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EDITOR’S NOTE: Please note that this Second Revised Edition includes content changes and edits that were not in the First Edition. This edition contains updated chapter headings and endnotes instead of footnotes—ND. 
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And of course, to my wife Jennifer, who listens carefully to my philosophical comments, and loves me, despite my faults.
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INTRODUCTION


[image: image]




In a discussion of many worlds and mind there has been long held beliefs by various philosophers of both a subjective world and an objective world. Looking upon one possible world superficially and simply, it seems that we as persons experience an apparent distinction between the mind that is in here and the mind that is out there. 

This apparent distinction appears to be in part a Cartesian inheritance [1] that is both instructive and paradoxical to the postmodern interpretations of mind. This discussion will focus on mind and consciousness that is both out there and in here simultaneously as one possible world. More than a transcendence of subject object dichotomy, or dualism, we have coexisting referents that are not opposing tensions (as they sometimes appear to be) but are actually instructive to all domains of mind. 

In a sense then, mind is very much in a person, and mind is very much in the world [2]. If you will, there is an associative, additive property of mind that requires the convention of shared referents which results in personal and social development [3]. Consciousness may partly be a filter of this simultaneity of mind and world, where the force of this reality creates the important illusion of the purely personal [4].

In my discussion, I’ll need to define briefly what I’m referring to as mind and consciousness. As it seems like folk psychology that mind and consciousness go together, but begging the reader’s indulgence, may I state categorically: Mind (as having to do with persons) has to do with mental attributes or events associated with examples such as varieties of sensation, perception, imagination, and thought [5]. Whereas consciousness is something that persons have; i.e., mind is represented in some of the processes which are understood by a thinking person, and some which are totally or partially unknown to her [6].

It is my sense that mind speaks highly of things that we know of propositionally, whereas consciousness points to things that we know of experientially [7]. Consciousness is commonly thought to also include necessary components of awareness, the realm of subjective experience, or what is immediately available to our senses [8]. As an alternative, I include the notion that consciousness may arise in the social context as a result of dialogical discourse leading to an embodiment of mind that brings a new understanding, said discovery occurring just after the encounter of each person of her other, or upon later reflection, of the dialogical process. In both we have developed a new understanding of mind, with the former closely immediate (revelatory), and the latter occurring to us after the fact of discourse (upon reflection). As I will later show, this does not eliminate mental representation; it merely discards the artificial division of representation into opposing categories. 

In summation, there are likely differing aspects of consciousness, and although consciousness is not the same as mind, aspects of mind appear in it or move through it. Similarly, at the social levels, there are aspects of mind that we are conscious of and aspects that we are not. Some aspects of consciousness are likewise biological as there are aspects of perception that play a specific role in the acquisition of consciousness and neurobiological activities that depend upon it. At the social level, creativity, cultural expressions and the like may very well be aspects that become known to us collectively. At the individual as artist level, aspects of consciousness may not become known to us until we have created them. At the private level, there are aspects that we make in planning a course of action, decision making, and other cognitive processes. Also at the private level, there are aspects that are only known to us, that is, are inside our own heads, and may represent phantom processes like Descartes’ notions about dreaming [9]. 

In conclusion, this work looks at the nature of mind and consciousness, the veracity of psychological explanations, and in particular, the problems with Cartesian and other forms of representation. It discusses the need to have broader definitions of both mind and consciousness and concludes with the notion that mind and consciousness are part of the world in the sense that social organization and dialogical agency is required for referents and shared mind. This in turn, appears to represent a new non-Cartesian view of mind and consciousness that is intersubjective in nature. It also allows for persons in a dialogical relationship to have shared referents and consequent meaning and community.
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CHAPTER ONE: CONSCIOUSNESS
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The full ramifications of our previous discussion that there are definitional aspects of consciousness beyond subjective experience, to aspects of phenomenal consciousness (experiential states, or thinking about what something is like), to aspects that are social and dialogical in nature, always leads us back to Descartes [10] to analyze his arguments. The need for a broader definition looks again at the core problem earlier defined, that is, the mind-body problem concerning the world that is in here and the world that is out there [11]. Because of this alleged distinction, a purely introspective definition of consciousness is too limited and must also include a notion of phenomenal consciousness. Similarly, the allegation that there are social aspects of consciousness leads one further, addressing important formulations about the structure of human development and its expression in community and the external world. Finally, a propositionally based definition of consciousness would allow for the importance of shared referents in communicating meaning. Simply, a broader definition of consciousness helps to solve several domains of problems conceptually. 

Conceptual problems associated with separating mind and matter, do not allow for explaining the apparent difference between the subject and the observer for the same event. (For example, looking at an fMRI scan while the subject herself is experiencing an emotional event or psychiatric symptom leads to different conclusions depending upon the account given) [12]. Instead of seeing this difference as physiological processes explaining a mental state, versus describing an event as a subjective phenomenal consciousness state, a dual aspect theory [13] would instead espouse the notion that one is seeing a totality or patterned process [14] as an alternative (Diaz 2000; pp. 400-401). Interestingly, Diaz includes the importance of “semantic properties” in his discussion of patterned process (p. 400).

As hinted at above, another conceptual problem with the mind-body distinction is the artificial reductionism that occurs if one overly focuses on materialist explanations for consciousness. Alternatively, one can be misled if one looks entirely within the person [15] for explanations about what consciousness means. Lagerspetz (2002) has also argued that modern cognitive science and the philosophy of consciousness looks at two complementary views. Lagerspetz goes on to say that according to one view, the brain (or organism) has certain physiological states, while another view is that some of the states are manifest to the individual as experiences. While there is no way to materialize these experiences, they seem to be modifications of the individual’s consciousness.

While addressing this, Lagerspetz (2002) says that modern cognitive science and philosophy of consciousness are erring because they have paid too little attention to how the individual interacts with her environment and that this has led to a “method of solipsism” [16] that detracts from understanding what is truly going on in consciousness and cognition (pp.5-6) [17]. He further states that the very distinction that has been used earlier in this work (between consciousness and phenomenal consciousness) as typically used in cognitive science, are themselves based on our Cartesian inheritance. He says this solipsism has led to faulty accounts of what it means to be “conscious of something in one’s surroundings” and “fails to identify the object purportedly studied by a study of consciousness” (p. 6).

Lagerspetz (2002) does offer remedies for the negativities that he describes. Leading off with a statement that “we are part of the environment in a more immediate way than the mainstream of cognitive science seems to allow,” (p. 6). He states that the body and the mind must both be studied, until we are seen as beings “directed towards, and with the need to cope with a complex environment” (p. 6). “Our minds,” he says, “are part of the world; not because they are made of one kind of stuff rather than another, but because we live in the world,” (p.6; italics his). Finally, he offers us not a new ontology but a new methodology (p. 6), and a new definition of consciousness to include “the fact that we are conscious of things,” and, “studies of our interaction with the environment, of how we find out about the world and how we change it, should be central to any genuine science of the conscious,” (p. 15; italics his).

In sum, it seems that Lagerspetz (2002) is arguing for a broader definition of consciousness. His notions that mind is in the world because we live in it, and that we must deal with a changing environment are important factors in understanding that consciousness works for us and not against us in coping in the world. His statement that a phenomenal world cannot be the site for his thoughts strikes soundly against a Cartesian view (p. 14). Instead, Lagerspetz (2002) seems to emphasize the importance of both biology and environment as essential to an understanding of consciousness. Although he doesn’t go as far as we will about the importance of social aspects or shared referents, the notion that most of modern cognitive science has not made his leap is well noted [18]. 

David Rosenthal [19] also argues for a new way of looking at the mind and consciousness. Rosenthal (2002) begins his discussion with what he agrees and disagrees with in the philosophy of Marjorie Grene [20]. Rosenthal (2002) agrees with Grene that we must transcend the Cartesian split of mind and body because “we cannot understand what it is to be a person as long as we see its mental functioning as that of a distinct Cartesian substance. We can understand the notion of persons only if we see that mental functioning as firmly rooted in the rest of reality,” and also agreeing with Grene, Rosenthal (2002) states that “we must represent these mental and bodily natures as functionally and inextricably unified,” (both p. 199). However, in disagreement with Grene, he chooses not to start with the concept of ‘person’, but instead examines the methodological question about understanding what is meant by something to be a person. With such an understanding, he says, one can “explain what it is for a creature to be a person by reference to various distinctive aspects of that creature’s mental functioning,” (p.200).
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