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Primer 

Philosophy is a unique discipline. Central to philosophy is the concept of Mind. By following the development, nature, and influence of Mind in all its forms—past, present, and future—I argue that we can build a spiritual base. Such a base can function as a replacement for religion or as a means to fill a spiritual void. This has always been the ultimate goal of philosophy. The essay offers a path to achieve this goal, or at least understand the goal, which might be taken as a type of philosophical mysticism.
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1. Foundation and Plan

My mysticism is simple at its core; and can be built off five philosophical premises: 


1. Mind is composed of memories and ideas.

2. Memories are physical.

3. Ideas are non-physical.

4. Memories have causal powers.

5. Ideas have causal powers.



The above premises are rather straightforward, in my view, though there is a certain controversy with each one. The first, in opposing directions, is the inflation and deflation of Mind. The inflationist makes the mind overly complex, that is it being more than mere memories and ideas; usually to include an array of physical features; neurons, gray mater, perception, as well as necessary functional requirements: consciousness, self-awareness, volition, subjectivity. Why should I need all that to have a mind? The deflationist usually takes mind to be solely your ideas, reason, autonomy. (I have never seen someone argue that the (human) mind was only memory, without referencing ideas, in some capacity—this would also be a deflationary view.) I reject both inflation and deflation. If you have both memories and ideas you have a mind; and this is how I'll argue in the essay.

The second, that memories are physical, is usually argued against either under the guise that anything internal, mental, is something above the physical, or, by forced association of memories with the self. You are your memories, and whatever you are, is not merely physical. We might call this the self-memory view—as purposed by John Locke.​[1] I reject it on two grounds. The first, corresponding to the previous premise; whatever you are is some combination of memories and ideas, whether it be emergent or simple amalgamation. The second, tipping my hat to science; memories, specific, general, are in the actual, present somewhere in the brain, in some distinct physical locus. And memories are stored there, exists, whether we are conscious of it or not; whether or not we will ever experience that memory again. I will also argue that we have memories in so far as we are animals—including lower animals as memory-bearers. But my theory does not depend on this additional fact to be viable. Though it does make the transition from animals to humans easier to explain. In any case, I take memories to be physical, and to be stored somewhere in the brain; and to exist independently of being observed or recalled.  

The third, that ideas are non-physical, is probably the most controversial of my claims. And here I must put my hat back on in the presence of science. By non-physical I mean mind-dependent. This may sound question-begging but it’s not. An idea only exists in a mind because it piggybacks off memories. So both must be present, for it to exist; or for it to be observed. But unlike memories, ideas do not exist when not being observed. We may think of a book waiting to be read as holding an idea; but this is not the case. The book is only an artifact, containing scribbles unless read by a (human) mind. If not read, it will never be or have been an idea. Mainly, what the book does is activate something in us, not reveal anything of itself—besides being composed of paper and ink. That is, an idea is only potential, and will cease to exist fully when not (consciously) reinforced. This partial existence cannot properly be ascribed to matter, nor fits the rubric of energy; it is something else, exotic and strange. Now there is some circularity, I admit, in the description that I just gave; but I hope as we make our way through it becomes clear. I will take my stance here and hold that ideas are non-physical, in the exotic and strange sense. 

The fourth and fifth, that memories and ideas have causal powers, has the backing of a healthy debate. Though most philosophers don't consider that both memories and ideas have causal powers at the same time. In isolation, we see that a person joins a cause, changes his life, in response to an Idea. We see a person treat you kindly because he remembers you being a good man. But taken together, potentially that there are competing entities, fighting for your volition, a battle of the physical and non-physical; seems untenable. But I accept this to be the case. Not only that, I will also argue that the human organism, physical or otherwise, is distinct from the Parts of Mind trying to control it. (This additional claim, while not essential, adds much to my theory and might be held as a 6th premise.) 

The essay has Ten parts. The First part, consisting of §2-4, talks about Mind’s place in nature, emotion, and the effects of memories on the human organism. The Second part, §5-6, looks at consciousness, time, and the effects of ideas on the human organism. The Third Part, §7-8, explores how words, language, and archetypes (powerful unconscious memories) shape human meaning. The Fourth part, §9-11, examines myths, poetry, art, and culture and its relation to the Unconscious. The Fifth Part, §12-14, probes into the development and structure of religion and philosophy, and their significance in making sense of the relationship of Mind and the human organism. The Sixth part, §15-16, points to the specific ways that certain powerful ideas, to include God and Reason, influence human beings. The Seventh part, §17-19, explores how to integrate the Unconscious with the Conscious (with the aid of archetypes), as well as the Rise and Fall of Philosophy through the Dark Ages to the Modern Age—and how it might be refurbished to function as a substitute for religion. The Eighth part, §20-21, warns of the dangers posed to our minds from artifacts, as well as cautions against moving consciousness out of our bodies too soon (through technological means). The Ninth part, §22-23, proposes a way for the human organism to overcome its mental programming, and escape the inherent manipulation of memories, ideas, and artifacts; as well as the physical world at large. The Tenth part, §24-25, looks past human minds; to robot minds, synergy, and beyond. §26 concludes with a synthesis and recommendation on how to incorporate the essay's main arguments into a spiritual model. 

––––––––
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2. Anthropology of Mind (A Sketch)


Human Nature is the only science of man; and yet has been hitherto the most neglected.

(David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature)



The development of Mind has a long history. It extends millions of years, possibly further. It is not exclusive to one species, even if it is exclusive to Us at the given moment. Our (last) ancestor, and its ancestor, started the process long before Sapiens came on the scene. It was also not an isolated event. There was interbreeding with numerus other species, subspecies, distant groups. And if Neanderthals, Denisovans, Erectus, are part of Our story, so be it.

The Beginning. One aspect of mind, as laid down, involves having memories. This is where the first rudimentary sparks of Mind likely begin. Though there is nothing spectacular about having (simple) memories in itself. Many animals have memories. Instead, we must jump ahead through a long lineage and arrive at the first hominids, possibly a little further back to the archaic apes that would split the line. At some point, memories of a sophisticated variety become possible. The initial impetus for this change likely came when the Progenitors left the safety of trees and arrived at hostile terrain.​[2] Fortuitously, they left with an opposable thumb and advanced color vision (the most developed in the mammalian class). Bipedalism and complex social hierarchies would also follow as a result of the exodus. These factors will go on to play significant roles in the Human story. But I believe there was likely stagnation for a long time, though the brain continued to gradually grow in size. And then! I propose, at some point down the line, for whatever reason, We became highly emotional (more so than any other animal).​[3] My guess is that this happened with Habilis.​[4]

The Old Guard. Habilis (and probably early Erectus), I postulate, possessed refined emotions, on par with modern-day humans. This allowed for rich social interaction, behavior, and remembrance. Overflowing with emotion, Habilis would start to attach sentimental importance not only to other members of his clan but also to objects out in the world. Things unrelated to survival, like the Moon, stars, clouds, volcanoes, thunder, rivers, boulders took on significance. Eventually this attentiveness would turn into full reverence. More importantly, Habilis, equipped with advanced color vision, was able to produce vivid memories and mental images of the Revered Objects. 

Over a very long time—of course I'm speculating—the shared experiences of Habilis (aided by complex emotions), which tended to repeat, were codified into inherited memories sophisticated enough to capture whole patterns and models. These ancestral memories are what Carl Jung would call archetypes and its shared impact the Collective Unconscious.​[5] This existence, which lasted millions of years, was one filled with mystery, intrigue, inspiration, tranquility, awe, purpose, joy. It is hard for us to imagine. We might only have a taste of it when it makes an unexpected appearance in our mythology.​[6] Or during an altered state—either drug induced or the result of genuine madness or inspiration.​[7] (I should point out, we still have the Collective Unconscious, it just tends to be overshadowed by the Conscious.) In any case, Habilis was able to get along quite well with only an Unconscious, albeit a highly sophisticated one. And some of the sublimity of this unique type of existence still lingers. But, at some point in the evolutionary line, things changed (likely in late Erectus or early Sapiens); a new mode of existence started to take form, guided by a less exciting Master, clouding out the Old, precipitated, I will argue, by the awareness of death.​[8] 

The New Guard. As far as what follows, it gets somewhat murky, and we face a chicken and two eggs problem. Did Consciousness, Ideas, or Language evolve first? As a philosopher I have the privilege of using the transcendental pickax. So I will try to carve something out—acknowledging that the Three likely evolved together in varying degrees. Now, considering we claimed Mind is composed of ideas (along with memories) this is a good place to begin. Though as stated, memories, complex emotions, and the Collective Unconscious evolved first. 

To start, it seems ideas require consciousness—at least in the way we are defining them.​[9] So ideas could not have evolved first. Ideas, secondly, benefit immensely from language in both their complexity and spread, suggesting they did not reach full effect until after language had evolved.​[10] Although as I go on to argue, there were primitive ideas that were not communicated (and still difficult to communicate today), some of the first Ideas being Time and God.​[11] To add to that; when humans first did start to speak they likely were talking about memories and their precious archetypes rather than ideas—though ideas will dominate further down the line becoming grandiose in character and appeal.​[12] Finally, putting things in perspective; from what we know of the fossil record, the capacity for language, at least language complex enough to communicate abstract concepts, came much later and is exclusive to Sapiens. But this should not discount Erectus and Habilis who I go on to suggest were prolific singers, possibly setting the physiological changes in motion needed for language—to be later utilized.​[13] Thus, we have turned the eggs into an omelet. So all that remains is to simply recall what happened next for our species—in brief. 

The Ascent. We will tell our stories—and eventually write them down—develop culture; and become purveyors of powerful ideas that will be used to dominate the planet, creating what might be called a Collective Conscious in the process—for better or worse. So it went!​[14]

Untapped. An astute reader might point to the fact that I left out tool use (and tool creation) in our evolutionary story. Why? I take it, tools only played a minor role in the development of Mind, though it benefited from the process.​[15] That being said, tools will play a substantial part later on, as they are used to make Artifacts. These artifacts will extend Mind outside of the brain and even go on to control us.​[16] But that's an issue we can address after the pieces of the essay are set up.   

The Present. Thus, with some ado, we arrive at Modern Man (his brain filled to the brim with vibrant memories and grandiose ideas). But the development of Mind likely doesn't end here with Sapiens.​[17] Although, many think we have already taken it too far. Anti-humanists chirp that we are a nuisance and the Planet would be better off if we weren't here. To this we can only sigh. Are they not aware that we are the product of the greatest story ever told?  

Human, all too human! they scoff. As if this is a bad thing. We’re all that’s left—of our line. Still standing. But, for some reason, we criticize ourselves for being. Don’t be ashamed for being what we are; not for being an ape, not for having a mind, not for smiling, not for living, being us.

––––––––
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3. Memories and Emotions


A passion is an original existence, or, if you will, modification of existence, and contains not any representative quality, which renders it a copy of any other existence or modification.

(David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature)



Your computer gives you print-outs, daily and hourly, in the form of emotions—which are lightning-like estimates of the things around you, calculated according to your values. 

(Ayn Rand, Philosophy: Who Needs It) 



I proposed that Mind is composed of memories and ideas. I also proposed that emotions played a role in the evolution of Mind, or at least in the development of sophisticated memories. So, it seems prudent to start our investigation (viz., into the development, nature, and influence of Mind) by looking at the relation between memories and emotions in general. Such a groundwork will prove indispensable going forward. Foremost, emotions influence how we remember things. In a complimentary manner, memories can trigger the firing of particular emotions. But while memories and emotions are intertwined, it would be wrong to say we have memories of emotions or that they are the same. Rather, emotions occur with memories. This is an important point that will be fleshed out throughout the essay and repeatedly drawn on.   

Kicking things off, emotions are not just there—well they are—but also serve an important role in aiding the survival of both humans and animals. They allow us to react quickly to threats and opportunities. They are "lightning-like estimates," as Rand says. Emotions also direct social behavior and/or beneficial behavior. This might be instinctual or learned. For Rand, your "computer," or the thing that tempers your emotions, is rationality, or Reason, in the elevated Aristotelian sense.​[18] Through habit and directed action emotions mold to what Reason dictates to be appropriate. But Rand, in my understanding, takes Reason to be an idea, or connected to ideas. While I view this as correct, I should point out that ideas and emotions do not interact directly. Ideas can only influence emotions indirectly by eliciting mental images, or attaching themselves to mental images (where I am using mental image loosely to refer to impressions of any of the five senses that might be represented or projected in the brain). Mainly, ideas must use memories (which I take mental images to correspond to) as an intermediary in order to have any effect on emotions. Otherwise, Reason and ideas, in themselves, are largely inert.​[19]

In making sense of memories, I follow Hume in holding that memories should be attributed to sense impressions and are ultimately derived from sense impressions; past or present.​[20] But contrarily, I take memories to be far from exact copies or even diluted copies of sense impressions. Instead, memories are distorted and shaped by emotions and other memories. Of course, one might argue, after staring at a tree for a while, the mental image you have in your mind seems incredibly similar to the tree you're staring at.​[21] I do seem to put myself in a bind here by taking mental images, including those generated by the imagination, to be products of memory. My response to the issue raised would be that the tree in question likely won't be remembered unless it comes in a package, such as a representation of you in a park, on a certain day, frustrated, opening and closing your eyes repeatedly in the presence of a large oak in order to prove a philosophical position. If you wanted to tell the story of the persistent oak tree to others, there would also be the idea of tree involved. But I'll delay a discussion of what ideas are and how they operate in the mind until later.​[22] The point is, what is stored in the brain is somewhat different from the incoming sense impressions (that is, the sense impressions that are even processed). And even when memories are recollected accurately, in many cases it is only because details are inferred and pieced together by the imagination.​[23]

In purchasing the concept of memory, I am using it in a very broad way. I am taking memory to be any representation that resembles sense impressions and is physically stored in the brain.​[24] It’s important to point out, for my theory only resemblance is necessary. Representations need not be accurate. For example, I can hold a mental image of a supernova or think of other peoples' lives. But these are not attributed to some specific sense impressions. Though they are memories. It’s also quite possible, probable, that what is stored in the brain or what appears as a mental image is something above or below what is provided by the sensory apparatus. Although, if there is something supersensory in play the (human) brain currently lacks the ability to process it, being an inchoate sensation—but still possessing resemblance nonetheless. I also reject the supposition that memories must be prior or correspond to the past. I only require that they be physically stored in the brain; where, sometimes, impressions last mere moments. But in those mere moments they were memories. The same would apply to mental images that are stored or in the process of being stored while simultaneously being projected in the mind. This doesn’t matter. Past or present they are memories all the same. 

Usually when talking about memories, it is in reference to conscious memories. But it's important to realize that most memories are unconscious. Although, there is some debate regarding this fact. But it is not a problem for my theory. Unconscious memories, similarly, are derived from sense impressions and stored in the brain in some specific physical locus; making them memories in the full sense under my view. The mere fact that we're unaware of them does not count against their reality. To be clear, there is no reason why memories need to be conscious; and I would add, memories can exist independently of ideas, or even emotions. With this in mind, we can acknowledge that many animals have at least unconscious memories, possibly unconscious mental images as well. Thus, for my theory, getting the first part of mind, Memories, does not require any extraordinary reworkings of prevailing views. Only a small adjustment is needed. Nor do we need to rely on human beings having special status.​[25]

Why should we care about unconscious memories? One big reason is that unconscious memories influence behavior. They, like conscious memories, have causal powers. In fact, it could be argued that the Unconscious, which unconscious memories are a part, influences our behavior more than conscious memories. So it should be something we care about. There are also, I should add, unconscious emotions, which exert pressure on us as well. In spar, we might find some comfort in thinking that these hidden drivers can at least be reduced to our experiences and things we’ve actually done. But my theory holds that we are also influenced by things we’ve never done and memories we’ve never formed. Mainly, there are innate memories. 

People are very uncomfortable with the concept of innate memories. Even defenders of innate ideas raise the alarm when it comes to innate memories. This hostility, I think, comes from most people accepting the self-memory view of personal identity to at least some degree.​[26] Memories that are not in line with your historicity seem like foreign invaders. We don’t want to have to decide which memories are real and which are artificial. But if you were born with certain memories embedded in your mind and with you all your life, are they really alien?

The above, I agree, seems like an outlandish claim. But only if we have an inflated view of what memories are. For example, many animals have highly sophisticated instincts, such as migration, nesting, courtship, even burying their dead—where instincts are really just crude memories. It doesn’t seem completely unreasonable to think that if animals can encode for behaviors, why can't humans with our enormous brains encode for whole memories or even patterns and models of memories? It is a difference of degree, not of kind. People are quite content with the idea that humans have few or no instincts. But where did our instincts go? Nature rarely gives up anything useful. Instead, I propose, most instincts just got replaced with innate memories. They prove much more useful and serve a better function. It was a gain, not a loss. I will talk about the character of these innate memories in the next section. But the point here is that it is not completely absurd to defend innate memories. (Of course, I acknowledge, there is a lack of empirical evidence for these types of memories. But considering how little we know about the human brain, an outright condemnation seems premature.)

Now, I said we have innate memories. I also hold that emotions are innate. They are “original existences” as Hume claims.​[27] What this means is that emotions are not derived from the environment or sense impressions. They are pure. (Though their intensity and how or if they are triggered can be influenced.) People do not have unique emotions. Emotions are universal and experienced the same for every person in every corner of the Earth, and this can be traced back historically as far as we’re willing to go. Jealousy, greed, lust, pride, ambition, are just as much problems for us as they were for the Victorian aristocrat, the peasant in feudal Japan, the Viking trader, the Persian mathematician, the Zulu warrior. That is not to say the array of emotions can never change or there will never be new emotions. But a huge evolutionary change would be required to bring it about. If you’re reading this essay, you’re, unfortunately, stuck with the same emotions as the rest of us.

One consequence of this view is that humans, on account of having the same emotions, and experiencing them the same way, share a phenomenal outlook. We can relate to what other people are feeling and how they see and evaluate the world. If emotions were unique and individualized this would not be possible, or much harder. I would suggest a primitive moral sense can be bolstered off of this fact. But I will not argue for it here. In any case, emotions, along with memories, and also as I’ll argue, ideas, influence our behavior and how we interact with the world.

We've talked some on the relation of emotions to ideas, memories, consciousness, unconsciousness. So, it might be worthwhile to jump ahead and also touch on the relation of emotions to language, or potentially to the development of language; albeit there is some repetition. One helpful saint on the matter is Charles Darwin. In his underappreciated work, The Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals, Darwin proposes that humans began to sing before we began to speak. This would suggest that complex emotions preceded language. I don’t think this is too controversial. But it should be pointed out that emotions are primitive, and largely unconscious. The expression of early emotions—in the absence of language—served as an important form of communication. We were able to express inner states to each other; intentions, desires, deception, approval, disapproval, partnership. We were able to pick up, feel things, from each other in a way far exceeding any other animal. I think man, most of all, before he was conscious, speaker, tool maker, was first unique in being the emotive ape. And I will hold that this emotive leap occurred before Sapiens. 

Thus, to answer the old question of why emotions play such an important role in human life, why we define ourselves by it: Mainly, it was the first thing we excelled at.

Darwin, in his work, was concerned primarily with facial expressions. If you look at the numerous, specialized muscles in the human face, it is clear that they are made to serve a function greater than eating, and breathing, and whistling. Darwin held that the facial expressions, their purpose, is to convey emotions to others. I will go further and hold that complex emotions exerted selective pressure in shaping the physical structure of the human face. The human face, as we know it, is an emotion projector. Now we normally, I take it, wish to try to hide our emotions from others. But in a pre-linguistic existence this would not be very profitable to do. There is already a shortage of information being exchanged, and any attempt to suppress it would be disadvantageous. It only makes sense to hide your emotions when other options are available, such as the ability to say, "I'm sad and would like some attention." If you can tell people how you're feeling, then there is no reason for you to actually show it. The speculation we might make then is that language has made us less emotive and that we were more empathic at some earlier stage in our evolution. 

To sum up, I said there was a shortage of information being exchanged in the absence of language. That is, facial expressions can only convey so much. So I hold—and probably Darwin—we began to sing, and make song-like sounds, to relay more complex emotions, and exchange more information between each other. The big claim is, that as singing was selected for, and songs became more complicated, it caused physical changes in the throat and larynx, paving the way for the ability to speak. Thus, to conclude, much of the physical intricacies in the human face and vocal cords are a product of emotions trying to be expressed in the world.​[28] And I would say, resay, complex emotions provided the first impetus in driving human beings to be what we are today.

––––––––
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4. Collective Unconscious


The collective unconscious contains the whole spiritual heritage of mankind's evolution born anew in the brain structure of every individual.

(Carl Jung, The Structures and Dynamics of the Psyche) 



Two pieces have been put into play: simple memories and emotions. I would now like to continue with exploring memories of a much more complicated nature: innate memories. In fleshing out innate memories, I draw on Jung's conception of archetypes and the collective unconscious. The Collective Unconscious is taken to be a set of universal patterns, models, symbols, motifs, dispositions, recognizable to and shared by all humans. The individual representations of these patterns, models, symbols, motifs, dispositions, that make up the Collective Unconscious, are archetypes. There is some debate over what archetypes are; whether they are instincts, memories, behaviors, spirits, ideas, etc.? There are good reasons for thinking each. And Jung at times uses archetypes in different senses. But I will not enter the debate here. Instead, I will take archetypes to be a type of sophisticated innate memory, or memory complex, that is inherited, largely unconscious, and apt to meet the psychological needs of our ancestors; as well as (possibly) many psychological needs of modern humans. I should importantly point out, archetypes do not represent or capture specific individual or personal memories. They also do not in any way recall past lives or show lived experiences of unique persons from history. Rather, they reflect a kind of mental mold formed of certain behaviors and experiences that were very common and repetitive for our ancestors; which over a long period of time, through evolutionary means, became embedded into the structure of the brain. Though the exact mechanism for this remains unclear. 

In the Jungian schema, some of the major personal archetypes are: the Hero, Villain, Mother, Father, Maiden, Old Hag (witch/healer), Wise Old Man, Trickster, Child, and Stranger. Each of these archetypes comes with a sort of package. For example, the Hero is brave, morally upright, resilient. He inspires admiration and hope. The Villain is nefarious, ruthless, dark. He incites fear, hate, and despair. The Mother is a giver-of-life, caring, and compassionate. She is loved and appreciated. The Father is responsible, a lawgiver, protector. He gains respect and obedience. The Maiden is young, beautiful, pure. She is associated with desire, vulnerability, and playfulness. The Old Hag is a social outcast who possesses useful knowledge. She is met with necessity, desperation, and curiosity. The Wise Old Man is intuitive, intelligent, arcane, acting as a mentor and guide. He is met with reverence, interest, and curiosity. The Trickster is dishonest, unpredictable, chaotic, cunning. He provokes scorn, distrust, and despise. The Child is innocent, helpless, naive. He/she is reacted to with sympathy, concern, and potential. Finally, the Stranger is mysterious, unwelcomed, alien. He draws suspicion and fear, but also intrigue. 

OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/cover.jpg
Philosophical Mysticism

A Spiritual Handbook for Mankind

Nicholas Schroeder





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image000.jpg
Philosophical Mysticism

A Spiritual Handbook for Mankind

Nicholas Schroeder





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/scene_break.png





