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1. Introduction

C lassical m echanics arose from the banishm ent of consciousness from our
conception of the physical universe. Hence it should not be surprising to nd
that the readm ission of consciousness requires going beyond that theory.

T he exclusion of consciousness from the m aterial universe was a halln ark
of science for over tw o centurdes. H ow ever, the shift, In the 1920’s, from classical
m echanics to quantum m echanicsm arked a break w ith that long tradition: i ap—
peared that the only coherent way to lncorporate quantum phenom ena into the
existing science was to adm it also the hum an cbserver.”) A Ihough the orthodox
approach of Bohr and the C openhagen schoolwas epistem ological rather than
ontological, focussing upon \our know ledge" rather than on any e ort to Intro—
duce consciousness directly into the dynam ics, other thinkers such as John von
Neum ann®, N orbert W einer®, and JB S. Haldane® were quick to point out
that the quantum m echanical aspects of nature seam ed tailorm ade for bringing

consciousness badk nto our conception ofm atter.

T his suggestion lay allow for halfa century. But the recent resurgence of
Interest in the foundations of quantum theory has led increasingly to a focus on
the crux of the problm , nam ely the need to understand the role of conscious—
ness in the unfolding of physical reality. Tt has becom e clear that the revolation
In our conosption ofm atter w rought by quantum theory has com plktely altered
the com plexion of problem ofthe relationship between m ind and m atter. Som e
aspects of this change were discussed already in my recent book® . Here I in—
tend to describe In m ore detailthe basic di erences between classicalm echanics
and quantum m echanics in the context ofthe problem of Integrating conscious—
ness Into our scienti ¢ conception ofm atter, and to argue that certain logical
de ciencies in classicalm echanics, as a foundation for a coherent theory of the
m ind/brain, are overcom e In a natural and satisfactory way by replacing the
classical conception ofm atter by a quantum oconosption. Instead of reconciling
the disparities between m Ind and m atter by replacing contem porary (fok) psy—
chology by som e yet-to-be-discovered fiiture psychology, as has been suggested
by the Churchlands, it seem s enough to replace classical (folk) m echanics, which
is known to be unabl to acocount for the basic physical and chem ical process

that underlie brain processes, by quantum m echanics, which does adequately



describe these processes.



2. Thoughts w ithin the C lassical Fram ew ork.

Thoughts are  eeting things, and our introgpections conceming them are
certainly 2llble. Yet each one seam sto have several com ponentsbound together
by certain relationships. These com ponents appear, on the basis of psycho—
neurological data®®, to be associated w ith neurological activities occurring in
di erent locations In the brain. Hence the question arises: How can neuralac—
tivities in di erent locations in thebrain be com ponents ofa single psychological
entiy?

T he fundam entalprinciple in classicalm echanics isthat any physical system
can be decom posed Into a collection of sin ple Independent local elem ents each
of which Interacts only with its inm ediate neighbors. To form alize this idea ket
us consider a com puter m odel of the brain. A coording to the ideas of classical
physics i should be possible to sin ulate brain processes by a m assive system
ofparallel com puters, one for each point in a ne grid of spacetin e points that
cover the brain over som e period of tine. Eadch individual com puter would
com pute and record the values of the com ponents of the electrom agnetic and
matter elds at the associated grid point. Each of thess com puters receives
Inform ation only from the com puters associated w ith neighboring grid points In
its nearly imm ediate past, and fom s the linear com binations of values that are
the digitalanalogs of, say, the st and second derivatives of various eld values
In is neighborhood, and hence is ablk to calculate the valies corresponding to
Isown grid point. T he com plete com putation starts at an early tim e and m oves
progressively forward In tin e.

O n the basis ofthis com puterm odelofthe evolring brain I shalldistinguish
the Intrinsic description of this com puter/brain from an extrinsic description of
it.

T he intrinsic description consists of the collection of facts represented by
the aggregate of the num bers in the various registers of thism assive system of
parallel com puters: each individual fact represented w ithin the Intrinsic descrip—
tion is speci ed by the numbers in the registers in one of these com puters, and
the fiill description is sin ply the conglom eration of these individual facts. This
Intrinsic description corresoonds to the fact that In classicalm echanics a com —
plte description of any physical system is supposed to be speci ed by giving



the values of the various elds (eg. the electric eld, the m agnetic eld, etc.)
at each of the relevant spacetim e points. Sin ilarly, an intrinsic description of
the contents of a television screen m ight be speci ed by giving the color and
Intensity values for each of the Individual points (pixels) on the screen, with-—
out any Interpretive nfom ation (s a picture of W inston Churchill!), or any
explicit representation of any relationship that m ight exist am ong elem ents of
the intrinsic description (P ixel 1000 has the sam e values as pixel 1256!). The
analogous basic classicatphysics description of a steam engine would, sin ilarly,
give just the values of the basic elds at each of the relevant spacetinm e points,
w ith no notice, or explicit representation, of the fact that the system can also
e conceived of as com posaed of various functional entities, such as pistons and
drive shafts etc.: the basic or Intrinsic description is the description ofwhat the
system is, In tem s of is logically lndependent (according to classical m echan—
ics) Jocal com ponents, not the description ofhow it m ight be conceive ofby an
Interpreter, or how it m ight be descrbed In termm s of large functional entities
constructed out of the ontologically basic local com ponents

I distinguish this ntrinsic description from an extrinsic description.

A n extrinsic description is a description that could be form ed in them ind of
an extemal observer that is free to survey In unison, and act upon together, all
of the num bers that constitute the intrinsic description, unfettered by the local
rules of operation and storage that lin it the activities of the com puter/brain.
T his extemal cbserver is given not only the capacity to \know ", separately, each
ofthe individual num bers in the Intrinsic description; he is given also the ability
to know this collection of numbers as a whole, In the sense that he can have
a singke register that speci es the entire collection of num bers that constitutes
the intrinsic description. T he entire collection of logically and ontologically n—
dependent elem ents that constitutes the intrinsic description can be represented
by a single basic entity in the extrinsic description, and be part of the body
of Inform ation that this extemal cbserver can access directly, w ithout the need
for som e com positional process in the com puter/brain to bring the inform ation
together from farapart locations. In general, collections of independent entities
at the level of the Intrinsic description can becom e single entities at the level of
an extrinsic description.

T he Inform ation that is stored in any one ofthe sim ple logically Independent



com puters, ofwhich the com puter/brain is the sim ple aggregate, is supposed to
bem inin al: it is no m ore than what is needed to com pute the local evolution.
T his is the analog of the condition that holds In classical physics. A s the size of
the regions into which one divides a physical system tends to zero the dynam —
ically e ective Informm ation stored in each individual region tends to som ething
an all, nam ely the valuesofa few eldsand their rst few derivatives. A nd these
few values are treated in a very sin ple way. T hus if we take the regions of the
com puter simulation of the brain that are represented by the individual local
com puters to be su  ciently an all then the inform ation that resides in any one
of these local com puters appears to be much lss than infom ation needed to
Soecify a com plex thought, such as the perosption ofa visual scene: entries from
m any logically ndependent (according to classical physics) com puters m ust be
com bined together to give the Informm ation contained in an individual thought,
which, however, is a sihgl experiential entity. T hus the thought, considered as
a single whol entity, rather than as a collection of independent entities, belongs
to the extrinsic Jevel of description, not to the ntrinsic level of description.

A ccording to classicalm echanics, the description ofboth the state ofa phys-
ical system and its dynam ics can expressed at the ntrinsic level. But then how
does one understand the occurrence of experientially whole thoughts? How do
extrinsiclevel actual entities arise from a dynam ics that is com plktely reduchble
to an intrinsicJlevel description?

O ne possibbility isthat the intrinsicJdevel com ponents ofa thought are bound
together by som e integrative process in the m ind of a soirit being, ie., n the
m Ind ofa \ghost behind the m achine", ofan hom unculus. T his approach shifts
the question to an entirely new realm : In place of the physical brain, about
which we know a great deal, and our thoughts, about which we have som e
direct inform ation, one has a new \goirit realn " about which science has little
to say. This approach takes us Inm ediately outside the realn of science, aswe
know it today.

A tematively, there is the functional approach. The brain can probably
be conceived of, In som e approxin ation, In tem s of lJargescale functional en—
tities that, from a certain global perspective, m ight seem to be controlling the
activity of this brain. However, In the fram ework of classical m echanics such
\entities" play no actualrole In determ ning of the course of action taken by the



com puter/brain: this course of action is com plktely controlled by local entities
and locale ects. The apparent e cacy of the lJargescale \functional entities"
is basically an illision, according to the precepts of classical m echanics, or the
dynam ics of the com puter/brain that sinulates i: the dynam ical evolution is
com pktely xed by local considerations w ithout any reference to such glbal

A s an exam plk take a belief. Beliefs certainly In  uence, In som e sense, the
activities of the hum an m ind/brain. H ilary Putnam characterized the approach
ofm odem functionaliam as the idea that, for exam ple, a belief can be regarded
as an entry in a \belief register", or a \belief box", that feeds control nfor-
m ation into the com puter program that represents the brain process. Such a
belief would presum ably corresoond, physically, to correlations in brain activi-
ties that extend over a large part of the brain. Thus it would be an exam pl
of a functional entity that a hum an being m ight, as a short-hand, in agihe to
exist as a singk whole entity, but that, according to the precepts of classical
m echanics, is com pktely analyzable, fuindam entally, Into a sin pl aggregate of
elem entary and ontologically independent localelem ents. T he notion that such
an extrinsiclevel functional entity actually is, fundam entally, anything m ore
than a sin pl aggregate of logically lndependent local elem ents is contrary to
the precepts of classical m echanics. The grafting of such an actual entity onto
classicalm echanics am ounts to In porting into the theory an appendage that is
unneocessary, none cacious, and fundam entally ilisory from the perspective of
the dynam ical workings of that theory itself.

Since this appendage is causally none cacious it has no signature, or sign
ofexistence, w ithin classical physics. T he sole reason for adding it to the theory
is to account for our direct sub fective aw areness of it. Logically and rationally
it doesnot t Into the classical theory both because it hasno dynam icale ects,
beyond those due to is local com ponents alone, and because its existence and
character contravenes the locality principle that constitutes the foundation of
the theory, nam ely the principle that any physical system is to be conceived of
as fundam entally a conglom erate of sin ple m icroscopic elem ents each of which
Interacts only w ith is inm ediate neighbors. N either the character of the basic
description of the brain, wihin classical m echanics, nor the character of the
classical dynam ical law s that supposedly govem the brain, provides any basis



for considering the brain correlate of a thought to be, at the fundam ental as
distinguished from functional kevel, a sihglk whole entity. O ne m ay, of course,
postulate som e extra notion of \em ergence”" . But nature m ust be abl to confer
som e kind of beingness beyond what is suggested by the precspts of classical
m echanics In order to ekvate the brain correlate of a belief to the status of an
ontologicalwhole.

Thisproblem with beliefs’, and other thoughts, arises from the attem pt to
understand the connection of thoughts to brains w ithin the fram ework of clas—
sical physics. This problem beocom es radically transfom ed, however, once one
acoepts that the brain is a physical system . For then, according to the precepts
ofm odem physics, the brain m ust in principle be treated as a quantum system .
T he classical conospts are known to be grossly inadequate at the fundam ental
Jevel, and this findam ental nadequacy of the classical concepts isnot con ned
to the m olecular kevel: i certainly extends to large (eg., brain-sized) system s.
M oreover, quantum theory cannot be coherently understood w ithout dealing in
som e detailw ith the problem ofthe relationship between thoughtlike things and
brainlke things: som e sort of nontrivial considerations involving our thoughts
seem s essential to a coherent understanding of quantum theory.

In this regpect quantum theory iswholly unlike classical physics, in which a
hum an consciousness is necessarily idealized as a non-participatory ocbserver |
asan entiy that can know aspectsofthebrain without In uencing it in any way.
T his restriction arises because classical physics is dynam ically com plete In itself:
it has no capacity to accom odate any e cacious entities not already com pletely

xed and speci ed wihin is own structure. In quantum theory the situation

is m ore subtle because our perosptions of physical system s are describbed In a
classical language that is unable to express, even In a gross or approxin ate way,
the structural com plexity of physical systam s, as they are represented w ithin
the theory: there is a fundam ental structuralm ign atch between the quantum
m echanical description of a physical system and our description of our percep—
tions ofthat system . T he existence of this structuralm ign atch is a basic feature
of quantum theory, and it opens up the interesting possibility of representing
the m ind/brain, w ithin contem porary physical theory, as a com bination of the
thoughtlike and m atterlke aspects of a neutral reality.

One could Im agine m odifying classical m echanics by appending to it the



concept of another kind of reality; a reality that would be thoughtlke, In the

sense of being an eventlike grasping of functional entities as wholes. In order to

preserve the law s of classical m echanics this added reality could have no e ect
on the evolution of any physical system , and hence would not be (ublicky) ob—
servable. Because thisnew kind ofreality could have no physical consequences it
could confer no evolutionary advantage, and hence would have, w ithin the scien—
ti ¢ fram ework, no reason to exist. T his sort of addition to classical m echanics
would convert it from am echanicsw ith a m onistic ontology to a m echanics w ith

a dualistic ontology. Yet this profound shift would have no roots at all in the

classical m echanics onto which it is grafted: it would be a com plktely ad hoc

m ove from a m onistic m echanics to a dualistic one.

In view of this apparent logical need to m ove from m onistic classical m e-
chanics to a dualistic generalization, In order to acoom odatem ind, i isa striking
fact that physicists have already established that classicalm echanics cannot ad-
equately describe the physicaland chem icalprocesses that underlie brain action:
quantum m echanics isneeded, and this new er theory, Interpreted realistically, in
line w ith the ideas of H eisenbery, already is dualistic. M oreover, the two aspects
of this quantum m echanical reality accord in a perfectly naturalway w ith the
m atterlke and thoughtlike aspects of the m Ind/brain. This realistic hterpre-
tation of quantum m echanics was introduced by H eisenberg not to acoom odate
m ind, but rather to to kesp m ind out of physics; ie., to provide a thoroughly
ob Ective acoount of what is happening in nature, outside hum an beings, w ith—
out referring to hum an cbservers and their thoughts. Yet when this dualistic
m echanics is applied to a hum an brain it can acoount naturally for the thought-
like and m atterlke aspects ofthem ind/brain system . T he quantum m echanical
description of the state of the brain is autom atically (see below ) an extrinsic-
Jevel description, which is the appropriate level for descrbing brain correlates
of thoughts. M oreover, thoughts can be identi ed with events that constitute
e cacious choices. They are Integral parts of the quantum m echanical process,
rather than appendages Introduced ad hoc to accom odate the em pirical fact that
thoughts exist. These features are discussed in the follow ing sections.



3. Thoughts W ithin the Q uantum Fram ew ork

Let us consider now how the brain would be sin ulated by a st of paraliel
com putersw hen the brain istreated asa quantum system . Tom ake this descrip—
tion clear to every reader, particularly those w ith no fam iliarity w ith quantum
theory, I shall start again from the classical description, but soell it out in m ore
detailby using som e sym bols and num bers.

W e ntroduced a grid ofpoints In the brain. Let these pointsbe represented
by a set of vectors x;, where i ranges over the Integers from 1 to N . At each
point x; there was a sest of elds 5 (x;), where j ranges from 1 toM , and M
is relatively an all, say ten. For each of the allowed values of the pair (i; j) the
quantity 5 ;) willhave (at each xed tine) som e value taken from the set of
Integers that range from L to +L, where L is a very large number. There is
also a grid oftam poralvalues t,, wih n ranging from 1to T.

T he description of the classical system at any tin e t, is given, therefore,
by soecifying for each value of 1 In the set £1;2; ::5N g and each value of j in
the set f1;2;::5M g some valie of ;) n theset £ L;:u3+Lg. We would
consequently need, In order to specify thisclassical system atonetime, t,;N M
\registers" or \boxes", each of which is abk to hold an integer in the range
f L;:u5+Lg.

W e now go over to the quantum m echanical description of this sam e sys—
tam . It is helpful to m ake the transition In two steps. First we pass to the
classical statistical description of the classical system . T his is done by assigning
a probability to each of the possible states of the classical system . T he number
of possble states of the classical system (@t one tine) is QL + 1)" ¥ . Ifthe
probability assigned to each ofthe possible classical system s is one of K possible
values then the statistical description ofthe classical system at one tin e requires

@L+ 1) N registers, each w ith the capacity to distinguish K di erent values.
T his can be com pared to the num ber of registers that was needed to describe the
classical system at one tin e, which wasM N registers, each w ith a capacity
to distinguish @L + 1) di erent values.

Ifthe ndex m munsoverthe QL + 1) ¥ possible classical system s then a
probability P, is assigned to each value ofm , where P, O,andP P, = 1.

T he quantum -m echanical description isnow obtained by replacing each P,



by a com plex num ber:

Pn ) Iy (s o + ish ,);

p— , . . .
whererp, = P,; . 1san angk, cos and sin are the cosne and she func-

P
tions, and i= 1.

T his replacam ent m ight seem an odd thing to do, but one sees that this de—
scription does som ehow com bine the particle-like aspect ofthingsw ith a wavelike
aspect: the probability associated w ith any speci ¢ classicalstatem isf = P,
and an Increase of , gives a wave-like oscillation.

Iam not trying to explain here how quantum theory works: Tam m erely de—
scribing the way In which the description of the com puter/brain system changes
when one passes from the classical description of it to the quantum description.

For the classical description we needed just M N registers, but for the
quantum description weneed 2 QL + 1) ¥ registers. T hus the nform ation
contained in the quantum m echanical description is enomm ously lJarger. W e need
a value of ;. , and of , , for each of the possble states of the entire classical
system , where the speci cation of the state of the classical system includes,
sin ultaneously, a value of 5 (x;) foreach allowed com bination ofvalues of i and
j. That is, for each conceivable state of the entire classical system one needs
tw o ssparate registers.

Consider again a belief. A s before, a belief would corresoond physically to
som e com bination of values ofthe elds atm any welkssparated eld points z
In the classical com puter m odel of the brain there was no register that repre-
sented, or could represent, such a combination of values, and hence we were led
to bring in an \extemal knower" to provide an adequate ontological substrate
for the existence of the belief. But in the quantum -m echanical description there
is such a register. Indeed, each ofthe 2 (L + 1) ¥ registers in the quan—
tum m echanical description of the com puter/brain corresponds to a possble
correlated state of activity of the entire classically-conceived com puter/brain.
C onsequently, there is no longer any need to bring in an \extemal observer”:
the quantum system itself has the requisite structural com plexiy. M oreover,
if we acoept von Neum ann’s (and W igners!”’) suggestion that the H eisenberg
quantum jum ps occur precisely at the high level of brain activity that corre-
sponds to conscious events then there is an \actualhappening" (h a particular
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register, m ) that corresponds to the occurrence of the conscious experience of
having an aw areness of thisbelief. T his \happening" is the quantum jum p that
shifts the value of i, associated w ith this registerm from som e value less than
unity to the value unity. T his jum p constitutes the H eisenberg \actualization" of
the particular brain state that corresoonds to this belief. Jum ps of this general
kind are not Introduced m erely to accom m odate the em pirical fact that thoughts
exist. Instead, they are already an essential feature of the H eisenberg descrip—
tion of nature, which is the m ost orthodox of the existing quantum m echanical
descriptions of the physicalworld. Thus in the quantum m echanical description
of the brain no reference is needed to any \ghost behind the m achine": the
quantum description already hasw ithin itself a register that correspoonds to the
particular state of the entire brain that corresponds to the belief. M oreover, it
already has a dynam ical process for representing the \occurrence" of this belief.
T his dynam icalprocess, nam ely the occurrence ofthe quantum jim p (reduction
of wave padket), associates the thought w ith a choice between altemative clas-
sically describable possibilities, any one of which is allowed to occur, according
to the law s of quantum dynam ics. Thus the dynam ical correlates of thoughts
are natural parts of the quantum -m echanical description of the brain, and they
play a dynam ically e cacious role in the evolution of that physical system .

The essential point, here, is that the quantum description is autom ati-
cally wholistic, n the sense that its individual registers refer to states of the
entire brain, whereas the ndividual registers in the classically conoeived com —
puter/brain represent only localentities. M oreover, the quantum jump associ-
ated w ith the thought is a wholistic entity : it actualizes as a unit the state of
the entire brain that is associated w ith the thought.

T he fundam entally wholistic character of the quantum m echanical desrip—
tion nature is perhaps itsm ost basic and pervasive feature. Tt hasbeen dem on—
strated to extend to them acroscopic hundred centin eter) scale n, orexam ple,
the experin ents of A spect, G rangier, and Roger® . In view ofthe fact that the
w holistic character of our thoughts is so antithetical to the principles of classi—
cal physics, it would seem in prudent to ignore the wholistic aspect of m atter
that lies at the heart of contam porary physics when trying to grapple w ith the
problem of the connection ofm atter to consciousness.
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4. 0n The Thesis That M ind IsM atter’.

Faced wih the centuresold problem of reconciling the thoughtlike and
m atterlike aspects of nature m any scientists and philosophers are tuming to
the omula: hind is m atter’.?’? However, this solution has no content until
one speci es what matter is. The need to de ne hatter’ is highlighted by
the extrem e disparity In the conceptions of m atter in classical m echanics and
quantum m echanics.

One m ight try to Interpret the h atter’ occurring in this formula as the
h atter’ that occurs In classical physics. But this kind ofm atter does not exist
In nature. Hence the thesis n ind ism atter’, w ith m atter de ned in this way,
would seem to entail that thoughts do not exist.

The thesis that lm ind is m atter’ has been attacked on the ground that
m atter is conceptually unsuited to be denti ed with m Ind. The m ain r=buttal
to this crticiam given in ref. 9 is that one does not know what the psychological
theory of the future w illbe like. Hence it is conceivable that the future theory
ofm ind m ay not involve the things such as belief’, Yesire’ and ‘awareness’ that
we now associate wih m ind. Consequently, som e fiuture theory ofm Ind could
conceivably allow us to understand how two such apparently disparate things as
m ind and m atter could be the sam e.

An altemative way to reconcik a theory ofm ind w ith the theory ofm atteris
not through som e future concsption of ourm ental life that di  ers so profoundly
from the present-day one, but rather through the Introduction the already ex-—
isting m odem theory ofm atter. Let m e elaborate.

The m ain obction to the thesis that m ind ism atter | as contrasted to
the view that m Ind and m atter are di erent agpects of a single neutral reality
| isbased on the fact that each m ind is known to only one brain, whereas each
brain is knowable to m any m inds. These two aspects of the m ind/brain are
di erent in kind: a m ind consists ofa sequence of private happenings, whhereas a
brain consists of a persisting public stcructure. A m ind/brain hasboth a private
Inner asgpect, m ind, and a public outer aspect, brain, and these two aspects have
distinctive characteristics.

In the quantum description of nature proposed by Heisenberg reality has,
sim ilarly, two di erent aspects. The rst consists of a set of actual events':
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these events form a sequence of happenings’, each of which actualizes one of
the possbilities o ered by the quantum dynam ics . T he second consists ofa sst
of Yb ective tendencies’ or these events to occur: these tendencies are repre—
sented as persisting structures In space and tin e. Iff we correlate thoughts w ith

high-level quantum events in brains, as suggested by von Neum ann, W igner,

and others, then we can construct a theory that is a dualagoect theory of the

m ind/brain, in the sense that it correlates the inner, or m ental, agoects of the

m Ind/brain system with actual events’ In Heisenberg’s picture of nature, and

it identi es the the outer, or m aterial, agpects of the m nd/brain w ith the bb-
“ective tendencies’ of H eisenberg’s picture of nature.

T his theory m ight, on the other hand, equally wellbe construed as a theory
in which I ind ism atter’, ifwe acospt the criteria ©r intertheoretic reduction 4%
proposed In reference 9. For this quantum theory of the brain is built directly
upon the concepts of the contem porary theory ofm atter, and it appears® to be
abl to explain In tem s of the law s of physics the causal connections underlying
hum an behavior that are usually explained in psychological temm s. Yet In this
theory there is no abandonm ent of the nom al psychological conosption of our
m ental life. It is rather the classical theory ofm atter that is abandoned. In the
tem Inology used In reference 9 ok psychology is retained, but ©k physics is
replaced by contem porary physics.
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5. FinalR em arks

Tt w illbe ob fected that the argum ent given above is too philbsophical; that
the sin ple em pirical fact of the m atter is that brains are m ade out of neurons
and other cells that are well described by classical physics, and hence that there
is sin ply no need to bring In quantum m echanics.

The sam e argum ent could be m ade for electrical devices by an electrical
engineer, who could argue that w ires and generators and antennae etc. can be
well descrlbbed by classical physics. But this would strp him of an adequate
theoretical understanding of the properties of the m aterials that he is dealing
with: eg. wih a ocoherent and adequate theory of the properties of transistors
and conducting m edia, etc. O £ course, one can do a vast am ount of electrical
engineering w ithout paying any attention to its quantum theoretical underpin-—
nings. Yet the frontier developm ents In engineering today lan heavily on our
quantum theoretical understanding ofthe way electronsbehave in di erent sorts

of environm ents.

In an even much m ore in portant way the proocesses that m ake brains work
the way they do depend upon the Intricate physical and chem ical properties of
them aterials out ofw hich they arem ade: brain processes depend in an exquisite
way on atom ic and m olecular processes that can be adequately understood only
through quantum theory. O foourse, ftwould seem easy to assert that an allscale
processes w ill be describbed quantum m echanically, and large-scale processes w ill
be described classically. But largescale processes are built up in some sense
from an allscale processes, so there isa problem in show ing how to reconcile the
large—scale classical behaviour w ith the am allscale quantum behaviour. T here’s
the rmub! For quantum m echanics at the sn all scale sin ply does not kad to
classical m echanics at the large scale. That is exactly the problm that has
perplexed quantum physicists from the very beginning. O ne can Introduce, by
hand, som e arbirary dividing line between am all scale and large scale, and
decree that, in our preferred theory, the quantum law sw illhold for an allthings
and the classical law sw illhold for large things. But the ssparation is com pletely
ad hoc: there is no naturalway to m ake this division between sn all and large
in the brain, which is a tightknit physical system of interacting levels, and
there isno em pirical evidence that supports the notion that any such ssparation
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exists at any lvel below that at which consciousness appears: all phenom ena
5o far investigated can be understood by assum ing that quantum theory holds

universally below the level where consciousness enters.

Bohr resolved this problem of reconciling the quantum and classical aspect
of nature by exploiting the fact that the only thing that is known to be classi-
cal is our description of our perceptions of physical obcts. Von N eum ann and
W igner cast this key insight Into dynam ical form by proposing that the quan-—
tum /classical divide be m ade not on the basis of size, but rather on the basis
of the qualitative di erences in those aspects of nature that we callm Ind and
m atter. Them ain thrust of ref. 5 isto show , in greater detail, how this idea can
lead, on the basis of a com plktely quantum m echanical treatm ent of our brains,
to a satisfactory understanding ofwhy our perceptions ofbrains, and ofall other
physical ob fcts, can be described In classical temm s, even though the brainsw ith
which these perosptions are associated are describbed In com pletely quantum
m echanical temm s.. Any alemative theoretical description of the m nd/brain
system that is consistent and ocoherent must lkew ise provide a resolution to
the basic theoretical problem of reconciling the underlying quantum -m echanical
character of our brains w ith the classical character of our perceptions of them .
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6. Conclusions

C Jassical m echanics and quantum m echanics, considered as conceivable de—
scriptions of nature, are structurally very di erent. A coording to classical m e—
chanics, the world is to be conceived of as a sin ple aggregate of logically inde—
pendent localentities, each ofwhich Interacts only w ith its very close neighbors.
By virtue of these Interactions large ob fcts and system s can be orm ed, and we
can identify various ‘unctional entities’ such as pistons and drive shafts, and
vortices and waves. But the precepts of classical physics tell us that whereas
these functionalunits can be identi ed by us, and can be helpfiilin our attem pts
to com prehend the behaviour of system s, these units do not thereby acquire any
goecial or added ontological character: they continue to be sin ple aggregates of
local entities. No extra quality of beingness is appended to them by virtue of
the fact that they have som e special functional quality in som e context, or by
virtue of the fact that they de ne a spacetin e region In which certain quantities
such as Energy density’ are greater than in surrounding regions. A Il such ‘func-
tionalentities’ are, according to the principles of classicalphysics, to be regarded
as sin ply consequences of particular con gurations of the local entities: their
functional properties are just tonsequences’ of the local dynam ics; functional
properties do not generate, or cause to com e nto existence, any extra quality or
kind of beingness not inherent in the conospt of a sin ple aggregate of logically
Independent localentities. There is no extra quality of beingness asa wholk’,
or tom ing Into beingness as a whol' w ithin the fram ew ork of classical physics.
T here is, therefore, no place w ithin the conosptual fram ew ork provided by clas—
sical physics for the idea that certain pattems of neuronal activity that cover
large parts of the brain, and that have im portant functional properties, have
any special or added quality ofbeingness that goes beyond their beingness as a
sin ple aggregate of Jocalentities. Yet an experienced thought is experienced as
a whole thing. From the point of view of classical physics this requires either
som e knower’ that is not part of what is describbed w ithin classical physics, but
that can know ’ asone thing that which is represented w thin classicalphysics as
a sin pl aggregation of sin ple localentities; or it requires som e addition to the
theory that would confer upon certain finctional entities som e new quality not
soeci ed or represented w ithin classicalm echanics. This new quality would be
a quality whereby an aggregate of sin ple independent local entities that acts as
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a whole (functional) entity, by virtue of the various local interactions described

iIn the theory, becom es a whole (experiential) entity. There is nothing w ithin

classical physics that provides for two such levels or qualities of existence or
beingness, one pertaining to persisting local entities that evolve according to

localm athem atical Jaw s, and one pertaining to sudden com ings-into-bengness,

at a di erent level or quality of existence, of entities that are bonded wholes
w hose com ponents are the Jocal entities of the lowerJdevel reality. Yet this is ex—
actly what is provided by quantum m echanics, which thereby provides a logical
fram ew ork that is perfectly suied to describe the two Intertw ned aspects ofthe
m ind/brain system .
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A ppendix A .Sallent Featuresofthe Q uantum Theory oftheM ind/B rain
D escribed in Ref. 5.

1. Facilitation. The excitation of a pattem of neural rings produces
changes in the neurons that have the e ect of facilitating subsequent excita—
tions the pattem.

2. A ssociative Recall. The facilitations m entioned above have the feature
that the excitation ofa part ofthe pattem tends to soread to the whole pattem.

3. BodyW orld Schem a. The physical body of the person and the sur-

rounding world are represented by pattems of neural rings in the brain: these
pattems contain the informm ation about the positioning of the body in its envi-
ronm ent. B rain processes are ablk to interpret this infom ation.

4. BodyW orld-Belief Schem a The body-world schem a has an extension
that represents beliefs and other idealke structures.

5. Records. The B-W B Scheam a are representations that have the proper-
ties required for records: they endure, are copiable, and are com binabk'! . These
requirem ents ensure that these representations are engraved in degrees of free—
dom that can be characterized as \classical". Superpositions of such classically
describable states are generally not classical. T his characterization of \classical"
(In tem s of durability, copiability, and com binability) does not take one outside
quantum theory: itm erely distinguishes certain functionally in portant kinds of
quantum states from others.

6. Evolution V ia the Schoedinger E quation. T he alert brain evolves under
the quantum dynam icallaw s from a state in which oneB-W B schem a isexcited
to a state In which a quantum superposition of several such states are excited.
T hat is, the brain evolves from a state In which oneB-W B schem a isexcited, for
aperiod oftin e su  clent to \facilitate" the pattem, Into a quantum state that
is a superposition of several \classical branches", each representing a di erent
classically describable state of the Body-W orld-B elief com plex.

7. The Quantum Jum p. T he Heisenberg actual event occurs at the high-
kvelofbrain activity where the di erent classicalbranches have separated: this

event actualizes one branch and eradicates the others, in accord w ith H eisen—

berg’s idea of what happens in a m easuring device. The hum an brain is, in
e ect, treated as a quantum m easuring device.
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8. Thoughts. The occurrence of the Heissnberg event at this high level,
rather than at some lower level (eg. when some individual neuron res) is
In lne with W igner’s suggestion that the reduction of the wave packet occurs
In the brain only at the highest level of processing, where conscious thoughts
enter. The state of the braln collapses to a classical branch that encapsulates
and records the Inform ation contained In a classical description of the body-
world-belief com plex. It is postulated that this actualizing event at the level of
the wave function is associated w ith a conscious event that isa m ental im age of
the Infom ation represented by the actualized B-W B schem a.

9. Lim iations. The theory describes only those collapses that occur In
the part of the physical world associated with hum an brains: W hether and
w here other events occur is keft open. A parsin onious version of the theory in
which the only collapses are those associated w ith hum an brains would account
In principle for all hum an experience: there is no em pirical evidence available
today that would dem and any other actual events. Such a parsin onious theory
would be excessively anthropocentric. Yet any attem pt to go beyond it would
be speculative In the absence of wlkevant data. In the parsin onious version
every actualevent corresponds to a hum an thought, and every hum an thought
corresoonds to an actualevent: the theory ism axin ally linked to the em pirical
facts of hum an experience.
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A ppendix B . Survival A dvantage

C ontem porary quantum theory doesnot have any de nite rule that speci es
w here the collapses occur. The proposal adopted here is designed to produce
a sin ultaneous resoluition of the quantum m easurem ent problm and them ind-
m atter problm . Thus the proposal is justi ed by the fact that it produces
a coherent m odel of reality that accords w ith our actual experience. Yet the
desper question arises: W hy should the world be this way, and not som e other
way? W hy should the collapses be to single high-level classical branches, rather
than to either lower-evel states, such as rings of individual neurons, or to
higher-level states that m ight inclide, for exam ple, m any classical branches.

If we suppose that the detem mnation of where the collapses occur is  xed
not by som e a priori principle but by habits that becom e lngrained Into nature,
orby som e yet-to-be-discovered characteristic ofm atter that does not single-out
the classical branches ab initio, then the question arises: Is the placem ent ofthe
collapses at high-level classical branches, as speci ed in ourm odel, favorable to
survivalofthe organian ? Ifso, then there would be an evolutionary pressure for
the collapse location tom igrate, In our soecies, to thishigh—-levelplacam ent. The
fact that the collapses, and hence the accom panying experiences, are classical
and high-level would then be consequences of underlying causes, rather than
being sin ply an unexplained fact of nature: it would be advantageous to the
survival ofthe organian to tie whatever findam ental property controls collapses
to the high—level classical states of ourm odel.

In fact, it is evident that placem ent of the collapses at a lower level would
Introduce a disruptive stochastic elem ent Into the dynam ical developm ent ofthe
system . A ny sort ofdynam icalprocessdesigned to allow the organism to respond
In an optimn alway to its environm ental situation would have a tendency to be
disrupted by the introduction of stochastically instituted low —level collapses,
which will not always be to states that are strictly orthogonal. Thus there
would be an evolutionary pressure that would tend to push the collapses to
higher levels. On the other hand, this pressure would cease once the highest
possible level of classically speci ed branches is reached. The reason is that In
order for the organisn to lram there m ust be records of what it has done, and
these records m ust be ablk to control fiture actions. But these properties are
essentially the properties by which we have de ned \classical". Superpositions
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of such classical states have, because of the local character of the interaction
term s In the quantum m echanical law s, no ability to reproduce them selves, or
to control fiiture actions of the organism M Thus there should be no m igration
of the location ofthe collapse to levels higher than those speci ed in ourm odel.
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Appendix C .M any-W orlds T heories.

I have accepted here H eisenberg’s idea that there are real events, that each
one represents a transition from \the possbl" to \the actual", and that the
quantum state can be regarded as a representation of \ob fctive tendencies" for
such events to occur. In fact, it isdi cul to ascrlbe any coherent m eaning to
the quantum state in the absence of such events. Forthere is then nothing in the
theory for the probabilities represented by the wave function to be probabilities
of : W hat does it m ean to say that som ething happens w ith probability P if
everything happens?

In our model, if we say that there is no collapse then all the brandches
continue to exist: there isno singling out and actualization ofone sihglke brand.
E ach of the ssveral branches w ill evolre independently of the others, and hence
it is certainly plausible to say that the di erent realn s of experience that we
would lke to associate w ith the di erent brandhes should be independent and
non com m unicating: the records fom ed in one branch w ill controlonly that one
branch, and have no e ect upon the others. But if there is no collapse then it
would seam that each ofthe corresponding ssparate branches should occurw ith
probability uniy. Yet that would not yield am atch w ith experience. In orderto
get a m atch w ith experience wemust be able to e ectively discard In the Iim it
ofan In nite number of repetitions of an experim ent those branches that have
a quantum weight that tends to zero in this lim it. T hat is, quantum statesw ith
tiny quantum weights should occur aln ost never: they should not occur w ith
probability uniy! So without som e added ontological or theoretical structure
them any-worlds (ie., no-collapse) theories fail to give a sensible account of the
statistical predictions of quantum theory.

O f course, the key question is not whether a certain experience X oacurs,
but rather whether m y experience w ill be experience X . H owever, the idea that
m any experiences occur, but that m y experience w ill be only one of them In-
volves som e new sort of structure involving \choice" and \my". &t involves a
structure that goes beyond the idea of a quantum state of the world evolving
In accordance w ith the Schroedinger equation. At that basic quantum level the
various classically describbable brandhes are com ponents that are com bined con—
Junctively: the universe consists of branch 1 and branch 2 and branch 3 and ...
; not branch 1 or branch 2 or branch 3 or ... . Yet the world m ust be decom —
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posed in tem s of alemative possibilities in order to assign di erent statistical
weights to the di erent com ponents: the and com position given by the basic
quantum structure m ust be converted into an or com position. T his restructur-
Ing seem s to require the ntroduction of som e new sort ofbeingness: the idea of
a psychological being that splits Into alemative branches whilk the associated
physical body, evolring In accord w ith the Schroedinger equation, is solitting
iInto a conjunction of corresponding branches. By an appropriate assignm ent of
statistical weights to the varous altemative psychological branches one could
then explain the statistical predictions of quantum theory, but this would ssem
to be an ontologicaltour de force com pared to the sin plerW igner idea, adopted
here, that thoughts correspond to real H eisenberg-type events.
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