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A Biological Philosophy 1

ANNOTATION

There is a continuity of expressions and interpretations from primordial
biological phenomena to phenomena of social life. Human cognition
represents reflections of biological mental processing of environmental
stimuli that cumulate in feelings. In speech and by other means of ver-
bal behavior humans express an interpretation of feelings. The ex-
change of expressions and interpretations in human communication
cumulates to social practices, human cultures, of which the social prac-
tice of verbal behavior (speaking), or language practices, is the supreme
manifestation. The continuum of expressions and interpretations on an
evolutionary scale and in the various acts of human life displays a grad-
ually increasing level of cognitive appraisal based on mentally concep-
tualized experience as a function of increasingly complex and sophisti-
cated mental processes. The ability to mentally process complex cogni-
tive feelings corresponds with the ability to express these feelings in a
more sophisticated fashion, speech and the corresponding cognitive ab-
ilities representing the evolutionary culmination of these processes. The
continuum of expressions and interpretations remains connected by the
biological ability to speak and the social practice of speaking (verbal
behavior), i.e., language which feeds the body/brain with the external
stimuli that it processes.

ABSTRACT

This biological philosophy depicts a unified theory of natural and social
sciences showing the continuity between the biological and social phe-
nomena of life, the latter representing reflections of the biological ex-
pressions of life. | argue that most fundamentally all phenomena of life
are functions of the organic activity of an organism relating itself to its
environment, which means that an organism is constantly interpreting
the stimuli that it has become genetically endowed to detect. The stimu-
li are interpreted in neural processes, which on a higher evolutionary
scale may be called mental processes. This mental interpretation yields
feelings which represent a mental, cognitive, dimension of the organic
homeostatic system. In higher level mental processes feelings become
conceptualized cognitive feelings which on the level of the human or-
ganism are expressed by a range of bodily expressions and ultimately
by speech, which thus represents interpretation of feelings.



Both biological and social phenomena are reflections of expressions
and interpretations. The continuous repetitive and imitative interactions
between human cognitive expressions and interpretations amount to so-
cial practices, to all what we understand as human culture, and the ma-
terial achievements of human culture. At the social level expressions
stand for immaterial ideas which the human enacts by material bodily
expressions, of which speech represents the most sophisticated means.
The expressions themselves remain immaterial reflections of the mental
processes.

For a proper understanding of all social phenomena, we need to rec-
ognize that speech corresponds to a concrete biological activity whereas
language represents the social practice of speaking. Language (words,
their perceived parts and combinations) does not correspond to anything
physical or biological, and merely represents perceptual abstractions we
form based on our experience of verbal behavior. Language and words
do not demonstrate mass and energy which would be a necessary pre-
condition for the postulation that they are material, that they exist (that
they are). From this also follows that (the non-existing) words cannot
possibly mean anything and that instead people mean by the words they
pronounce.

In present linguistic theory, the necessity to distinguish between
speech (the ability to speak) and language (the social practices of speak-
ing) has not been recognized with great detriment to the science. In the
misconceived practices of contemporary linguistics scholars also treat
language and words as if they would be some kind of existing entities,
the material properties of which the linguist studies. As this fallacious
approach to linguistics is most prominently propagated by Chomsky, I
have chosen to illustrate my paradigm of expressions and interpreta-
tions in contrast to Chomsky’s theories. In addition to the aforemen-
tioned thingly fallacy, Chomsky also labors under a series of gross mis-
conceptions as to the biology of “language.” He should understand that
not language is biological but speech, and then he should not any more
conceive of the social practices of language being innate features of the
human body/brain. — The ability to speak has evolved, whereas lan-
guage and all other social phenomena are not subject to evolution.

To properly grasp these ideas, we need to drop the present concep-
tual method of science, and the related misconceived “scientific me-
thod,” in favor of a descriptive process theory, by which we strive to
depict the processes and the phenomena they give rise to instead, as it is
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presently done, of trying to match the received academic concepts to the
underlying processes. Through this insight we understand, e.g., that
‘mind’ should not be treated as an existing entity and rather be seen as a
manifestation of the biological processes of a body interpreting envi-
ronmental stimuli (most prominently the stimuli in form of verbal sym-
bols). By clearing the science from the conceptual debris, I complete
the materialist paradigm and propose to conceive of human cognition in
terms of a new dualism, the dualism between the body and environmen-
tal stimuli. This, whereas earlier materialistic explanations have ignored
the necessity to include in the paradigm the external stimuli being men-
tally processed. Instead of the ‘soul’ the external influence is
represented by the environmental stimuli. These mental processes yield
the perpetual interactions between the material body and the immaterial
expressions and interpretations of which all human cognition and cul-
ture are manifestations.
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INTRODUCTION

All philosophy is a critique of language (Wittgenstein, Tractatus
4.0031).

Expressions and Interpretations — Interpretation of Feelings

In this book | present a biological philosophy. This biological philoso-
phy represents the first true and complete unified theory of natural and
social sciences showing the continuity between the biological and social
phenomena of life, the latter representing reflections of the biological
expressions of life. The bridge which links the social with the natural,
biological, is formed by human feelings. Feelings are results of neural
(mental) processing of environmental stimuli in connection with the or-
ganic system of homeostasis. The aspects of cognitive feelings which
we call thoughts come about by merging the learned concepts from so-
cial practices (language practices) with biological feelings. Thoughts,
embedded in less consciously developed cognitive feelings, are then
expressed in form of speech and by other volitional and non-volitional
symbolic means of bodily expression. The feelings expressed by one
individual are in turn cognitively (organically) interpreted by other
people, the corresponding neural processes affecting the body and its
behavior both consciously and unconsciously. There is thus a conti-
nuous cycle between the feelings expressed by one and all individuals
and the expressions pertaining to an interpretation of feelings of others.
| express this idea by the paradigm of expressions and interpretations.
The continuous interaction between human cognitive expressions and
interpretations amounts to social practices, to all what we may refer to
as the social dimension of life. Depending on our points of view, we
perceive various fields of social practices which, however, are always
merely aspects of the general exchange of expressions and interpreta-
tions, aspects of a non-divisible social dimension of life. — Thus it is
this interaction between expressions and interpretations of feelings that
has created our social practices, all what we understand as human cul-
ture, and the material achievements of human culture.
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The Ability to Speak vs. Language

The most important means for expression of feelings is speech, this is
why | define speech as interpretation of feelings, although | need to
point out that all symbolic means of expression (such as bodily expres-
sion, writing, forms of art, architecture) are forms of interpretation of
feelings. | shall further in this book explain why | very much deliberate-
ly say ‘interpretation of feelings’ instead of ‘translation of thoughts.” In
this paradigm it becomes crucial to understand the true essence of
speech and especially the distinction between speech and language. The
ability to speak and speech acts are biological, material, phenomena,
whereas language is a social practice, of which we form perceptions in
abstraction. Up to this day this has not been understood in linguistics;
and this has led to great confusion in the science when both the biologi-
cal ability (speech) and the perceptual abstractions (language), which
are formed based on the results of exercising this biological ability, are
discussed as if they were one and the same. Most importantly we need
to understand that speech corresponds to real physical acts of behavior
which are enabled by the biological ability to speak. Speech and writing
represent forms of verbal behavior. Language, however, does not cor-
respond to anything physical or biological, and merely represents per-
ceptual abstractions we form based on our experience of verbal beha-
vior. | argue that this distinction has never been properly made, not
even by Saussure who as a lonely thinker had an idea of the necessity to
do it. (I will discuss Saussure’s conception of the distinction in chapters
Speech and Language and mainly in Notes on the Philosophy of Lan-
guage). - The confusion and the problem that follows from it are well
illustrated by a reference to Roy Harris. In my view Harris’s linguistic
philosophy clearly represents the better of the contemporary traditions;
therefore | turn to Harris to show how the confusion persists even on
the level where these issues are best understood. Harris acknowledges
that linguists face a problem with replying to the question: ‘What is
language’? (1998: 15). This problem is, according to Harris, due to the
reason that “language involves at least three activities”; these he lists as:
(1) “neural activity in the human brain,” (i1) “muscular activity of the
body,” and (iii) “social activity.” Harris then tells that these three activi-
ties are variously interrelated in different definitions of language. He
stresses that whether one defines language as an activity or an ability
(faculty) the problem remains. | shall note that, I have not discovered
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how Harris himself actually chose to define language, however, in this
connection it is clear that Harris did not realize that the way out of the
dilemma is to identify, on the one hand, speech as pertaining to the bio-
logical ability to speak and, on the other hand, language as the abstract
perceptions we make of the social practice of speaking (social practice
of verbal behavior; language practices). The activities that he identified
as pertaining to the question are mutually contradictory and confusing
when they are all taken to refer to ‘language’ — or, correspondingly,
when they are all taken to refer to ‘speech’ - but when we settle for re-
ferring by the first two, (i) and (ii), to ‘speech’ (the ability to speak and
verbal behavior) and by the third, (iii), to ‘language’ (the social prac-
tice), then the problem disappears. - With exercising the biological abil-
ity to speak we gain skills in the social language practices similarly like
when we exercise the ability to run and kick a ball we gain experience
in the social practice of football. — In the course of the work on this
present book, | have noted that there seems to be in modern science in
general a very serious problem of differentiating between what is a bio-
logical ability and what is a socially acquired skill which has been
enabled by the ability. This particular fallacy amounts to one of the
most fundamental fallacies on which Chomsky’s erroneous theories are
based. Thus, for example, Neil Smith says in the Foreword to
Chomsky’s New Horizons in the Study of Language and Mind (2007a:
x): “Chomsky has long been famous (or notorious)” for claiming that “a
substantial part of our knowledge of language is genetically determined,
or innate. That something linguistic is innate is self evident from the
fact that babies do — but cats, spiders and rocks do not — acquire lan-
guage.” — Naturally “something is innate,” but what is innate and genet-
ically determined is not “knowledge of language,” but the ability by
which we acquire knowledge, or more properly by which we gain expe-
rience and skills of language practices, or: interpret the verbal behavior
of others and express our interpretations of feelings. (Detailed discus-
sions on this issue to follow further in the book).

A Study of Expressions and Interpretations

Acts of speech, verbal behavior, can be studied as objects of a natural
science as the behavior corresponds to real organic processes. Lan-
guage, however, cannot be studied as a natural science; language and all
the hypothetical elements of language are mere perceptual abstractions
and do not correspond to anything material; language and its elements
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lack mass and energy and can therefore not be studied as real objects.
Language practices can only be described, interpreted in words. - I pro-
pose to include linguistics into a broader study of expressions and inter-
pretations with a clear differentiation between (i) the biological abilities
to express and interpret, and (ii) the social practices which constitute
human language. Further this entails that both in relation to the social
sphere and the biological we have to study, not language, but expres-
sions, that is, study the biology of how expressions are organically pro-
duced and the social practices of expression. By thus calling for a study
of expressions and interpretations instead of a study of the more narrow
fields of speech and language another crucial implication follows. This
is the necessity to admit into the realm of the study the whole act of bo-
dily expressions and not only the alphabetical symbols by which we in
abstraction depict the perceptions we form merely on the sound-patterns
in exclusion of all the other aspects of the speech act.

No Languages, Only Language Practices

| stressed above that we need to recognize that speech corresponds to
real physical acts of behavior which are rooted in the biological ability
to speak. Language, however, does not correspond to anything physical
or biological, and merely represents perceptual abstractions humans
form based on their experience of verbal behavior. — Thus there are no
languages. There is no language, there are no languages, there are no
words, there is no grammar, nor is there any syntax, in the sense that
there are physical objects with mass and energy. What are thought of as
languages are fundamentally language practices, that is, the more or
less uniform styles of verbal behavior of people that communicate in
close proximity with each other by imitating each other’s verbal beha-
vior. By the concept ‘language’ we should thus refer to various lan-
guage practices such as, for example, ‘English,” French,” ‘Finnish,” and
‘Russian.” We may speak of language practices of any community that
we chose to study, and present the language practices of people in a
given village, a given suburb, of a given age in a given place, of a given
professions, social standing etc. When we speak about ‘language’ in the
generic sense we refer to all language practices at once, without an ef-
fort to differentiate between the various language practices. We shall
note that as language practices are only perceptual abstractions, then we
can never identify what exactly a language practice consists of and how
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we should delimit it. This is, of course, a blow to the people raised un-
der the ideals of the misconceived “scientific method,” who dream of
being able to identify specific “languages” and their perceived thingly
elements with the precision of mathematics. We just have to live with
the fact that language practices are amorphous social phenomena, which
we may only describe to the best of our satisfaction. When we attempt
to describe a particular language practice, then we may only identify the
contours of the grand phenomena and the detailed aspects we perceive
to the extent we need to identify and interpret them. But the real scien-
tific insight is that nothing exact will never correspond to the percep-
tions one or another observer may form on these phenomena. All the
descriptions and interpretations we make on language practices must
remain subject to our stated assumptions for narrowing the field of real-

ity.
Meaning

In this book it is stressed that words do not mean anything in them-
selves, and that instead people mean (express meanings) with the words
they use. Words, i.e. verbal symbols, and other linguistic particles, e.g.
phonemes and morphemes (to which | refer as verbal symbolic devices)
are, however, in language practices employed to a certain degree in a
uniform fashion. In language practices verbal symbols (including verbal
symbolic devices) are assigned meanings as they are employed and cor-
respondingly people take them to mean something based on their obser-
vations of this use of verbal symbols. As one person uses these symbols
in imitation of how other people have used them, then it is as if the ver-
bal symbols would have meanings in themselves. We kind of copy the
meanings we have experienced. And in this sense linguists are justified
in tentatively identifying meanings in words. But this only insofar as the
linguist understands that these verbal symbols in reality do not have any
absolute or inherent meanings in themselves. The study will thus yield a
description of what kind of meanings verbal symbols have been as-
signed in various contexts, or what kind of meanings they have been
taken to carry.

We also have to consider the question of meanings at the level of
grammar (or syntax), that is, on the level of combination of the various
verbal symbols and symbolic devices. Chomsky and like-minded lin-
guists have made a pseudo-science out of the question whether gram-
mars have meanings or whether they are meaningless. Whereas | under-
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stand and respect the idea to try to identify meanings (in the sense that |
explained it above) of verbal symbols and symbolic devices, | do, how-
ever, propose to reject the whole idea as misconceived in relation to
grammar (syntax). This because, as | point out, grammar is (when cor-
rectly performed) merely a description of meaningful statements.
Grammar as such cannot be said to be meaningful or meaningless, ra-
ther the whole question is meaningless. People mean by their statements
in the contexts that the statements are produced and with the verbal
symbols that the statements consist of. Certainly the arrangements and
combinations of the symbols also serve to convey nuances of meanings,
but these nuances may be expressed in infinite variances and can there-
fore not in any way be regarded as functions of the grammar (syntax).
To note, that not to any lesser degree than those verbal symbols that can
be depicted with the alphabet, meanings are also expressed by a lot of
other aspects of speech and verbal behavior such as intonation, strength
of voice and a host of other bodily expressions. Therefore if the study of
grammar from point of view of meanings would make any sense, then it
would have to include all these other aspects of speech and verbal be-
havior as well. And this would be an impossible task by the methods of
precise science, instead these issues may only be alluded to and ex-
plained by examples.

In reality meanings are produced in the brain/body as functions of
neural processes of interpreting verbal stimuli. This is why each word is
always understood uniquely by each person in general, and by each per-
son in any particular moment of life. Thus neural processing of the sti-
muli that originate in verbal symbols represents always a private,
unique and everchanging phenomenon. This naturally means that a
word does not, and cannot, represent an objective meaning, as the
meaning is created (interpreted) in the body by each unique act of men-
tal processing.

The conclusion that words do not mean anything but people mean by
words should of all the ideas presented in this book become the one
with the most general and immediate implications. This recognition
should fundamentally change our attitude towards so-called facts and
knowledge. With the belief in the hypothetical meanings of words
should also go the belief in certainty, the idea that by words some inhe-
rent and infallible truths could possibly be revealed. This fallacious idea
should be replaced by the recognition that words, utterances, phrases
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etc. represent merely interpretations of the narrator’s feelings — and
nothing more certain than that.

The Biological Paradigm of Expressions and Interpretations

| first realized that all social phenomena correspond to the paradigm of
expressions and interpretation, but when | studied the biological condi-
tions for speech it occurred to me that the same holds true for all biolog-
ical phenomena as well. I noticed that all biological phenomena are also
manifestations of organic expressions and interpretations. Thus | came
to think of expressions and interpretations on a continuum which ranges
from elementary physical movements to cognitive expressions and in-
terpretations performed by a human being. Each organic act corres-
ponds to an act of expression, the organism by its movements (reac-
tions, external and internal) expresses its interpretation of a stimulus
(set of stimuli); similarly, and in parallel to expressions, interpretations
are also movements in reaction to stimuli. In higher evolutionary forms
of life, such as in the human these movements of expression and inter-
pretation cumulate to cognitive expressions and interpretations in the
mental processes, which essentially consist of movements in form of
neural reaction patterns.

Thus | first subsumed all the human social activities under the para-
digm of expressions and interpretations, and later | noticed that the
same paradigm fits for the biological, organic, world that produces the
social. Then | recognized that | had in fact discovered the continuum
which joins the biological world and the social world, natural sciences
and social sciences, this is the continuum of expressions and interpreta-
tions. | came to understand that life is a constant process of expressions
and interpretations. We humans, as all organisms, constantly interpret
our environment, both the internal and the external. Homeostasis, the
homeostatic system, represents such a complex biological system of in-
terpretation (and naturally in the other, reverse, dimension it is a system
of expressions). This is the life sustaining homeostatic system of a liv-
ing body, i.e. the complex interrelations between the processes in the
body that interact to maintain a relatively stable state of equilibrium, or
a tendency toward such a state, in the whole body at large by the conti-
nuous adaptations of the constituent processes to external and internal
stimuli from one organic action to another. On a higher level of cogni-
tion the homeostatic system is enhanced by cognitive interpretation that
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occurs as mental processes which eventually lead to cognitive feelings
and thoughts, and their expression in speech.

The Organic Process Model

The expressions and interpretations paradigm, in turn, is connected with
the organic process model which depicts how various phenomena cor-
respond to organic processes, which occur in organic bodies (most fun-
damentally these bodies in themselves are bundles of processes), where
stimuli are being processed, which stimuli result in process outputs
(reactions, expressions, reflections). These ideas bring us to the most
fundamental idea of life, as | see it; this is the idea that all expressions
and interpretations, all cognition and all cognitive operations and beha-
vior, and therefore also speech, represent functions of the processes
which occur when an organism posits itself in relation to its environ-
ment, that is, interprets its environment in relation to itself. This inter-
pretation is always at the end of the analysis about how environmental
stimuli affect the body and its parts through their effects on the organic
homeostasis of the body. I argue that there is no difference in principle
between how cognitive feelings and other type of stimuli affect the ho-
meostasis; cognitive feelings which cumulate into ideas (thoughts, opi-
nions, etc) merely represent an extension of the system of homeostasis,
and thus form an integrated part of the homeostasis. When a human or-
ganism processes stimuli it is de facto interpreting the environment or
its position in the environment. We shall recognize that the starting
point of a science of human behavior lies in understanding that all bio-
logical processes (of which the social is an extension in form of expres-
sions resulting in social practices) are at the end of the analysis about
the well-being of an organism in relation to its environment. An organ-
ism has thus developed evolutionary inasmuch it has been able to coor-
dinate and adapt all its movements, organic processes, in relation to the
environment. In this evolutionary process the neural system has devel-
oped to coordinate the other organic processes and organs in relation to
each other, and in relation to the environment (i.e. the internal environ-
ment in relation to the external). The neural system has from the very
beginning been about coordinating the somatic system (the rest of the
body) and naturally it has continued to be so, only in a much more
complex fashion. Each received environmental stimulus has an effect
on one or another part of the body — this effect is recorded as the somat-
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ic marker. This illustrates how the bodily (somatic) processing systems
precede and interact with the mental processing system. Even the high-
est cognitive mental processes are at the end of the analysis about the
body in relation to the environment, the difference (between cognitive
and more simple neural operations) being only in the higher degree of
complexity and multidimensionality of the processes.

Homeostasis, the Gateway to Cognition, and Mental
Processing

These considerations led me to conclude that understanding homeosta-
sis is thus the gateway to understanding all human behavior and the
connection between natural sciences and social sciences.

The connecting link between the purely physical organic movements
and cognitive feelings that ultimately lead to conscious awareness of
one’s own thoughts is mental processing. The brain readouts that men-
tal processing results in feed into the enhanced homeostatic system of
feelings. In the fundamental unity of phenomena ‘feelings’ are always
about the body in relation to the environment, therefore, ‘feelings’ are
both caused by bodily processes and lead to bodily processes as expres-
sions. In my interpretation, |1 would thus render the idea of somatic
markers (Damasio) by telling that cognitive reactions are anchored in
the system of correlating environmental conditions (stimuli) with their
effect on the body (and its parts) and consequently the whole homeosta-
sis, which develops feelings of higher and higher cognitive value, or
complexity, up to conscious recollection of some reflections of them.

Both in an evolutionary sense and in respect to the life of any given
organism, all organic and neural processes may be conceived of as
processes of movement that are combined in more and more complex
processes within the framework of the homeostatic system cumulating
in the human higher-order process of cognitive consciousness. | con-
ceive of these processes on a continuum which starts with physical
movements, which combine into organic processes and neural processes
(some of them characterized as mental processes), which further com-
bine through the homeostasis to feelings, which give rise to cognitive
feelings, which may develop to mental images and phenomena that cor-
respond to conceptualization of abstractions, which latter two embed-
ded in the underlying cognitive feelings may develop into thoughts
(ideas) when the human in a state of cognitive consciousness applies his
experience of language and other social practices to the cognitive feel-
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ings. In accordance with this conception, | hold that all phenomena of
cognition are results of such neural processes that can be characterized
as mental processes yielding cognitive reflections.

The evolutionary value of cognitive consciousness lies in that the or-
ganism observes itself similarly as one observes others and in this way
the environment is made to include the organism itself, and so more ful-
ly integrating the whole environment in the homeostatic system which
bears on the well-being of the organism.

Reflecting on these ideas it seems to me that in neuroscience the re-
search paradigm should be amended so as to define the activity as a
study of cognition instead of a study of ‘consciousness’ — whereas ‘con-
sciousness’ (on the different levels of awareness) represents aspects of
cognition. Cognition, cognitive appraisals, happens continuously whe-
reas cognitive consciousness (the being aware of being aware) comes
and goes. An important, and perhaps decisive, feature of cognition is
conceptualization. Thus the biological method of studying cognition
and conceptualization should replace the conceptual method of studying
‘consciousness.” — | refer to the evolution of these cognitive abilities by
the concept ‘mental evolution.” By this concept I mean the evolutionary
development of the ability to process stimuli in ever increasing complex
ways and the potential possibility to react, to express the necessary
reactions in response to the processes.

Mental Processes

Thus we should conceive of a continuum of organic movements, or or-
ganic processes, where the movements (processes, or reaction patterns
of interpretation and expression) at one end of the continuum (up-
stream) could be called physical processes, and at the other end (down-
stream) we would have the complex and sophisticated movement pat-
terns which 1 call mental processes. In between these ends there are
movements, or processes, which we may chose to describe as more or
less physical versus more or less mental, or we could say that they dis-
play both physical and mental process features. But nowhere on the
continuum would we be able to draw a definite line of demarcation be-
tween various types of organic movements in an attempt to define what
are to be regarded as mental processes versus simple physical move-
ments. | refer to this continuum of mental processes as the Lamarckian
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continuum. Thus ‘mental processes’ are those ever more and more
complex and sophisticated, reentrant and high-speed neural processes.

Materiality of Processes, Immateriality of Process Reflections

In many sections of this book, | address the ideas of materiality vs. im-
materiality; this | have also done in regards to mental processes. | stress
that mental processes are material, but the outcomes of the processes,
our cognitive ideas, are not material and rather represent reflections of
the material processes. Somewhat simplifying | suggest comparing
physical and mental with a picture and a film. To grasp this we should
remember that a film merely represents a series of pictures projected in
rapid succession showing the objects in successive positions slightly
changed so as to produce the optical effect of a continuous film in
which the objects move. When the film is run quickly through a projec-
tor the reflections of it appear to us as something living as opposed to
the individual pictures which are still. The film has only one dimension
at a time, the fast projection of the series of pictures, but the mental
processes are multidimensional and combine at any given time the ef-
fects of a variety of simultaneous processes which are in constant rela-
tions of feed forward and feedback, reentry, remote signaling, etc. In
view of these considerations, | am not introducing the film metaphor as
a scientific analog to what ‘mental’ should be taken to be, but rather as
an aid to put us on right track on how to conceive of these issues. —I es-
tablish cognitive reflections (including thoughts) as immaterial; | also
stress the immateriality from another point of view namely, from the
point of view of the behavior that cognitive reflections give rise to. All
human behavior cumulate in social practices; these social practices, or
the very behavior as it is observed, serve as stimuli for our cognition.
These stimuli are also immaterial, this whereas the behavior as such is
material, but the behavior reflects expressions of cognitive feelings (in-
cluding ideas) only by way of symbolizing them; therefore we do not
observe (and cannot observe) the very ideas but only the symbolic
means by which they are expressed. Already from this point of view the
verbal behavior we as observers detect is immaterial inasmuch as it
stands for the immaterial cognitive reflections. Yet another considera-
tion adds to the reasons why we should consider the social stimuli as
immaterial, this is the fact that we do not take in the behavior as such,
whereas we merely form perceptual abstractions of some (often superfi-
cial) aspects of the behavior. — Hereby | stress that we should not con-
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fuse the immateriality of cognitive expressions of ideas with the materi-
al traces they may leave behind, such as the arrangements of alphabetic
symbols depicted in ink on paper, or buildings and machines and other
artifacts, as well as pieces of art.

Words, Immaterial Perceptual Abstractions

The above considerations remind us that language, words and all the
other hypothetical elements of language (morphemes, grammar, syntax,
etc) are also nothing but perceptual abstractions — they do not exist;
they are no things; they are no material entities. In this book, I point out
— for some peculiar reason it seems that nobody has done that before me
— that only things can exist, and what are things, they are substances
that we must be able to identify in terms of mass and energy. We are
taught already in basic physics that matter is to be defined as any kind
of mass-energy that moves with velocities less than the velocity of light
(whereas radiant energy moves at the velocity of light; Pauling, General
Chemistry, 2003: 1-3). This is also expressed by Einstein’s famous equ-
ation E = mc? (E standing for energy, m for mass and ¢ the velocity of
light). — It is about time that we recognize the principle of relativity also
in social sciences. Language, words, and all the hypothetical linguistic
particles do not manifest mass and energy and therefore they do not ex-
ist. And as they do not exist, then they cannot possibly display any kind
of characteristic features either, nor may they be analyzed in any fa-
shion without reference to contexts where they have been expressed.
And therefore we have to stop doing social sciences on the analogy of
natural sciences. Written texts and the abstract perceptions we form of
speech expressions merely represent traces of interpretation of feelings
that occur as momentary reflections in the mental processes of human
beings.

In reference to the physical definitions of matter, 1 want to raise a
hypothesis on how the immateriality of cognitive reflections could be
explained. | remind that thoughts represent reflections of mental
processes — or more correctly thoughts represent merely fleeting reflec-
tions of a potentially infinite variance of mental processes. Bearing this
in mind, | would like to think that a physicist could in principle explain
these cognitive reflections in terms of mass and energy. Most probably
the physical explanation would point to such a gradual loss of energy on
the border of the mental process - in relation to the particular infinitely



Introduction 17

small sub-process presently reflected in consciousness - that the result-
ing cognitive reflection could be considered immaterial.

Materialism Reinterpreted — New Dualism

With these ideas, | complete the materialist paradigm (materialism). |
have now shown how all ideas are produced by a material, organic, bio-
logical body, but I have also demonstrated how the ideas are through
quite material processes given immaterial reflections. — In this connec-
tion, | want to refer to the ideas of new dualism. Briefly, | hereby refer
to the fact that while we shall conceive of all processes of cognition as
material, we shall anyway bear in mind that they are the results of
processing of immaterial stimuli stemming from social practices. Thus
there is a dualism between the body and the environmental stimuli
which it processes. If we understand that social expressions do not exist
even when we may experience them through the media of human beha-
vior and the ability to remember and imitate (sometimes aided by ma-
terial traces that behavior leads behind), then we may grasp how imma-
terial social practices affect cognition in form of immaterial stimuli.
This is what led me to postulate the paradigm of new dualism — the
dualism between the body and the external stimuli being processed by
it. According to this idea the essence of neural (mental) processes is to
process external stimuli that have been detected (received) by the sen-
sory organs (sensory receptors). These processes correspond to organic
interpretations. Processes of organic interpretation further lead to bodily
expressions which are reactions to these interpretations (among such
expression, gestures and speech). At some point the joint outcome of
the various processes simultaneously occurring are brought up to a cog-
nitive level, where higher-order mental processes occur both uncons-
ciously and consciously as reflections of the lower level processes.
These higher order processes are what correspond to what we may call
cognitive behavior or the kind of activity we refer to as pertaining to the
intellect or intelligence. — The factors external to the body in mental
processes are thus the stimuli that are being processed by the neural sys-
tem, and they are no metaphysical ‘soul’ or ‘mind.” This is why I pro-
pose to think of the processes of the brain/body interpreting stimuli in
terms of the dualism between body and stimuli. To make this idea ma-
nifest and to highlight these issues against the misconceived classical
dualism, | refer to it as the new dualism and alternately as natural dual-
ism. We therefore may now recognize how at the end of the analysis the
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connection between the natural biological world and that of the social is
not a mysterious one but that of the relation with body and stimuli.

In fact, even organic life as such (keeping with the paradigm of ex-
pressions and interpretations) is a function of a dualism between body
and stimuli. It was Lamarck who first identified this as the fundamental
condition of life. This helped me to recognize that social life is a func-
tion of the capacity of the human animal to cognitively interpret and
express his feelings, and — most importantly — to imitate the expressions
of others. Language and all other social practices are functions of this
imitation. Language is the living memory of all the expressions which
people have made. Language, all social practices, all what humans have
ever cognitively performed do not exist, only memories of them exist
insofar as one human being remembers these practices.

The Fallacious Conceptual Method

| argue that in order to fundamentally understand the issues at stake in
this book we need to recognize the fallacies of the present conceptual
method of making science and the accompanying misconceived model
of the so-called “scientific method.” By the conceptual method, | mean
the reigning tendency of scientists to approach their subject matters and
research findings with their inherited rigid conceptual frameworks.
Scientists take the concepts for real and what ensues is an attempt to
match the, in fact, real physical and biological processes to the received
concepts; this instead of doing what they should: match the concepts to
the biological processes. By a study of nature and life we can never
hope to find any biological correlates to concepts, by concepts we mere-
ly attempt to express our interpretations of the biological processes.
Thus, for example, we cannot try to identify what kind of processes cor-
relate with the concepts ‘memory,” ‘imitation,” ‘learning,” ‘imagina-
tion,” ‘will,” ‘appraisal,” ‘belief,” etc. By these various psychological
concepts we may merely describe perceived aspects of our cognitive
behavior which are based on unified and interdependent biological
processes, which I propose to denominate as ‘feelings.’

Fundamentally, the underlying neural processes and phenomena to
which we refer by these concepts are the same; we merely form various
perceptions of the observed processes and behavior; and all kinds of
considerations affect how these perceptions come about (most impor-
tantly the way we have learned through participating in social practices
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to perceive various phenomena). These kinds of concepts therefore
mainly serve as aids for a psychological analysis of human behavior.
Naturally they are also needed in neuroscience, but hereby the scientists
should take care to ensure that he merely employs them as descriptive
aids whereby he tries to illustrate his interpretations; but he shall not
make a neuroscientific analysis of the concepts, the way, for example,
Eric Kandel has treated the concept ‘memory.” To remedy the dilemma
caused by the conceptual method and in order to put neuroscience on
right track we should recognize the process-like character of cognition
and all that can be subsumed under cognitive behavior (feelings, per-
ceptions, thoughts, volition, intentions, etc). | therefore, in accordance
with my conception of the organic process model, propose to view all
phenomena of life — both natural and social life — as organic processes
and reflections of such processes. In chapters Memory and Kandel’s
Search for the Neural Correlates of the Concept ‘Memory,” | will illu-
strate this fallacy in regards to the concept ‘memory.” Here I will limit
myself to a few remarks in this respect.

Memory

The ideas that pertain to the concept ‘memory’ serve to illustrate how
scientists remain in ignorance of the fundamental unity and interdepen-
dency of organic phenomena as well as to illustrate the misconceived
conceptual method. This as the scientists in memory theory proceed
from the assumption that there must be some biological processes that
are particular to this concept. Instead of understanding that ‘memory’ is
the perception we form of certain human cognitive activities, they post-
ulate that one could already in primordial forms of life detect those
neural processes that are ‘memory.’ I consider that ‘memory’ properly
speaking is about a human being having the (seeming) feeling of cogni-
tive consciousness about past experiences in a way that can be rendered
by abstract expressions (for example in speech by language; or by other
forms of human expression). | also consider that other primates and
other animals which have the ability to be cognitively conscious of
mental images can be said to posses ‘memory’ (i.e. the ability to re-
member), but their ‘memory’ is limited to the mental images, whereas
human ‘memory’ combines both mental images and verbal conceptual
manipulation of the images. In order for this to happen one has to be
able to conceptualize experience, which will enable the organism to re-
late new experience to past experience and so to say reawaken those
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neural reaction patterns that correlate the new experience with the past
experiences. ‘Memories’ are the cognitive results of processing present
environmental stimuli in the background of all our life experiences, as
encoded in our neural processing patterns. ‘Memories’ are the impres-
sions that mental processes lead to when the processes “recognize” a
past experience in the continuous process of interpreting the present.
‘Memories’ are not a collection of snapshots, mental clips or tokens that
one has collected and which would exist stored in the recesses of the
brain, rather language and other social practices as stimuli in mental
processes give rise to what we perceive as ‘memories’ as a result of in-
terpreting the present.

Misconceptions about ‘Mind’ and ‘Consciousness’

The concepts ‘mind’ and ‘consciousness’ represent the special fallacy
of taking the results of the mental processes to stand for some entities
that themselves produce the cognitive reflections, as | will show below.
But I argue that we instead should see ‘mind’ as a merger of the social
dimension of life with that of the biological apparatus, as a result of the
biological apparatus processing social stimuli; ‘consciousness,’ in turn,
should simply be taken to signify the awareness of sensations and feel-
ings, of which self-reflexive awareness of cognitive feelings represents
the most developed and sophisticated stage.

I maintain that it is not correct to refer to ‘mind’ as if it would be a
physical entity, and instead | point out that the mental operations of in-
terpreting the environment by the physical entity ‘brain’ is what causes
the various cognitive reflections to which we refer to as ‘mind.” Instead
of treating the concept ‘mind’ as a physical entity we should then con-
ceive of ‘mind’ as a reference to the phenomena which result from the
interaction of environmental stimuli (most importantly stimuli derived
from social practices, past and present expressions) with the biological
neural apparatus. ‘Mind’ represents the results of neural (mental)
processing of environmental stimuli which we detect in form of social
practices, that is, reflections of human behavior (the stimuli from social
practices being embedded in the stimuli stemming from other parts of
the nature and the physical environment). Further ‘mind’ represents the
reflections, process outcome, that the mental processing of stimuli re-
sults in. I will further on in this book account for the various ways we
perceive the abstractions that we form of these underlying phenomena
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and stress that whatever abstractions we may perceive in this regards,
we should note that at the end of the analysis ‘mind’ is a social and lin-
guistic construction, in a way a social fiction, and by no means an ob-
ject for neuroscience.

Often philosophers (or philosophizing scientists) use the concept
‘mental’ synonymously with ‘mind,” but, as I showed above, we should
rather by ‘mental’ refer to the neural processes that lead to cognition.
Thus ‘mental’ is not the same as the ‘mind’ or anything else in that me-
taphysical vein, it is simply a word denoting enormously complex phys-
ical, neural processes, which occur in infinitely complex, high-speed,
reentrant circuits with feedforward and feedback loops.

Similarly as phenomena connected with cognitive reflections have
been reified, and even personified, in the concept ‘mind,” the same and
adjacent phenomena have been reified and personified in the concept
‘consciousness.” Through a series of peculiar linguistic processes that
have bewitched thinking of philosophers the concept ‘consciousness’
has become to denote a mystical entity that brings about human cogni-
tion; basically ‘consciousness’ has in the 20™ century literature served
as a more academically hygienic successor concept for the more ancient
‘soul’ and ‘mind.” I have in this book attempted a demystification of the
concept ‘consciousness,” and to return it to its original meaning of
awareness (which is the meaning in which, e.g., Descartes employed
the concept). In the best sense of the present contemporary use the con-
cept corresponds to what I want to call ‘cognitive consciousness,’ that
is, being self-reflexively aware of cognitive feelings, or yet in other
words: being aware of the reflections of mental processing of concep-
tual abstractions together with the awareness of being aware. But we
should note that we may be aware of, that is, conscious of, a variety of
sensations. We should think of all the various sensations and organic
phenomena of which we may become conscious of on a continuum
starting from physical sensations (bodily reactions), such as touch, pain,
cold, warmth, light, thirst, hunger; and gradually as we proceed on the
continuum we reach that kind of consciousness that corresponds to an
awareness of cognitive feelings, concepts, thoughts etc., that is, all
those processes that involve the processing of conceptual abstractions
(or as some say, ‘intellectual activities’). ‘Consciousness’ thus
represents aspects of all these named organic and neural phenomena;
‘consciousness’ corresponds to the salient features of being aware of the
underlying processes. There is no point on the continuum where the
corresponding processes and phenomena would be to that degree differ-
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ent in nature that they would merit the separate denomination of ‘con-
sciousness’ as opposed to the other phenomena which we may identify
on the continuum. Correspondingly ‘feeling’ and ‘consciousness’ are
always intertwined, consciousness always being an aspect of ‘feeling.’
‘Consciousness’ is the awareness of ‘feelings’, while ‘feelings’ are
products of ‘mental processes.’ It is when ‘feelings’ concern the higher
order mental processes, processing that leads to the evoking and form-
ing of concepts and the emergence of cognition, that we reach a differ-
ent stage of complex awareness that allows us to consider, to a certain
degree, our own feelings and even manipulate them. But only this last
stage is what our contemporary scientists admit to be covered by their
sacred concept of ‘consciousness.’ I would rather refer to these kinds of
processes of self-reflexive cognitive awareness by the term ‘cognitive
consciousness’; this concept represents the fleeting peak aspects of
cognitive feelings that possibly may rise through the processes of cogni-
tive recollection and ultimately be expressed (at least tentatively) in
speech, and by other deliberate symbolic devices such as gestures, other
bodily expressions, writing, objects of art, and symbolic expressions in
artifacts. ‘Cognitive consciousness’ is a condition of ‘thinking’ but not
‘thinking’ itself, as will be explained below. The important feature of
‘cognitive consciousness’ 1S that it is what enables us to interpret the
processes of cognitive feelings, which in turn may lead to cognitive per-
ceptions in the present, thinking, remembering etc. At any given time
when we are cognitively conscious of one or another mental process of
feeling, there occur in the body (unconsciously) other mental processes
which create cognitive feelings. Any of the processes of feeling may
eventually emerge into consciousness.

By accounting for consciousness in this way we recognize that there
IS no specific mystery of ‘consciousness’ in comparison with any other
mental processes. We therefore realize that the research task now be-
comes strictly biological: that of trying to identify the complex reentrant
mental processing circuits and the biochemistry involved in them, while
keeping in mind that these processes are about processing environmen-
tal stimuli.

Mired in their admiration of the concept ‘consciousness’ it did not
even occur to the 20™ century neurophilosophers that there must be
another side to the coin, that is, if there is ‘consciousness’ then there
must also be ‘unconsciousness.’ Tellingly the latter term does not even
form part of their vocabulary. This illustrates once more the perverted
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role assigned to ‘consciousness,’ not as a juxtaposition to ‘unconscious-
ness’ but as a synonym to the hypothetical ‘mind.” This does not
amount to any small oversight, rather it played a hugely detrimental role
in perverting the scientific understanding of mental processes and the
role of ‘consciousness’ in them. When ‘consciousness’ was not juxta-
posed with “‘unconsciousness’ — as it should have been — it became an
independent stand-alone mystical entity. Thus the 20™ century neuro-
philosophers did not conceive of conscious processes as emerging from
the unconscious ones (naturally not even fully understanding that the
question was precisely of mental processes). They fatally failed to rec-
ognize that ‘consciousness’ merely represented the highest stage of
mental processes, the phenomena on the tip of the Lamarckian conti-
nuum, or the evolutionary hermeneutical spiral, forming part of a si-
multaneously occurring myriad of mental processes which run mostly
unconsciously. When | return to the more detailed discussion of these
issues further into the book, then I will point out that we should, how-
ever, not conceive of the processes as rigidly delimited to conscious and
unconscious processes, rather we should conceive of them as being
blurred in each other on a web of consciousness, which from moment to
moment brings ever competing sensations and feelings up to the level
of consciousness; but this only for fleeting moments and all the time
distracted by the other processes that are constantly assailing the thre-
shold of consciousness.

The considerations which I have rendered above in regards to the na-
ture of ‘consciousness’ and ‘unconsciousness’ should alert us to the fact
that we cannot validly postulate that mental processes are either con-
scious or unconscious. ‘Consciousness’ is not a question of a switch be-
tween the positions ‘on’ and ‘off,” rather we experience subtle degrees
of consciousness of various processes at the same time. Thus most men-
tal processes go on unconsciously only to pop up as momentary sparks
in consciousness. We should simply recognize that there are physico-
mental process that we are consciously aware of (to some degrees), and
then all the other neural (including mental) processes that we are not
consciously aware of.

Conceptualization

In my view the ideas that pertain to conceptualization brings us to a
crucial junction in understanding cognition and all cognitive activities
and behavior. According to the organic process model, that | present in
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this book, all organic activity can be seen as functions of interpretation
and expression on an evolutionary continuum ranging from simple
physical movements to cognitive processes. Following the organic
process model, | have stressed in several parts of this book that all func-
tions of organic life is always about processes where an organism posits
itself in relation to its environment. This corresponds to the organism
interpreting the environment in relation to itself. The genetic endow-
ment for mental processes in humans has evolved so that the human has
gained the ability to encode cognitive experience of abstract phenomena
in form of mental processing of abstractions (conceptualize experience).
In any given situation the human forms new abstractions, which