like their 

predecessors (Descartes, James and Pavlov) both Freud and Vygotsky incorporate the reflex 

hypo thesis into their rnind-body analyses but extend its shuc ture and function into their 

me tapsychology. Vygotsky, committed to the same physicalist principles of bound and free 

energy, says: 

Our consciousness of our will creates the illusion that it consists of two aspects: 
1 think, and then 1 do. Indeed there are two reactions, but they are in the 
opposite sequence: first cornes the secondary reaction, and then the basic or 
p h a v  reaction. Sometimes the process is made more complicated by motives, 
Le., the collision of severai secondary reactions, also agrees comple tely with the 
thoughts propounded above. (1925: 28) 

For Vygotsky, the danger is when we take awareness to be the only criterion of mentality 

because the totality of human nature lies not merely in conscious Me, but also in the 

unconscious and nonconscious which link the moments of human awareness with the 

background of organic processes within which they emerge. Vygotsky addresses the depth 



of consciousness as involving three levels of inseparable interaction. For Vygotsky, 

nonconx ious -unco~o~onsc ious  components are dynamic layers of an intrica te system 

of determinateness which correspond to physiological, biological and psychological 

vocabulary respectively. 

It is not difficdt to see that consciousness cannot be regarded as a second-order 
p henomenon in either biological, physiological, or psychological t e m .  A place 
must be found for it, and it must be interpreted in h e  with all other responses 
of the organism. This is the first requirement of our working hypothesis. 
Consciousness is a problem of the structure of behavior. (1925: 12) 

We can start to see why free will matters. And why the problem of determinism is felt to 

be so deep and disturbùig. Perhaps at this point it is best to frame the free will-determinism 

problem within the general problem of conceptual levels of analyses and diversity of 

explanations. The philosophical and scientific conhoversy over the relationship of mind to 

brain would have no meaning in the absence of a distinction between the psychological and 

the neuophysiological or biological. As we have seen, our conceptions of hurnan nature 

affect the orientation of mind-body theories. To a great degree, the evolution of ideas 

manifested two entirely different conceptual orders in which explanations could be 

fomulated. The claim that al1 physical facts of the world determine all the facts, including 

mental facts, is a daunting one. Free will, according to a metaphysics of materialisrn, may 

be best understood at its lowest level as nothing more than quantities of free energy 

existing within an organic system. How one manipulates this energy is varied as 

development and maturation proceed in a progressive social-poli tical-cultural direction. 

According to Freud: 

It may be even be supposed that the disposition of all  human beings is qualitatively 
alike and tha t they differ only owing to these quantitative conditions. . . . The ultimate 



aim of mental activity, which may be described qualitatively as an endeavour to 
obtain pleasure and avoid unpleasure, emerges, looked at from the economic point 
of view, as the task of mastering the amounts of excitation (mass of stimuli) operating 
in the mental apparatus and of keeping down their accumulation which creates 
unpleasure. (1962, v. 1; 422) 

Here we see Freud's psychology of intentionality in which all mental processes have 

a direction and tendency toward discharge: they have a source, an intensity, an aim and an 

object. Consciousness for Freud is a transitory property which perceives states of tensions 

and discharges excitation in the most expedient way. One of the many strengths of the 

Freudian mode1 of mind lies within its stance of consciousness as an emergent property on 

a lower level neuronal substrate. Free will on a dualist model is untenable; but within the 

Freudian model just articulated, free will begins to find a viable role as energy. 

While it is true that Freud made great leaps and bounds sidestepping the either-or two 

component world of mental-physical phenomena, it is equally true that in the process he 

created a multitude of conceptual problems with his tripartite tenninology. Ego, id, 

superego, conscious, unconscious, instinct and drives, just to mention a few, are 

conceptually problematic and open up an abundance of problematic issues and dilemmas. 

Freud was well known to interchange the meaning of nonconscious and unconscious 

throughout his academic and professional career. The concepts are difficult enough to grasp 

without Freud himself getting us conhwd and contradicting his previous theoretical 

contributions. 1 shall try to alleviate some of this conceptual confusion in the following 

chap ter. 

What we have explored in the last two chapters points to the fact that throughout 

history issues which implicate human cognition and human action - outside and inside the 
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confines of awareness - have been cloaked in language indicative of much Iarger 

metaphysical concepts such as free will and detenninism. But as we move forward in time 

we begin to see the synthesis of levels of analyses within and between thought and action 

described and explained simultaneously to the human meaning of behaviour and to its 

biologicai and physical origins. For now a t least perhaps it is best to ground philosophical 

and scientific conceptions of free will and determinism within the long history of diversity 

of explanations and descriptions. As we approach the third and final section, 1 continue to 

explore the extent to which human nature is conshed indirectly or directly into human 

action and thought which can be described and explained in entirely different ways. Each 

description tends to be contingent on underlying concep tua1 schema ta insofar as the notion 

of a causal chah is embedded within the intricate rnahix of human understanding and 

theory building. 



Chapter 3 

Psychic Determinism and the Problem of Free Will 

The framework of levels of description and explanation has broad relevance to the 

conceptual plausibility of free will and, signihcantly, to al1 of science. The world at first 

glance seemed to consist of two kinds of phenornena: mental experiences and physical 

objects. As previously discussed, seventeenth c e n t q  French Philosopher René Descartes 

called these two categories res cogztnns (thuikuig stuff) and res exfensa (extended stuff, i.e., 

stdf that occupies space). The Greeks dubbed these two basic essences "psyche" and 

"physis" from which we derive psychology, the science of mind; and physics, the science 

of matter. Philosophers call the question of how mind and matter are related the 

mind-mâtter problem, or altematively, the rnind-body problern. 

Given such a twoîomponent world, it is easy to understand the conceptual 

plausibility of free will. If mind and all that is mental is comprised of entirely different stuff 

than body and al1 that is physical, then free will makes sense because the concept of a 

causal hain is not taken into consideration. Thus we can be consciously aware and in 

conhol of ail our thoughts and actions. But as the concep tual ramifications of interactionism 

and the notion of a causal chah became c1ea.r it also became clear that they directly 

challenged the validity of indetermination. If free will implies tha t our choices, thoughts 

and actions are not determined, the very notion of a causal chah reduces the plausibility 
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of free w u .  The paradigm shift from dualisrn to monism also represented signihcant 

modifications in descriptive and explanatory vocabulary. Freud's detour from biology and 

physiology over time gave us an explanation of how it is possible to think on different 

levels about a physical system, given the lack of complete physicai understanding of tha t 

system. In this context, the problem of mind-body emerged as the problem of mind-brain 

with its ensuing nonconscious-unconscious-conscious processes, mechanisms and 

relations. Ln the next section 1 will explore some influential theoretical claims regarding 

rnind-brain analyses and the problems they represent for the concept of free will. 

3.1 Categories of Causation: The "Layer" Model 

While i t is true tha t ideas of ten corne suddenly to individuals, i t is equally true tha t they 

usually have a long history. Thus one way of improving curent ideas is to recall what was 

thought and said in earlier times. As such, many of the theorists presented within this 

chapter have modified and improved upon interpretations of the mind-body conundrum. 

At present the complexity of dilemmas regarding the ontological status of 

consûousness and the physiological processes of the nervous system tend to concentrate 

on five irnpor tant p hilosophical interpre ta tions, each demons tra ting progressive daims 

regarding mind-brain and the nature of mental-physical, nonconsciowowcious- 

unconscious dynamics. What each claim substantiates directly or indirectly is the 

signihcance of a causal chain with varying levels of determinateness. With each progressive 

clairn there appears to be more and more evidence agaiwt the plausibility of free will as 



traditionally conceived. For more contemporary versions of the problem under 

consideration we turn to Ralph Ellis as he lays out several definitiom: 

Theories of Psvchoohvsical Identitv hold that mental processes and 
physiological processes in the brain are really identical with each other; 
Interactionism maintains that there are two essentially different causal 
sequences, the one mental, the other physical, and that the two sequences 
sometimes causally interact with each other; Parallelism, is similar to 
Interactionism except that it denies any causal interaction between the two 
causal sequences; Eoiohenomenalism, suggests t h  t aU mental phenornena are 
caused by physical events, and denies that one mental event can ever cause 
ano ther. (1986: 2-3). 

The last two positions are Emergentism and Supervenience. A Cornpanion to the Philosophy 

of Mind provides an excellent description of each: 

According to Emergentism, higher-level properties emerge when, and only 
when, an appropriate set of lower-level 'basal conditions' are present, and ths  
means that the occurrence of the higher properties is detennined by, and 
dependent on, the instantiation of appropriate lower-level properties and 
relations. (1994: 576-577) 

Last and certainly not least is a description of the thesiç of Supervenience: 

Donald Davidson (1970) was perhaps first to introduce supervenience into 
discussions of the mind-body problem, when he wrote: ' . . . mental characteris- 
tics are in some sense dependent, or supervenient, on physical characteristics. 
Such supervenience might be taken tomean that there c a ~ o t  be two events 
alike in aU physical respects but differing in some mental respect, or that an 
object c m o t  alter in some mental respect without altering in some physical 
respect.' Following Moore and Hare, from whom he avowedly borrowed the 
idea of supervenience. Davidson went on to assert that supervenience in this 
sense is consistent with the Vteducibility of the supervenient to their 
'subvenient', or 'base', properties: 'Dependence or supervenience of this kind 
does not entail reducibility through law or definition. . . (1994: 576) 

As an interesting aside, Uoyd Morgan (1923) first advanced the notion of 

Emergentism, which evolved more recently into Supervenience theory. Mind-body 

analyses have corne a long way. The conceptual move from what was once conceived as 



conceptually signihcant, physical facts of the world determine all the facts, to a more al- 

encompassing approach involving numerous levels, tends to draw out the complexity of 

claims with greater clarity. Theorists are now in a position to elaborate on the nature of 

conscious experience ushg evolution-driven mental-physical conceptual phenomena 

insofar as current theories budd upon what 1 shall call a "layer model" approach. This 

model involves the notion of a causal chah, which incorporates numerou levels of non- 

reductive materialist determina tion. Thus phylogene tic charactenstics, which were 

previously construed as irrelevant in broader theories, are being integrated and conceived 

as relevant in more limited contexts. Daniel Demett captures the importance of this 

conceptual move in Consciotlsness Explained: 

To make further progress, we must shift field and approach the complexities of 
consciousness from a different quarter: evolution. Since there hasn't always 
been hurnan consciousness, it has to have arisen from prior phenomena that 
weren't instances of consciousness. Perhaps if we look at what m u t  have-or 
might have-been involved in that transition, we'll get a better perspective on 
ihicomplexi ties and their roles in creating the Ml-fledged phenomenon. (1991: 
171) 

In light of what we know about the ontological s tatu of consciousness put forth thus 

far, we tend to get a new sense of the inescapable reality of the conceptuai co~ectedness 

between that which is conscious-mind-mental-psychological and that which is body- 

physical-ma terial-determined and biological. The de tenninis tic thread running through 

so much of philosophy of mind is emphasized here because it speaks directly to the basic 

hypothesis of this thesis, that is, the reality of psychic determinism wherein mental events 

have an underlying coherence and structure whichcan be conshed as operative and active 

at all ümes but are not reducible to any one finite property, structure, or relation. 



62 

Indetermination is tenable and conceptually valid if positioned within a dualistic frame 

wherein conscious awareness is disengaged from the concep tua1 implications of a causal 

c h a h  But since dualism is ultimately untenable, so too is indetermination in that 

framework. What seems to be occurrit~g as we move through time is the multitude of shifts 

in claims pointing to the precise nature of the relationship that underlies mental-physical 

and mind-body. It is precisely the notion of a causal chah that takes us out of the ümited 

dimensions of Cartesian and Freudian multipartite and tripartite descriptions and 

explanations and into more advanced meta-level approaches involving psycho- 

neurophysiological interactions. 

3.2 The Theoretical RevoIution 

Never before in the history of ideas has there been so much confusion at the core of the 

concept of nonconscious-unconscious-conscious dynamics. Just as the concept of the 

unconscious was not the discovery of any single individual, neither was it the 

preoccupation of any single century or culture. Thanks to Sigrnund Freud's predecessors 

and contemporaries, conceptions of free wiil wodd never be the same. Psychic detenninism 

challenged outright the validity of unequivocal (Le., dualistic) free will and brought to hght 

the explanatory power of causal interaction. However, the plausibility of unconscious 

determhants of thought and action has led and SU leads an exceedingly houbled 

existence: denial, omission, unbelievability and the ouhight rejection camed out by 

behaviouriçm, the dominant force in American psychology between the late 1920s and the 

late 1950s. And while unbelievabiüty was the order of the day for conceptions of an 
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unconscious mental life, in the late "1950s and early 1960s, a new theoretical revolution was 

brewing within psychology that would soon uproot behaviourism from mainstream 

experimental psychology and render the just-concluded experimental rejection of 

unconscious processes ingenuous" (Erdelyi, 1985: 59). But teasing apart the la test theoretical 

contributions put forth by numerous authors on the nature of the unconscious and its 

relation to consciousness is no easy task and by no means has any agreed-upon conclusion 

been reached. T 'us  far we have seen by way of Erdelyi how: 

American experirnental psychology did away with not only the 
unconscious but also the conscious - in short, the muid - as a proper subject for 
scientific psychology. And how psychoanalysis was dismissed out of hand as 
an intellectual aberration on the plane with phrenology (Watson, 1924: 297)' 
whose constructs, including the unconscious, were to be regarded as a 
contemporary reversion to demonology (1985: 58.) 

But Erdelyi also suggests that an "experimental program arose in the late 1940s' usually 

known as 'the New Look,' to explore the problem of subliminal (unconscious) perception, 

and the interaction of motives, including defenses, with perception and memory. The 

resulting literature was nddled with controversy" (1985: 58.) 

This is important because there seemed to be a monumental shift in academic 

attention and senousness which began with the discovenes of Descartes, Freud and 

dynamic psychiatry to the reputable revelations of the information-processing approach 

or cognitive revolution. This perspective is absolutely cri tical for determinist daims because 

it adopted the compter metaphor generating a host of theoretical constructs which 

approximated paradigmç advanced by dynamic psydUaûy This conceptual move served 

to validate the significance of a causal chah and the existence of the unconscious. While 

there are major points of departure between the information-processing mode1 and the 



Freudian mode1 of rnind, Erdelyi points out numerous parallels from several other sources 

in his 1985 book (p. 59): 

. . . "censorship" (filtering, selectivity); "ego" (executive control processes, 
central processor); "conflict" (decision nodes); "force," "cathexis," "energies," 
(weights, attention); "mental economics" (capacity); "mental topography," 
"depth" (depth of processing, up-down processing); the "conscious" (working 
memory); "psychic structure" (routines, programs, software), and so forth. (cf. 
Erdelyi, 1974; Erdelyi and Goldberg, 1979; Foulkes, 1978; Kahneman, 1973; 
Pe terfreund and Schwartz, 1971) 

An excellent example of the advances made in approaches to mind-brain, 

mental-physical interactionism c m  be seen Daniel Demett's position in his chapter "Self- 

Made Selves" (1984). Demett's position is interesting in the sense tha t he comes close to the 

Freudian interpretation of the mind as reflex arc but sidesteps the problematic vocabulary 

indicative of nonconscious-unconscious-conscious phenornena. As Denne tt puts it: 

The expenditure of large amounts of stored energy is controlled by modulation 
of lower energy events. An information-processing system is essentiauy an 
organization of switches or triggers. The switches that control the output 
effectors - the a m ,  legs, mouths, wheels, projectiles, rockets - use very little 
input energy to initia te, modula te, and terrnina te processes or ac tivities tha t 
expend dramatic amounts of energy in clearly observable ways. Moreover, such 
a system's input switches - the hansducers that form the percephial organs - 
are also amplifiers. The "firing" of a retinal neuron, for instance, may be 
"ciiggered" by the amval of a single photon on a reti.mil receptor. Vast amounts 
of information arrive on the coattails of negligible amounts of energy, and then, 
thanks to the amplification power systems of switches, the information begins 
to do some work - evoking other information that was stored long ago, for 
instance, transmuting it for the present occasion in a million smaU ways, and 
leading eventudly to an action whose pedigree of effiaent (or triggering) 
causation is so hopelessly insautable as to be invisible. We see the dramatic 
effects leaving; we do not see the causes entering. (1984: 76-77) 

Cloaked in contemporary language, Dennett understands the mind as a sort of 

program which is instantiated in the brain, where the brain's architecture consists of many 

parauel processes that are d acting simultaneously. D e ~ e t t ' s  analysis speaks precisely to 
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the illusory feeling of indetermination insofar as conscious awareness is never truly aware 

of the covert levels of causal de termina tion. What the information-processing approach, 

psychoanalysis (whatever is thought of the detail of psychoanalysis) and cognitive 

psychology (for instance, Fodor's and Chomsky's work in psycholinguistics) claim to have 

shown is that the intellectual operations we are aware of are only a small part of the 

workings of the mind. And while a multitude of papers have been published within the last 

twenty years on various aspects of consciousness, few have fleshed out any signihcant 

connections between notions of the unconscious and its relation to consciousness and how 

it relates to the problem of indetermination. However peculiar the problem of the 

unconscious and the notion of a causal chah may seem, the ciassical question of subjective 

consciousness and its relation to that which is active, latent and unobservable has resulted 

in a flurry of theoretical insight and analyses, most of which get caught up in the 

troublesome triparti te vocabulary of nonconscious-unconxious-conscious processes and 

dynamics, which either sound too neurobiologically oriented or appear so much Like 

artifiaal machines that it takes away from the complexities of the subject under 

investigation. It has been so problematic precisely because all theoretical positions to date 

have relied on previous vocabulary of the mind and vocabulary of the body, each of which 

has utilized different languages, different concepts with d i f f e ~ g  levels of abstraction and 

complexity and differing sets of tools and techniques. But all use the language of 

nonconxious-unconscious~onscious relations or hardware and software metaphors 

explicitly or implicitly. This is fine but we c m  never get beyond this level of articulation 

which tends to lead one into an appeal to the best semantics Daniel Dennett captures the 



essence of methodological complexities inherent within the subject of human nature when 

he says: 

First there is a design stance. If one knows exactly how the computer's program 
has been designed (and we will assume for sirnplicity that this is not a learning 
or evolving program but a static one), one can predict the computer's designed 
response to any move one makes. One's prediction will corne true provided that 
the computer performs as designed, that is, without breakdom. . . . The 
essential feature of the design stance is that we make predictions solely from 
knowledge of our assumptions about the system's design, often without 
making any examination of the innards of the particular object. 

Second, there is what we may call the physicnl stance. From this stance our 
predictions are based on the actual state of the particular system, and are 
worked out by applying whatever knowledge we have of the laws of nature. 
It is from this stance alone that we can predict the malhuiction of systems 
(unless, as sometimes happens these days, a system is designed to malfunction 
after a certain tirne, in which case malfunctioning in one sense becomes part of 
its proper functioning). . . . 

There is a third stance one can adopt toward a system, and that is the 
intentional stance. This tends to be most appropriate when the system one is 
dealing with is too complex to be dealt with effectively from the other stances. 
. . . Here one assumes not just the absence of malfunction, but the rationality of 
design or programming as weli. (1981: î37-238) 

In light of this, it is reasonable to suggest that defenders of free will exclude the realm 

of lower-level involuntary, non-observable, psychophysical entities in favow of the 

manipulation of higher-level voluntary thoughts and acts which are consciously executed. 

But as we shall soon see there is a handM of theorists who are driving mind-brai. research 

to its extreme and as a result have taken the conceptual implications of 

nonconscious-unconscious-co~i~cious dynamics to new levels of understanding. 



3.3 The Unconscious and Its Relation to Consciousness: Surface Structure and Deep 
S tmcture 

John Searle, in "Consciousness, Explanatory Inversion, and Cognitive Science," tells his 

readers: "When consciousness is no longer regarded as a suitable topic for scientific 

discussion, something else must take its place and in this case that is obviously the 

unconscioiis" (1990: 585-586). This is precisely the point at which theoretical argumentation 

looms large. In The Rediscovery of the Mind, Searle, tells his audience: 

Conscioumess is caused by the behavior of lower-level elements, presumably 
at neuronal, synaptic, and columnar levels, and as such it is a higher-level 
feature of the entire system. 1 do not mean to imply that there is anything 
simple about conxiousness or about neurophysiology. Both seem to me 
immensely cornplex, and conxiousness, in particular, comes as we have seen 
in a variety of modalities: perception, emotion, thought, pains. But on my view, 
that is al1 that is going on inside the brain: neurophysiological processes and 
consciousness. (1992: 167-168) 

Accordingly, Searle believes that states of consciousness are properties of the brain caused 

by, but not reducible to, its neural activity. Moreover, Searle is noncommittal insofar as 

subjective consciousness is not reducible to anything at all: 

My view is emphatically not a form of dualism. 1 reject both property and 
substance dualism; but precisely for the reasons that 1 reject dualism, 1 reject 
matenalism and monism. The deep mistake is to suppose that one must choose 
between these views. (1992: 28) 

Searle's position is that consciousness may indeed be constmed as that which corresponds 

with mind, free will and that which is mental, and that which is neurophysiological, thus 

rendering freedom of will metaphysicaily more ideal than real. Searle explains: 

Consâousness is a higher-level or emergent property of the brain in the utterly 
M e s s  seme of "higher-level" or "emergent" in which solidity is a higher- 
Ievel property of H20 molecules when they are in a Iattice structure (ice), and 
liquidity is similarly a higher-level emergent property of H,O molecules when 
they are, roughly speaking, r o h g  around on each other (water) . Consciousness 



is a mental, and therefore physical, property of the brain in the sense in which 
liquidity is a property of systems of molecules. If there is one thesis that 1 would 
like to get across in this discussion, it is sirnply this: The fact that a feahue is 
mental does not irnply tha t it is not physical; the fact that a feature is physical 
does not irnply that it is not mental. (1992:14-15) 

Perhaps Searle's forcefd rhetoric is a result of an intense frustration: the same 

dissa tisfac tion Descartes, James, Freud and Vygo tsky experienced a t tempting to explain a 

physical system in mentalistic terms. In fact, Searle's position reflects Gilbert Ryle's 

understanding of a category mistake. In A Dictiona y of Philosophy, Antony Flew explains: 

Ryle had earlier employed the notion of "sys tema tically misleadhg 
expressions" in an effort to show how we c m  be misled by purely grammatical 
structure into unwarranted beliefs. . . . He criticized Descartes' dualism of body 
and mind as "one big mistake and a mistake of a special lund. It is, namely, a 
category mistake. It represents the facts of mental life as if they belonged to one 
logical type or category (or range of types or categories) when they actually 
belong to another" (1984: 58.) 

This point is important, so let me expand on it for just a moment. As we have seen 

throughout this thesis, the possibility of rnaking a category mistake anses from the fact that 

in most analyses, the terms 'unconscious' and 'conçcious' name qualities which apply 

strictly to the domain of mental contents, that is, to the enti ties of which the mental system 

is composed. Nonmental entities, such as physiological processes, c m  more or less be said 

to be nonconscious, but not unconscious. But as we will see shortly the notion of a deep 

unconscious crosses into the temtory of the nonconscious. It becornes, as we have seen with 

Descartes, Spinoza, James and Freud, an extremely cornplicated issue of semantics. This is 

what Searle is alluding to, more or les, insofar as it would be a category rnistake to apply 

the antithesis conscious-unconsaous to anything that is not mental. But Searle's analysis 

still remains within the problematic vocabulary of nonconscious-unconscious-~onscious 



relations. There is however one theorist who has pushed the metapsycho-biological 

envelope to its extreme and has put forth a convincing taxonomy which speaks precisely 

to the layers of intricate interaction between psychoneurobiological phenornena but avoids 

the legacy of pitfallç and conundrums of centuries past and present. Cluistopher Olsen, in 

T h e  lanus Characier of MindBrnin, has developed a philosophical taxonomy which captures 

the concep tua1 essence of bio-psycho-social adaptation within the larger conceptual frame 

of ontological inquiry and in so doing indirectly addresses the nature of psychophysical 

interaction. Oken says: 

This taxonomy will have three "dimensions" to deal with the problem of 
conscious and so-cailed unconscious intentional states that I claim are 
cognitional modes of conxiousness. The h s t  dimension is an occurrent/non- 
occurrent dimension. It pertains to whether the intentional states in question are 
czlrrently occurring - or not - within the subject's mental economy. The second 
dimension is an opera tive/non-opera tive dimension. It pertains to whe ther the 
intentional states are causally involved - or not - in the subject's behavioural 
economy. The third dimension, already mentioned above, is a reflective/non- 
reflective dimension of a subject's "consciousness economy". It is narrower than 
the subject's overail mental economy. (1998: 183) 

It may be instructive to examine the importance of Olsen's taxonomy from three 

critical points at issue. First it allows one to think of psychcal processes in other than 

reductionist terms. Olsen's non-reductionive matenalisrn claims an emergent co-intensive 

meta-level analysis in which issues of adaptation, synthesis, ra tional and non-ra tional 

action are criteria for conscious and so-called unconscious intentional states. His 

terminology cap tues three quali ta tivel y distulc t ye t quanti ta tivel y in terrela ted dimensions: 

mental economy, behavioural economy, consciousness economy, wherein he assigns a non- 

hierardiical structure of values to eadi level. Olsen's taxonomy utilizes a "layer-model" 

(my terni) approach with respect to the notion of a causal diain wherein there iç a 
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differentiation of mental from the organic and material. Thus a higher level invariably 

means the emergence of something new, in comparison with lower levelç. Each level is 

comparatively autonomous. None c m  be explained through a reduction to a lower level, 

so to speak; ins tead, each level is charac terized by a specific type of determination. Notice 

Olsen's metalinguistic clairn in the term "so-called unconscious" (p. 183). This is important 

because what Olsen is alluding to is one of the most problernatic claims to be addressed in 

this section, that is, the plausibility of a deep unconscious, which will be addressed shortly. 

In essence, Olsen's taxonomy is conceptually critical for several reasons. First and foremost 

it mediates between the information-processing approach and the psychoneurobiological 

approach wherein multipartite and tripartite divisions of mind-brain-body become so 

inunda ted with semantic obstacles tha t the subjec t matter under investigation becomes 

obscure. Secondly, it points precisely to the signihcance of multiple causality rendering the 

plausibility of traditional indetermination (or free will) untenable. Olsen's taxonomy 

commits him to a detemùwtic position insofar as the plausibility of actions and events, at 

certain levels of systerns, are not free but are causally interactive and opera tive at all times. 

In essence, Olsen's layer-mode1 approach to the unconscious and its relation to 

consciousness may be seen as foundational for evolution-driven accounts of 

mind-brain-body analyses operaüng within the larger frame of free wiLl and determinism. 

Traditional free will within Olsen's framework, would have to be construed as illusory 

because conscious awareness is parasi tic on lower-level properties which are bound within, 

between and upon levels and layers of relations. One gets a sense of Olsen's cornmitment 

to the implications of adaptation and evolutionary theory as they play out in a non- 



reduc tionis t materialis t orientation. Bo th Searle's and Olsen's claims regarding the 

unconscious and its relation to consciousness raise some of the most contentious issues 

regarding mind-brain analyses to date. 

Let's turn our attention to see how bo th Olsen and Searle concep t u d y  negotia te one 

of the mos t conten tious claims currently under investigation: the existence of inten tional 

unconscious information processing which, in Freudian terms, would occur in the "deep 

unconscious". Searle says: 

There is nothing going on in my brain but neurophysiological processes, some 
conscious, some unconscious. Of the unconscious neuro-physiological 
processes, some are mental and some are not. The difference between them is 
no t in consciousnes~~ because, by hypo thesis, neither is conscious; the difference 
is that the mental processes are candidates for consciousness, because they are 
capable of causing conscious states. But that's all. Al1 my mental life is lodged 
in the brain. But what in my brain is my "mental Me"? It is just two things: 
conscious states and those neuophysiological states and processes that - given 
the right ciramutances -are capable of generating conçcious states. Let's call 
those states that are in principle accessible to consciousness "shallow 
unconscious" and thoçe inaccessible even in principle "deep unconscious." Our 
first conclusion is that there are no deep unconxious intentional states (1990: 
588). 

Unlike Searle, however, in a similar line of reasoning, even though he does not use the 

term, Olsen at least allows for the conceptual implications of a "deep unconscious" insofar 

as his claim seriously considers the plausibility of states existing at a lower-level which are 

causally operative, have subjectivity and intentionality and which are not conscious. Ln 

essence, Olsen eliminates the problematic claims associated with terminology of the 

"unconscious" and redirects his reader into a layer-mode1 approach avoiding some of the 

problerns associated with deep unconscious intentional states identified by Searle. Olsen 

says: 



So-called unconscious beliefs and desires are thus to be understood as 
cognitional sta tes that are juçt not at the reflec tive level of consciousness. Yet if 
these "unconscious" cognitional states in fact do have the two features of 
consciousness that have been central to this discussion, viz., subjectivity and 
intentionality, they have the features of consciousness essential to the 
determination of an action. Insofar as they are cognitional states, they are 
therefore not "unconscious" states at au. Rather, they are intentional states that 
are directed towards conceptually structured intentional objects for which 
conceptual consciousness is necessary in order to "structure" the world into 
behaviourally relevant objects. (1998: 183) 

This is precisely the point at which Olsen's taxonomy, previously outlined, may be 

construed as conceptually pivota1 in non-reductionist evolution-driven psychophysical 

accounts of a complete metaphysics of personç wherein mentalism and naturalism are 

positioned, if you will, as varying in degrees. 

But there tends to be within broad concepts of the unconscious a fundamental 

distinction between mental entities which are capable of becoming conscious under certain 

conditions, versus those which are incapable of becoming conscious under any conditions. 

It is the latter category tha t is referred to by cognitive scientists and dynamic psychiatris ts 

as the "deep unconscious". However, no t al1 theorists are in comple te agreement. As we 

have just seen, John Searle suggests no such deep unconscious exists, whereas Olsen opens 

the door to it in a deliberately paradoxical way. 

1 hi& Searle's move is two-fold. Fust, Searle is in line with an antireductivist position 

which he accordingly finds necessary to account for a comprehensive metaphysics of 

persons. Thus, similar to Freud's abandonment of the "Project," Searle plays it safe by 

denying phenornena or entities which fa1 descrip tively and explana torily outside the realm 

of neurobiological causality. For Searle there is no intermediate level of unconscious 

information processing between the level of the mental and the level of the neurobiological. 
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This is precisely where Olsen's thesis surpasses Searle's. Olsen ailows for neuro- 

physiological description, which refers to intrinsic nonconscious properties of the brain, 

and also psychological descriptions, which refer to conceptual relationships between the 

brain and the environment. It's almost as if Searle is suggesüng a rnind-brain isomorphism 

uisofar as causal chahs of brain events are precisely correlated with unconscious and 

conscious mental events. This is the point at which Searle's argument against the 

plausibility of unconscious intentional information processing ge ts complica ted. In 

"Consciousness, Explanatory Inversion, and Cognitive Science," Searle sets up his position 

wi th an excellent six-s tep discussion on w ha t he refers to as the "Connec tion P~c ip l e , "  

which suggests: "The ascription of an unconscious intentional phenomenon to a system 

implies tha t the p henomenon is in principle accessible to consciousness" (1990: 586). Searle 

goes on to propose tha t "ln hinsic in ten tional stntes, whether conscioiis or i~nconscions, always 

have aspectun1 shpes" (1990: 587). So far so good. Searle introduces his thesis of "aspectual 

shape" and explains: 

Whenever we perceive anything or think about anything, it is always under 
some aspects and not others that we perceive or think about that thing. These 
aspectual features are essential to the intentional state; they are part of what 
makes it the mental state that it is. Aspectual shape is most obvious in the case 
of conscious perceptions; think of seeing a car, for example. When you see a car 
it is not simply a matter of an object being registered by your perceptual 
apparatus; rather you actually have a conscious experience of the object from 
a certain point of view with certain feahires. You see the car as having a certain 
shape, as having a certain color, and so forth. And what is true of conscious 
perception is true of intentional states generally. (1990: 587) 

According to Searle, the concept of aspectual shape is dear for conxious thoughts and 

experiences, but he is not clear how it works for unconscious mental states. If unconscious 

mental events refer to neural events, which they do for Searle, then to claim the existence 



of a psychical unconscious in the sense of something nonphysically distinct from neural 

events commits one to dualism on the level of the unconscious. This is precisely what Searle 

finds incoherent. He criticizes Freud for what he sees as dualism when he says: 

He thinks that there is something there causing the behavior that is not just 
neurophysiological, but is no t consciouç either. I camot make this consistent 
with what we know about the brain, and it is hard to interpret it except as 
implying dualism, as Freud is postulating a class of non-neurophysiological 
mental phenornena; and thus it seems to constitute an abandonment of Freud's 
earlier project for a xientific psychology (1895). (1992: 170) 

Searle recognizes the problem wi th talking about ma tenalism since s u c .  talk is 

generally confused with an appeal to a reductionist materialism. And since the explana tory 

power of reductionist materialism is limited, and as we have seen, its ideational fruits 

stenle, dualism tends to be proffered as the reasonable alternative, although dualism in its 

own way is just as inadequate as reduc tionist materialism. While it is mie that dualism wi th 

respect to conscious mental events is highly problematic and controversial, i t is a least an 

arguable position. However, Searle will entertain none of it for the following reasons: "Not 

only is there no evidence for their existence, but the postulation of their existence violates 

a logical constraint on the notion of intentionality" (1992: 173). The problem with Searle's 

position is that he puts too much emphasis on the c o ~ e c t i o n  principle insofar as he 

professes subjective consciousness to be the prime mover and shaker of the psychophysical 

world. Olsen explains his concerns with Searle's stance: 

Even this remains problematic since, as just reiterated above, intentional states, 
induding unconscious ones, are afready modes of conceptualking 
consciousness. To speak of their "accessibility to consciousness", as Searle does, 
cornes close to making a Rylean category mis take (on my view) because it seems 
to suggest that consciousness itself is being made into another intentional object 
as opposed to its being a way (mode) of being aware of objects. But if 
consàousness is not an "it" (but is only an awareness of "its"), there is no thing 



for consllousness to have access to in the way it has access (or is an access) to its 
intentional objects. (1998: 199) 

Intentionality independent of cowciousness, for Searle, is untenable; but as Olsen has just 

pointed out, consciousness is not an "it". Rather, it is a mode of being aware of objects. in 

essence, consciousness may be considered an apparatus for the functioning of the apparatus 

as it employs and deploys excitational energy. Unconscious intentionality has an object, 

source, a h ,  and intensity, ail of which cooperate together in a lawfully detennined way 

to achieve the most expedient or inexpedient means of discharge. This Searle believes is 

none other than neurophysiology. But we shall see in the next section the extent to which 

some theorists go to support the validity of a deep unconscious. 

According to Searle then, one must not postdate more unobservable entities and 

ac tivities than are absolutely necessary for explainhg the observable phenornena in al1 their 

complexity. Searle's position hinges on an argument from logic: because unconscious 

mental events are unobsenrable, their existence can never be logicaily inferred from 

conscious observable events. ïhey can only be postdated as theoretical entities and their 

existence jus tified through a "connec tion" to conscious events. Searle explains: 

These two features - the fact that an unconscious intentional state m u t  
nonetheless be inhinsically mental, and the fact that it must have a certain 
aspectual shape - have important consequences for our conception of the 
unconscious. They will provide the basis for an argument to show that we 
understand the notion of an unconxious mental s ta te only as a possible content 
of conxioumess, only as the sort of thing that, though not consciouç, and 
perhaps impossible to bring to conçciousness for various reasons, nonetheless 
is the SOI? of fhing that could be or could have been conscious. The idea, that a l l  
unconsaous intentional states are in p ~ c i p l e  accessible to consciousness, 1 call 
the connection principle . . . (1992: 155-156) 
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But the point here, and 1 will use Olsen's words to make it, is that ". . . Searle cannot have 

it both ways without equivocation. He cannot Say that intentional states must in principle 

be accessible to consciousness and then admit that some rnay be impossible to bring to 

consciousness" (1998: 195-196). Olsen explains his concem with Searle's claim: 

In the terms of my taxonomy, most of the beliefs and desires we may properly 
be said to have are not occurrently reflective. Thus insofar as we have such 
mental states they are mostly zinconscioits in the sense that we are not 
reflectively aware of their intentional objec ts. (1998: 194) 

What is at issue is the fact that there are mental entities, of which we are not aware, which 

influence our thought and actions which are "causaliy operative" within the "non- 

reflective", "non-occurent dimension" (Olsen: 183) of psychic life. Searle sells short the 

complexity of issues surrounding the layer-mode1 approach in which neurophysiological 

explanatory phenornena are integrated into an intricate causal network of unconscious- 

conçcious psychophysical interaction. Searle se ttles for an i ~ o c u o u s  noncontroversial 

metalinguistic thesis using terms such as "comection p ~ c i p l e "  and "aspectual shape" and 

in so doing fails to grasp the complexities inherent in the terminology of the unconscious. 

And while it is tme that disagreements and contradictions run rampant within some of the 

leading theoretical contributions cited above, it can also be said with equal confidence that 

their daims challenge the thesis of free WU. Thus it is reasonable to suggest, given our 

discussions thus far, that unequivocal freedom of will iç conceptually plausible if and only 

if psychological explana tory and descriptive properties and relations are disengaged frorn 

bio-neurophysiological inquiry. Interestingly, the argument runs even deeper among and 

between determinists and compatibilists alike. In fact, some thwrists do not think the thesis 



of intentional unconsciouç information processing is incoherent at all. T ' u s  another 

paradigm shift is about to udold. 

3.3.1 Philosophy, Dynamic Psychiatnj and Neuropsychiaty 

One might inquire what dynarnic psychiatry has to offer at this point. With respect to the 

antithesis conscious-unconscious and the problem of free will, the direct causation of 

responses may or may not be obviously voluntary because reactions occur at levels 

inaccessible to both subject and observer. Thus one's feeling of being in conhol omits the 

subtleties of evolution-driven defensive operations of adaptation. In short, there tends to 

be a case for the plausibility of a submerged network of defense mechanisms, a deep 

stnlcture, which are excluded completely from conscious awareness. Let me explain. 

A handful of theonsts such as Joseph Lichtenberg and Joseph Slap entertain the 

implications of such a thesis in "On the Defensive Organization". 

We may be justified in conceiving the defensive processes and the defence 
mechanisms as being part of and opera ting withùi a defmsive organization, which 
is itself a part of the total ego-organization, though not identical with it. This 
concept, the defensive organization, is in our view a valuable theoretical tool 
which has not been uülized to its potential. . . . In our conception of the 
defensive organiza tion, we emp hasize its problem-solving func tion in s ta tes of 
disequilibrium that result from contlict from a greater or lesser intensity. While 
direction for problem-solving cornes from al1 aspects of the psychic apparatus 
(the drives, other aspects of the ego besides the defensive organization, the ego 
ideal and the superego), the defensive organiza tion exerts a particular influence 
on these forces that is crucial for adaptation. (1971: 451) 

From Lichtenberg and Slap, we get the sense of the extent to which the defensive 

organiza tion - undifferentia ted and differentiated s ta tes of organiza tion - progresses no t 

only by the creation of new organizations to rnaster developmental and maturational 



demands, but also and mainly by new apparatuses emerging, on a higher level, to take on 

tasks which were presumably performed by a more primitive organic means. And these 

may or may not exist exclusively at the neurobiological level. We shall see later in this 

thesis just how important it is to grasp the conceptual implications of defensive 

organization. Lichtenberg and Slap explain: 

The defensive organization is a functional unit, or cohesive set of motives, 
which crys tallizes from the inbom gene tically de termined tendency to order 
(regulate) psychic experience. ki its most primitive form the defensive 
organization consists of a readiness to regulate and a readiness to make use of 
whatever cognitive apparatuses are available. (1971: 454) 

Lichtenberg and Slap are speaking directly to an extremely important bio-cognitive 

position, which is often overlooked or discarded in claims regarding the unconscious and 

its relation to consciousness. Lichtenberg and Slap's theçis sets the stage for a more in-dep th 

approach to the exploration of intentional unconscious information processing and symbol 

manipulation and, in so doing, points indirectly to the implausibility of indetermination. 

Hence, mind-brain analysis is taken, yet again, to new levels of phylogenetic and 

ontogenetic conceptualization because evolution-driven mechanisms of defensive 

adaptation must now be factored into the thema tic foci under investigation. 1 s h d  explore 

this in greater detail in a moment. 

On the surface, Searle's position regarding the "connec tion prinuple" appears air- 

tight and completely plausible. However, there is a fundamental flaw in Searle's 

understanding of the deep unconscious. While it may perhaps be said for the most part that 

philosophers, cognitive scientists and dynamic psychiatrists are more or less in agreement 

with Searle's view that most mental states are unconscious vis-à-vis the shaliow 



unconscious and c m  be "thought of as neurophysiological processes capable of causing 

conçciousness" (1990: 588), it can also be said that Searle's outright denial and dismissal of 

"intentional unconscious information processing" as a coherent thesis is premature. 

The argument can be summarized as follows. The possession of aspectual shape is a 

necessary condition for being an intentional state according to Searle's definition. Searle 

insis ts that only conscious mental sta tes and the shaliow unconscious can possess aspectual 

shape. Unconscious mental states, he says, consist exclusively in neurophysiological facts 

which are incapable of possessing aspectual shape, though they can encode aspectual 

shape. But, Searle claims, there can be no intentional unconscious mental states. Without 

using the tenninology of the comection principle, in his chapter "Cognition as a Mode of 

Consciousness", Olsen begins to make room for the possibility of unconscious mental states 

tha t are genuinely intentional: 

It would be easy to think that most cognition is "unconscious", as orthodoxy in 
cognitive science seems to suggest for a different reason; but this trades on a 
failure to distinguish be tween non-reflective and reflective consciousness. Odd 
as it may sound, 1 am claiming that non-reflective cognition, if it is tnily 
cognitional at all, is conscious becaw it has the features of consciousness even 
though not at the level of reflective conscioumess. (1998: 185) 

Drawing from what 1 (but not Olsen) caU the layer-mode1 approach, Olsen goes on to 

teU his readers: 

The basic level manifests only the essential features of subjectivity and 
intentionality that 1 take Searle to be building into his notion of "aspectual 
shape" (1992, pp. 155-161 passim). (It ma y also have the fea ture of causal efficacy 
when relevant to action.) It is these two katures that 1 have daimed are present 
in cognition as a mode of consciousness even if reflective awareness is not the 
particular mode of consciousness. And it is not in the case of unconscioio 
intentional states. (1998: 195) 
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Olsen explici tly valida tes the possibility of non-reflec tive inten tional cognition thus 

supporfing the plausibility of intentional unconscious cognitive mentation. This is precisely 

where Olsen and Searle part Company. Searle advocates a position of unconscious states 

similar to Freud's "desaip tive unconscious" which includes preconscious and dynamically 

unconscious contents only. Preconscious contents are defined as those that c m  become 

conscious with little effort, whereas dynamically unconscious contents are those that can 

become conscious, in principle, only if defenses are removed. But, as 1 interpret hun, Olsen 

pushes the rnetabiological envelope and makes a case for the existence of unconscious 

subjectivity and intentionality. What Searle fails to incorporate into his argument against 

the plausibility of intentional unconscious information processing, is cornplex, to be sure. 

But it primarily falls within the realm of psychodynamic implications of meaning inherent 

in his usage of 'nonconscious' (neurophysiology) 'unconscious' (involuntary) and 

'unconscious' (incommunicable or mavailable to awareness) in speaking about aspects of 

consciousness and its relation to the unconscious. Defense mechanisms must be taken into 

account when we are discussing the unconscious and its relation to consciousness because 

it has direct relevance to the problem of unconscious mentation insofar as it operates on 

conscious contents in an effort to keep unconscious aspects of mental life from erup ting into 

awareness. Again Eric Gillett captures the distinction between the involuntary act of 

repression versus defense content which cm become conscious. 

In situations of intrapsychic conflic t, three things are unconscious: the 
"decision" to activa te defense, the opera tion of defense mechanisms, and the 
mental content against which the defense is directed. It is only the last of these 
three that belongs to the experiential unconscious. Neither the decision to 
ac tivate defense nor the opera tion of defense mechanisms c m  become conscious 



under any conditions and are, therefore, unconscious in the nonexpenential 
sewe (1996:3) 

Eric Gille tt pushes the plausibility of intentional unconscious information processing 

to its extreme and puts forth a broad concept of the unconscious defined as everything 

mental whidi is not currently conscious. Included in Gillett's broad concept are several 

different kinds of "unconxious" corresponding to different reasons why something mental 

is not conscious. Gillett borrows the term "nonexperiential" from Sandler and Joffe (1969) 

to refer to what Searle calls the "deep unconscious." Thuç Gillett works within a frame of 

"experiential" and "nonexperiential" realms wherein the experiential includes mental 

contents which can be conscious or unconscious. The experiential realm of the unconscious 

is equivalent to Freud's descriptive unconscious, which includes preconscious and 

dynamically unconscious contents. This is equivalent to Searle's shailow unconscious. 

Preconscious contents are those that can become conscious by minimal effort, and 

dynamicaliy unconscious contents are those that c m  become conscious only if defense is 

lifted. The c o ~ e c t i o n  p ~ c i p l e  captures only one aspect, an exceptionaily critical aspect 

1 might add, of consciousness and its relation to the unconscious. It is only the last of these 

three that belongs to the preconscious and dynarnic unconscious. Neither the decision to 

activate defenses nor the oopration of defense mechanisms and processes can become 

conscious under any conditions. Therefore, contrary to Searle's position, the thesis of 

in ten tional unconscious information processing is no t as "incoherent" as sugges ted. 

Defensive mechanisms are causaliy efficacious in producing defensive content. All of this 

occurs at the level of the deep unconsuous. Hence there is more to the story than just pure, 

raw neurophysiology. The involuntary manipulation of defensive content renders 
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arguments in support of free will incomprehensible. It only appears on the surface, given 

what we know about the brain: there is only conxiousness and neurophysiology going on, 

as Searle puts it. One only has to cite the abundant evidence to make the case. Scientific 

investigation has given us in-depth knowledge about the nervous systern and its functions. 

But not ail knowledge can be based on scientific evidence, because that evidence itself m u t  

be something which we know. There must be some things whidi we "know" directly, that 

is, not on the basis of evidence, because they are too small too reflect light or because we 

have not discovered the means to know at the time of theoretical considerations This is the 

point at which Searle's argument fa11 short. Just imagine if Copernicus, Einstein and Darwin 

disrnissed hypotheses on the basis of unbelievabdity. Searle plays it safe within the 

language of neurophysiology. Do we have any idea of what the evidence would look like 

for intentional unconscious information processing? Apparently yes. I would like to offer 

an extreme example which speaks directly to the highly contentious point at  issue and, 

while it may seem highly speculative, it in no way should take away From its believability. 

3.3.2 A Case for Intentional Unconscious Information Processing 

On close examination, if what Searle is saying is indeed the case, why is it, when behaviour 

and actions toward an appropnate progressive discharge are blocked, that dream images 

become involuntarily distorted, displaced, condensed, and/or reversed into the opposite? 

Let me explain. There is a pervasive phenornenon in which one can be said to be conscious 

of one's thoughts without consciousness having been involved in their formulation. 

A dream is the most typical t o m  of conxiouç experience during sleep, and it 
is evidently the end-product of a highly flexible and organized processing of 



dissociated units or systems of memory and knowledge. Ln dreaming there is 
no stimulus to be identified; rather, there are stimuli to be integrated and 
rendered coherently sensible, even if they are not. Dreaming establishes that 
highly elaborate conscious contents can be experienced through processing that 
is wholly nonconscious. (Foulkes, 1991: 678.) 

Hence, there does indeed seem to be a case for intentional unconscious information 

processing whch has properties of subjec tivity and intentionality and which cannot 

become conscious: nonconscious processes involve symbolic manipulation into distorted 

images. It is plausible to conceive of unconscious intentional processing toward coherent 

and informationally consistent conscious contents to be adaptive. If sot it would seem 

impossible to turn our minds off. If "intentionality" is defined as "ofness" or "aboutness" 

as exemplified by beliefs and desires; and if these intentional states can be manipulated 

subjectively and processed imagistically without being under voluntary control, then it 

follows, in principle, that an intentional cognitive unconscious exists and is active. Hence, 

the position of a 'deep unconscious' is completely tenable, although on some interpre tations 

it codd lead one (wrongly) into something of a dualistic bind - something o c c m g  not 

merely at the level of neurophysiology. Let's take a classical example of Freudian dream 

interpretation. Certainly, this is not the only plausible interpretation. But any one of several 

interpretations could each illustrate the point I want to make. 

In a taped lechue delivered on October 14,1993, University of Toronto, Professor 

Charles Hanly, speaking about Freud and Philosophy, indirectly addresses the plausibility 

of intentional unconscious information processing. 

In dreaming, there is an inhibition in the progressive direction of discharge and 
a regression occurs in excitation, as a resul t of i t having been barred from mo tor 
discharge. So there are two factors in operation: (a) senses are dulled; and (b) 
motor activity is reduced to a minimum which is required for sleep. A 



psychological resistance, if you wül, known as dream censorship, located 
presumably in the preconscious, prevents motor activity. The excitations are 
rehimed in a regressive direction toward the perceptual end of the psychic 
apparatus where they activate imagistic perceptual processes. So rather than 
engaging in motor activity that would satisfy one's needs, one now has a scene 
taking place that offers a disguised f o m  of a wish being satisfied, as actually 
undergoing gratification, which results in the hallucinatory vividness 
characteristic of our dream life. (Hanly, 1993). 

There's more. Freud adds two characterizations to the psychic apparatus - two types 

of mental functioning which are cntical for grasping the illusory nature of free wu:  primary 

process thinking and secondary process thinking. The former is characteristic of unconsaous 

mental activity, the latter characteristic of conscious thinking. Charles Rycroft explains: 

Primnry process thinking displays CONDENSATION and DISPLACEMENT, i.e. 
images tend to become fwed and c m  readily replace and symbolize one 
another, uses mobile ENERGY, ignores the categories of space and TTME, and 
is govemed by the PLEASURE-PRINCIPLE, i.e. reduces the unpleasure of 
instinctual TENSION by hallucinatory WISH-FLTLFILLMENT. . . . Secondary 
process thinkingobeys the laws of grammar and formal logic, uses bound energy 
and is govemed by the REALPI-PRINCIPLE, i.e. reduces the UNPLEASURE 
of instinctual tension by adaptive behaviour. Freud believed the primary 
processes to be ontogene tically and phylogene tically earlier than the secondary 
processes. . . . The secondary processes developed pari passu with the EGO and 
with adaptation to the external WORLD and have an intimate connection with 
verbal thinking. The prùnary processes are exemplified in dreamuig, the 
secondary processes by thought. Day-dreaming, imaginative and creative 
activity and emotional thinking contain an admixture of the two processes. 
(1968: 124) 

When dreaming, we are in a different mode of consciousness from normal 

wakefulness and lack volitional control over the decision to activate defense content and 

the opera tion of defense mechanisrns, such as condensation, displacement and dis tortion. 

According to Freudian theory "drearns guard our sleep so we do not wake up" (Hanly, 

1993). Failure of distortion, condensation, reversa1 into the opposite may occur when one 

awakes from a nightmare because the dream is too disturbing. Hence, there does indeed 
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seem to be a case for unconscious mentation. It is predsely these processes that support the 

thesis of intentional unconscious symbol manipulation and information processing. What 

is more, if these processes occur in dream life then we must wonder about the extent of 

their involvement in waking life as well. Given our understanding thus far it appears that 

unequivocal freedom of will is conceptually implausible. Even if we wanted to refrain from 

or entertain particular thoughts and actions, we would never t d y  be free to exercise this 

with any degree of precision because images and the feelings associa ted with these images 

surface involuntarily as disguised, condensed and / or reversed in to i ts opposi te wi thin 

layers of conscious-unconscious psychophysical "interaction" (in contrast to supposed 

Cartesian mind-brain interaction.) To this end, psychic deterrninism renders free will 

illusory . 

Searle's comection principle rnay work beautifdy with respect to simplistic dream 

examples, like the one that follows, but it tends to be vacuous with respect to the 

complexities inherent within psychodynamic dream formation. It may be useful to look at 

Olsen's theoretical framework to get us beyond the shortcomings inherent in Searle's 

position. The following dream is a perfect example of the comection principle. Let me 

explain. 

It is welI known, for example, from the journals and logs of early Arctic expeditions, 

that starving men and dieters regularly dream of food and of eating. It is easy to recognize 

that it is hunger which gives rise to such dreams, and of course the men are quite 

consciously aware of their hunger when they are awake. But during their sleep, when they 

are drearning of gorging themselves at banquets they are not conscious of hunger, but only 
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of satiation. Thus it can be said that at the t ime the dream was dreamed, the connection 

principle is operative because in the dreamer's mind aspectual shape gave rise to the dream 

images whidi were consciously experienced. But our dreams are not so simple. And while 

Olsen's, Gillett's and Lichtenberg and Slap's theses do not explicitly use dream 

interpretation to make a case for intentional unconscious symbol manipulation, what we 

can Say with confidence about their theoretical framework, is their vision of possibilities. 

To illustrate the plausibility of intentional unconscious information processing and 

syrnbol manipulation, the following is an example of dream interpretation. However, it 

must be sta ted a t the outset tha t there could be strongly cornpethg interpreta tions. If a man 

has a dream about the assassination of President Kennedy, we can suggest that the 

symbolic elements in the dream, such as President Kennedy and his wife Jacqueline, stand 

for the parents of the dreamer. What is instrumental for our consideration is both manifest 

and latent aspects of the dream. The manifest content of the dream, the murder of President 

Kennedy, may be interpreted as the desire to be rid of one's father. Underlying the dream 

there is an identification wi th President K e ~ e d  y which idealizes Kennedy's power, s ta tus 

and societal privilege. We can understand the connection principle at work, more or less, 

as the conscious idealization and identification with f o m  of privilege and power Kennedy 

possessed; but there is, at the same time, ambivalence. 

On the one hand, the dreamer identified with and loved everything the President 

stood for and owned. On the other hand, the dreamer was envious and wanted everything 

President Kennedy had, including his beautiful wife. While the dream censorship operates 

on behalf of conscious functions, insofar as the aspectual shape of what is conscious is 
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comected to the same aspectual shape which iç unconscious, there appears to be something 

more going on other than the comection between conscious and unconscious content. 

Searle's comection principle with respect to aspectual shape, while hue for the most part, 

does not address the cornplexity of ambivalence in terms of defense contents and defense 

mechanism. Here, aspec tua1 shapes become distorted, condensed and transformed by way 

of defense mechanisms. 

Let's take the example of the dream of the assassination of President Kennedy, to 

make the point more obvious. The unconscious identification with Lee Harvey Oswald 

could presumably be substituted for the identification with President Kennedy, which is 

a disguise for the actual ambivalent feelings for the dreamer's father. Latent feelings of ha te, 

greed and envy manifest in murder. As a result, President Kennedy's life is taken. In 

essence, the "dream work" (Freud, 1900/91: 381) presents the former President of the 

United States as a symbol in consciousness for the dreamer's father wherein old rivalous 

feelings of ambition, admiration and envy play a part in how a smali boy feels toward his 

father, but which have been repressed for years. These feelings surface in a disguised form 

and become condensed and transformed. The dreamer, when awake, is a law abiding, 

intelligent, moral ciüzen, who would never consciously think of küling anyone; but then 

he has a dream in which he identified himself with a murderer. This is important because 

even when we are asleep, when we are at rest, information is being "involuntarily," but 

intentionally, manipulated, to put it somewhat paradoxically. 

For Searle, unconscious brain states cannot determine aspectual shape. But as Ive have 

seen in the case of dreams, defense medianisms, which are considered to be unobservable, 



perform equally unobservable mental operations 

unconsciously in the broad sense of being unable 

88 

upon defense contents which exist 

to become conscious but not in the 

dynamic sense of being repressed. Defense mechanisms participate in the formation of 

defense contents, and it is only the defense contents that undergo distortion, condensation 

and displacement. Although many authors would credit drearns with far less psychosocial 

signihcance, it is my position that dreams exhibit a case wherein intentional unconscious 

mind-brain states determine aspectual shape. Moreover, dream are an extant example of 

the manipulation of unconscious cognitive content which functions to maintain a state of 

psydiic health and homeostatic balance by finding substitute satisfactions for wishes we 

would not be satisfied with in waking life. Thus there is more than neurophysiology 

occurring. If we were to dream about murdering our father we would, more often than not, 

wake up in a cold sweat, not be able to sleep, and be deeply disturbed. The manifest 

content is the defense content and illustra tes the ex tent to which in tentional unconscious 

symbolic manipulation is adaptive: it aliows us to sleep without interruption. 

In Behavioral and Brain Sciences "Open Peer Commentary" Hubert Dreyfus, in an 

artide entitled "Searle's Freudian Slip," responds to the Searlean disavowal of the "deep 

unconscious" by illustrating the perspectival congruence regarding the nature of the 

unconscious between psychoandytic and cognitive theoretical contributions. He says: 

If Searle accep ts the Freudian unconscious, it seems he is committed to the view 
that it is "in principle" possible for there to be a world in which people have 
mental states which c a w  them to behave, talk and perceive without any actual 
consciousness being involved. The only dif ference be tween this view and 
cognitivism would be that Searle insists that to count as a mental state a brain 
sta te must be at least po tentially conscious, while cognitivish deny this. (1990: 
604) 
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If there is something that materialism musi postulate as occurring in addition to 

neurobiological processes, Searle would be right when he says that "materialism is thus in 

a sense the finest flower of dualism. . . ." (1992: 26). Evolutionary ontology allows us to 

understand defense mechanisms as having an innate basis. These emerge and differentiate 

through interaction with the environment. Their development depends partly on the 

process of maturation and, to a greater or lesser extent, this may be strongly influenced by 

experience. Hartmann theorizes on ways in which "primitive reflexes may give rise to 

defense mechanisms through a change of function" (1964: 123-61, but there is not much 

evidence for this as yet. Olsen's taxonomy, in a sirnilar vein, provides three dimensions 

which are foundational for further evolution-dnven exploration and syntheses. If we push 

Olsen's taxonomy to its logical extreme it suggests that there must be some inna te basis for 

the capacity of the rnind-brain to perform each of the different types of "dimensions", 

rendering free will more metaphysically ideal than real. This point is critical for pushing 

forward in mind-brain analyses because no matter how important one believes the 

influence of the environment to be, there must be something innate for experience to 

interac t with. 

If we consider the causal chah from the point of view of the distinction between what 

is manifesf and observable - constructs, mental content, defense content - from what is latent 

and ztnobsembZe - entities, neurophysiological structures, components, systerns and 

mechanisms - we can infer that the principle of determinism is sufficient to warrant the 

conclusion that lower level brain events are responsible for higher level mental events. The 

prinaple of psydiic determinism entails that a mental content must pass through a lawhilly 



determined sequence of stages within the nonexperiential realm prior to becoming 

conscious in the experiential realm. It is this sequence that canbe viewed as the causal chain 

which culminates in conscious mental events. One can see how thinking about the 

relationship of the brain with respect to the antithesis unconscious-conscious helps to 

conceptualize the problem of free wu .  The concept of mind-brai. may be understood as 

a hierardiical ma trix of sys tems in which observable construc ts and unobservable entities 

are linked in a causal chain in which one c m  become conscious only of content which is the 

result of an intricate causal diain: the working of the mind-brain and not of the 

mechanis tic, highl y structured working i tself. 

Sean Spence, in an article entitled "Free Will in Light of Neuropsydùaby," presents 

an argument from the perspective of neuroscience, which pushes the latter to its logical 

conclusion: if the human nervous system is consistent in its properties, then the only place 

for free wdl is in the non-conscious processes which underpinconscious awareness. Spence, 

like Freud and so many other theorists, sees freedom as a quantity of unbound energy, 

distinct from action and conscious awareness of events which occur at a finite delay, the 

period of 'neuronal adequacy,' after the events thernselves. While suspicions of dualism 

abound, Spence's thesis is tenable. Spence explains: 

Consaous awareness of events occurs at a finite delay, the period of "neuronal 
adequacy," after those events themselves. The point here is that neurochemical 
events giving rise to phenomenology are likely to require a period of time (no 
matter how short) for their genesis. The process is "on-line" before we perceive 
it (a temporal distinction). Thus the "freedom to act," a "motor process" is 
necessarily non-conscious at the point of initiation. (1996: 99-100) 

Spence's perspective is interesting insofar as his daims tend to draw our attention to 

the physiological underpinnings of free will. This is important because his position draws 



our attention to the complexities of issues associated with "causal efficacy" within a 

hierarchical matrix of systems in which observable constmcts and unobservable entities are 

linked in a causal diain. In short, Spence brings theory together with empirical observation. 

One might ask, if al1 events have an antecedent cause, how, if at ail, can one precisely 

necessitate the occurrence of another? Christopher Frith suggests a dangerous crossing 

from physiology to cognition, but is noncommittal on how the cognitive maps ont0 the 

underlying p hysiology : 

There is a characteristic change in brain activity several hundred m e c  before 
the subject is aware of deciding to act. Therefore the observer knows that the 
subjec t is going to act before the subject is aware of making the decision. Either 
the act is predetermined (because we can predict it from physiology) or the 
decision to act is made below the level of awareness. (1992: 91) 

On the next page he says: 

1 agree with Spence's conclusion (following Velmans 1991) that the decisions 
underlying the expenence of free will must be made non-consciously. This is an 
example of the general principle that we are not aware of cognitive processes, 
but only the results of these processes (Nisbett and Wilson 1977). In the case of 
decisions, we are aware of the information on which the decision is based. 
Following a pause, we are then aware of the action chosen. We are not aware 
of how we got from the input to the output. However, being unaware of the 
process by which we choose how to act is not something unique to the problem 
of free will. It is a general feature of awareness. . . .There seems to be an early 
physiological event which causes and is followed by a late experiential event. 
1 would prefer a mode1 in which b o t .  events were dearly physiological. One of 
the few things we know about the brain is that the same object or event is 
represented in many different locations and in many different forms. (1996: 92) 

What is important to notice here is the level of interaction between systems of 

causality. Spence and Frith tend to view unequivocal freedom of will as somewhat illusory, 

insofar as the conscious deusion to act or not to act appears to be itself the result of 

preceding neural activity. It is interesting to see the direction Spence and Frith are heading 



with respect to "potential" evidence regarding intentional unconscious information 

processing and symbol manipulation. When we get down to the "nitty-gritty" it seems as 

though they are headed in the direction of neurophysiology. Again, other interpretations 

may be just as valid, but all would be pointing in the same direction: any theory that claims 

unequivocal free will falls apart and cannot be sustained. Benjamin Libet, echoing a 

deter-stic cornmitment to neurophysiology, explains: 

1 have, of course, no quarrel with the view that a fully voluntary act is 
unconsciously (non-consciously) [sic; no verb here]. That condition was in fact 
demonstrated experimentally by us (Libet et al. 1983) when we f o n d  that 
cerebral neural activity ("readiness potential") precedes the subjec t's awareness 
of his/ her wish to act by at least 350 msec. This applied to fully self-ini tiated 
acts that occurred without "pre-planning" by the subject of when to rnove. . . 
. This argument is based on my own evidence that a period of up to 500 msec. 
of cerebral activity is required to produce a conscious sensory experience. (1996) 

To a great degree, what seems to differentiate determinist claims from compatibilist 

and indetermiwt claims regarding the problem of free will is the depth of explanatory and 

descnp tive analysis. Another example migh t be helpful to illustra te the reality of psychic 

determinism. In phantasy life, one wodd think one has absolute control over one's choice 

of "p" in situation "q" expetiencing "r". One would presume that in the most "private" 

realm of individual Me - mind - we wodd have conscious, rational control. But this 

analysis is simplistic. Unconscious manipulation and intervention occur at a lower level 

giving rise to overt manifestations of full blown g d t .  There may be pure free object choice 

combined with a par t idar  quantity of physical energy, but our physical design subsumes 

unconscious content and mechanisms of defense in terms of censorship, which tends to 

distort our best efforts to achieve the freedom of unconditional pleasure. 
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But not to be free within our own mind-brain is hard for some to take. What appears 

to be the case from the aduevements of the sciences, and most importantly the aspiring 

sciences of human nature, is the fact that human thought, action and everything in nature, 

occurs within very ümited potentials. For the generation of new cognitive scientists, 

neuroscientists, dynamic psychiatrists, and philosophers, the mind-brain jury is in: 

determinism appears to be unrelenting, thus rendering free wiil illusory. But for most 

individuals free will exists and is real precisely because they have a ves ted interes t in being 

in control. They offer belief/desire explanations in terms of reasons in place of explanations 

in terrns of lower level causes. And while it is h i e  that wecan make choices, the degree and 

extent to which we have conscious control, act knowingly and heely is limited. U we are 

free to work out our destinies at au, evolution stacks the dice within exceedingly narrow 

paths and gets at the heart of the what, where, when, why and how of human nature, given 

the ontogenetic and phylogenetic cowtraints of heredity, biology and the environment: the 

phenornenological il1 usion offiee will is parasitic on neuro-physiological energy. Tha t is to Say, 

images, language, ideas and the like, are precisely the result of physical energy and ib 

interrelation to psychical energy. Hence, psychophysical energy is something tha t works 

between, arnong, as well as within distinct individual beings. 



Conclusion 

Human nature has more than ever before become the most signihcant object of inquiry for 

philosop hers, scientis ts, and social / cul tural theoris ts today . More specifically, the problems 

of human mental life, understandably, perpetuate the need for several far-reaching 

scientific, social and philosophical concep tualizations of it. Present-day philosophical and 

scientific Literature, including fiction, are literally full of reflections on the phenornenon of 

mind-body, descnbing in detail what precisely this nature is - the possibilities of change, 

the relations with the world around, our nature and the present and future of the whole of 

humankind. The point of this thesis has been to draw attention to the broad range of 

ideological stances, views, and forecasts, some of which are mutually exclusive while others 

CO-inclusive. In the firsr section, I introduced the problem of causality and dixussed the 

ways in which a unified theory of muid-body could be denvable as related components of 

one primary system of ideas which conceivably refer to the same conscnicts and entities 

known metaphysically as free will and deterrninism. That is to Say, conceptually speaking, 

conscious awareness, mind, and free will tended initially to be regarded in direct 

opposition to that which is physical, matenal and bodily. 1 introduced theorists such as 

René Descartes, Benedict de Spinoza, William James and B.F. Skinner, thus setting the stage 

for the onset of a meta-level approach to mind-body analyses wherein multipartite 

divisions gave way to interactionist claims. I raised both positive and nega tive aspects of 

Cartesian psychophysical dualism, paying par t idar  attention to the overdetermined 
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nature of consciousness and introduced Spinoza's principle of multiple causality as a 

conceptual advance in the evolution of rnind-body theory. 

The second section captured the essence of different but related specialized 

methodologies regarding mind-body and the problem of free will. 1 t ied to elucidate the 

extent to which descriptive and explanatory methodologies map directly on to the free 

will-detenninism debate with specific reference to the notion of a causal chah. 1 pointed 

to several ways in which the free will-determinism controversy hinged indirectly or 

directiy on action and thought which could be described and explained in Iwo entirely 

different ways. In amving at the problem of explanatory and descriptive methodologies, 

1 introduced the overdetermined nature of consciousness, with specific reference to a 

Freudian model of mind. Using physicalism and dynarnic psychiatry as the fondation of 

ail Freudian theoretical contributions, 1 approached the problem of free will by postulating 

both physical and psychological realmç of determination wherein the analyses of 

rnind-body shif ted into mind-brain. Claims substantia ting the Freudian model of mind 

were put forth by Lev Vygotsky, thus demonstrating the parallel shifts in theoretical 

positions, forging metascientific analyses to new heights of understanding regarding 

conscious-nonconscious-unconsaous dynarnics and the problem of indetermination. 

In essence, the evolution of ideas regarding mind-body brought with it an advance 

in understanding regarding the signihcance of multiple causality. If free will is illusory, as 

suggested in the second and third chap ters of this thesis, the problem is certainly not. 1 have 

attempted to explore this illusion by pointing to several major theoretical advances and 

paradigm shifts in mind-body analyses. What became apparent was the fact that the theme 
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of human nature has been converted, to a greater or less extent, into a general problem for 

all sciences, philosophies and of all systems of culture. While it is mie that human nature 

has long been the object of study of philosophy and many concrete sciences (anthropology, 

ethnography, psychology, biology, physiology, pedagogics, medicine), most of these 

disciplines are characterized now more than ever by considerably greater diversity of 

approaches, the singling out of new aspects, and the posing of new problerns are pointing 

to the onset of improved meta-level analyses of an interdisciplinary character. 

While we can distinguish the present era by the special depth and dynamism of 

changes taking place, and the complexity and newness of tasks facing social and scientific 

cognition, the fundamental problems of human mental life are sûl l  being brought to the 

foreground of philosophical and scientific analyses with unprecedented sharpness. 

The third and final section of my thesis began with a summa tion of the ontological 

status of consciousness and its relation to the unconscious put forth by several 

contemporary theorists. 1 introduced several specificdaims as the major theoretical threads 

conhibu ting to advanced me ta-level analyses regarding the unconscious and its relation 

to consciousness. 1 put forth several examples of contemporary conceptions of mind-brain 

exploration using a layer mode1 approach to psychophysical interaction thus strengthenlng 

the validity of the deterniinist stance. Christopher Olsen's taxonomy seerned to provide the 

beginnings of a plausible explanatory and descriptive framework for advancement 

regarding the rnind-brain debate because he points to the fact that causal insight uito the 

workings of an organic system canno t be grasped without a full understanding of the 
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structures, a full understanding of all its parts, and a full understanding of the way in 

whch they emerge and interact. 

While it is bue that the total volume of scientific and philosophical knowledge of 

human nature is quite impressive, we are only just beginrung to compile an integrated 

comprehension of it. There tends to be a danger of being buried under the abundance of 

vocabulary accumulated through studies of the many descriptive and explanatory 

theoretical models. The point, of course, is not just the growing abundance of the data in 

philosophy and the special sciences but also, as discussed throughout this thesis, the 

difficul ties of comparing and generalizing hem since they relate to different disciplines that 

employ different vocabulanes and methods of research. To a great degree, methodological 

problexm are therefore taking a foremost place today in the analyses of rnind-brain. In that 

comection, the analysis of the specific nature of the various sciences' methods of cognizing 

wha t human nature and human mental üfe are, is acquiring monumental signihcance, each 

ualiuig a specific relationship and opportuni ty for synthesizing a complex, comprehensive 

approach to the study of human nature and world ai large. While it is beyond the scope of 

this thesis to discuss Stephen Hawking's theoretical and scientific contributions, it is of 

interest to note what a great contemporary physicist has to Say about one of the 

fundamental issues addressed in this thesis. Hawking, in A Brief History of T h e ,  explains: 

If you believe that the universe is not arbitrary, but is govemed by definite 
laws, you ultirnately have to combine the partial theories into a complete 
unified theory that will describe everything in the universe. But there is a 
fundamental paradox in the search for such a complete unified theory. The 
ideas about scientific theories assume we are rational beings who are free to 
observe the universe as we want and to draw logical deductions from what we 
see. In such a scheme it is reasonable to suppose that we might progress ever 
doser toward the laws whkh govem our universe. Yet if there really is a 



complete d e d  theory, it would also presumably detennine our actions. And 
so the theory itself would detemine the outcome of our search for it! And why 
should it determine that we come to the right conclusions from the evidence? 
Might it not equally well determine that we draw the wrong conclusion? Or no 
conclusion at all? (1988: 12) 

Hawking's claim is revealing. It points to a domino effect regarding human nature, 

in that we are so unpredictable we become predictable. Thus following suit, theories are so 

unpredictable they are predictable. Hence philosophic and scientific truth becomes as good 

as the most relevant and recently acquired theory. Accordingly, it is becoming more and 

more obvious that it is impossible to know human nature in all its splendeur in any 

comprehensive way by means of one or more disciphes, and that joint efforts of a whole 

set of natural and social sciences, sciences of human beings and persons, and the whole 

system of scientific and philosophical methods, are required. 

A comprehensive approach to the study of humanity is undoubtedly opening up 

significant avenues for deepening our knowledge of who, whnt, where, why and how we are, 

in the diversity of social and natural intercomectedness. Science attemp ts to explain the 

laws of higher sciences in tenns of lower level sciences, but few maintain that such a 

reduction results in the replacement of the higher by the lower science. Philosophy, by 

virtue of its specific methodology, performs the function of a kind of integrator of 

knowledge. And this is exac tly why the anti theses mind-bod y, free w ill-de terminism, 

unconsciowonscious, matter. The expenence of constructing the theme of who and what 

we are is integral to understanding our functioning in a system of social, economic, 

political, ideological, scientific, technological, organiza tional, and administrative relations. 

One may inquire whether or not a single dl-encompassing theory can be constmcted 
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through the pooling of heterogeneous data. In my view, it is becoming a reality as we move 

forward in time. But for now, we seem to be just grazing the tip of the iceberg. Humans are 

far too complex insofar as they can only be studied not by one but by a whole set of social 

and natural sciences, each of which has its own methods and approaches and its own 

definite angle of view. The integration of knowledge is not a mutual dissolvuig or reduc tion 

of relevant information, but rather an interaction and mutual e ~ c h m e n t  of information 

which constructs complex problerns jointly. To this end, the need for such a general, united 

conception has gradually evolved, providing a new level of knowledge of human nature 

which includes well-grounded principles connected wiih the educating of the individual 

within an interaction of psychophysical factors. 
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