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ABSTRACT

PSEUDO-MYSTERIANIM OF MCGINN: A CONSTRUCTIVE AND
NATURALISTIC SOLUTION OF THE HARD PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS
IS POSSIBLE

ISIKGIL, Sena
Ph.D., The Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Aziz Fevzi ZAMBAK

September 2022, 128 pages

Consciousness is the most important aspect of our minds, and there are several
perplexing questions about consciousness. The hard problem of consciousness is the
problem of finding an answer for the question of how and why non-physical mental
states arise from physical brain states. Although there are several traditional attempts
to solve the hard problem, none of them have provided successful explanation up to
now. As a result of these failed attempts, in the last decade of the 20th century, Colin
McGinn, a strong mysterian, suggested a dissolution to the consciousness-brain
problem. McGinn’s thesis, Non-constructive Naturalism, claims that although there
is a naturalistic solution of the hard problem of consciousness, we are cognitively
closed to this solution because of our limited cognitive faculties. However,
McGinn’s arguments for cognitive closure are not plausible enough to leave
consciousness to dark side. The recent studies on consciousness in the science and
philosophy shows that there can be promising approach on the table, e.g. The
Integrated Information Theory (11T), that strongly suggest a possible solution within
the framework of constructive naturalism. Even if the IIT is not completely

successful as of now, it shows us the possibility of solving the hard problem of
\Y;



consciousness by taking the phenomenal nature of consciousness seriously. In the
light of these, the main aim of this dissertation is to reveal that mysterianism of
McGinn is pseudo-mysterianism and that a constructive and naturalistic solution of

the hard problem of consciousness is possible.

Keywords: the hard problem of consciousness, non-constructive naturalism, pseudo-
mysterianism, the Integrated Information Theory
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MCGINN’IN SOZDE-GIiZEMCILiGi: BILINCIN ZOR PROBLEMININ YAPICI
VE DOGALCI BiR COZUMU MUMKUNDUR

ISIKGIL, Sena
Doktora, Felsefe Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Aziz Fevzi ZAMBAK

Eyliil 2022, 128 sayfa

Biling, zihnimizin en 6nemli yoniidiir ve bilingle ilgili oldukc¢a kafa karistiran sorular
vardir. Bilincin zor problemi, fiziksel beyin durumlarindan fiziksel olmayan zihin
durumlarinin nasil ve neden ortaya ¢iktig1 sorusuna cevap bulma problemidir. Bu zor
problemi ¢ozmek i¢in bir¢ok geleneksel yaklagim olmasina ragmen simdiye kadar
hicbiri basarili bir agiklama getirememistir. Bu basarisiz girisimlerin bir sonucu
olarak, 20. yiizyilin sonlarinda gii¢lii bir gizemci olan Colin McGinn biling-beyin
problemini tiimiiyle ortadan kaldirmayr Onerdi. McGinn'in Yapict Olmayan-
Dogalcilik tezi, bilincin zor probleminin dogalci bir ¢6ziimii olmasina ragmen sinirlt
biligsel yetilerimiz sebebiyle bizim bu ¢dziime bilissel olarak kapali oldugumuzu
iddia eder. Fakat McGinn'in bilissel kapaliliga yonelik arglimanlart bilinci karanlik
tarafta birakmak icin yeterince makul degildir. Bilimde ve felsefede biling iizerine
yapilan son caligmalar bize Biitiinlesik Bilgi Teorisi (BBT) gibi yapici dogalcilik
cergevesinde olasi bir ¢6ziimii kuvvetle 6neren umut vaat edici bir yaklagimin var
olabilecegini gosteriyor. BBT su an i¢in tam anlamiyla basarili olmasa bile bilincin
fenomenal dogasinmi ciddiye alarak bilincin zor problemini ¢ézme olasiligini bize

gosteriyor. Tiim bunlarin 1518inda, bu tezin temel amaci, McGinn'in gizemciliginin

Vi



sozde-gizemcilik oldugunu ve bilincin zor probleminin yapici ve dogalci bir

¢Ozlimiiniin miimkiin oldugunu ortaya koymaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: bilincin zor problemi, yapici olmayan dogalcilik, sézde-

gizemcilik, Biitiinlesik Bilgi Teorisi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Consciousness has become the most perplexing and mysterious problem among
philosophers, cognitive scientists and neuroscientists with an explosion of research
on the brain for a few decades. There are advanced brain-scanning techniques like
EEG, MRI, fMRI or PET scans to measure the physical activities of human brain,
but human beings are still far away to understand the consciousness. All of us know
what it is like to smell a camomile, see a red wall, or feel pain; however, none of the
brain-scanning devices are effective to explain the subjective nature of what occurs

within us when we smell a camomile.

Although consciousness is ordinary to us, for we directly and intimately know it,
there is nothing more complicated to explain since consciousness cannot be easily
fitted into the physical world. It is surely beyond doubt that conscious states are
related with the physical brain states. We do not have a doubt that our redness
experience is related with our physical brain states at the time of seeing red wall, but
though we acquire the total knowledge of physical brain process, up to now we have
not found an answer for the question of how physical brain states give rise to
conscious states, which have subjective character. What is the relation between
spatial brain properties and non-spatial conscious phenomena? How do non-material
mental phenomena result from gray matter? These are manifestations of the hard

problem of consciousness known as consciousness-brain (or mind-body) problem.

Even tough non-physical and subjective character of conscious state have been
ignored by scientists for a long time, philosophers have been discussing it as a
subjective phenomenon under the name of mind-body problem or the consciousness-
brain problem thousands of years. There are some solution-oriented approaches for

the problem of consciousness. While some of these approaches claim that the mental
1



and the physical are two distinct substances or two distinct properties of a physical
substance, some of them identify the mental states with the neuro-physical properties
of the brain. There are of course some approaches that dispute the hard problem of
consciousness and totally reject the existence of conscious states as well. However,
unfortunately none of them has been able to provide a satisfactory explanation for
understanding of consciousness, and these failure stories drove some philosophers to

despair about solving the problem of consciousness.

In the last decade of the 20th century, Colin McGinn, a pioneer of the new
movement called Neo-Mysterianism, suggested a dissolution of the consciousness-
brain problem, and he claims that although there is a natural and simple solution of
the mind-body problem, we, as human beings, cannot attain this solution because of
our limited cognitive capacity. That is, in his thesis called Transcendental
Naturalism he defends the idea that because constructive solution of the
consciousness problem is not possible, understanding of consciousness will remain

inaccessible for humanity forever. I think that McGinn’s claim is not digestible.

In my opinion, the solution of the consciousness-brain problem depends on revising
either our understanding of consciousness or understanding of the physical world. So
far philosophers and neuroscientists have developed various theories dealing with the
concept of consciousness from different perspectives, but unfortunately none of them
has succeeded in explaining consciousness on a physical basis. This is the sign for us
to rethink the problem by revising our current knowledge about the physical world
and its physical objects instead of ignoring the characteristics of consciousness. The
main goal of this dissertation is to reveal that the mystery of consciousness does not
stem from the consciousness’ absurd character; on the contrary, insoluble character
of consciousness is the result of humanity’s partial knowledge of the physical world,
and there is a promising theory such as IIT that naturally places consciousness in a
physical world by starting from the sui generis character of consciousness. Given this

overall goal, this dissertation will be organized as follows:



The second chapter will formulate the real problem of consciousness. For this
purpose, firstly, 1 will introduce the readers to the concepts of consciousness. In the
literature there are different kinds of concepts of consciousness, but in order to study
the problem of consciousness and the brain, it is necessary to specify the concept of
consciousness in the sense | use. For this reason, | will analyse the most common
concepts of consciousness under two main categories: “creature consciousness” and
“state consciousness”. | will first explain the concepts that highlight the conditions
making a creature a conscious creature, then | will try to define what a state of
consciousness is and to specify the types of states of consciousness by using Ned
Block's distinction (P-consciousness and A-consciousness) and Thomas Nagel's
"what it is like" locution. Secondly, I will highlight the features of conscious states
such as subjective and qualitative character as a ground for the hard problem of
consciousness. And then, I will formulate what the real consciousness problem is by
comparing David Chalmers' formulation of the easy and hard problem of
consciousness and Joseph Levine's explanatory gap. In a final step | will touch
briefly on the question of why consciousness resists to the scientific explanation, and
analyse the required conditions of the theory that opens the door to the scientific

explanation of consciousness.

Chapter three will focus on the traditional solution-oriented approaches to the
consciousness problem and McGinn’s DIME dance which is the result of the
persistent failure of the traditional solutions. It is possible to divide the proposed
solutions to the mind-body problem into two broad categories: the first category
represents the approaches that consider the subjective and qualitative character of
consciousness important, and the second category represents the approaches that
ignore the subjective and qualitative character of consciousness. The persistent
failures of these extreme categories trying to solve the problem have turned into an
endless loop that oscillates between these two extremes. McGinn defines this vicious
circle, which we can accept as the starting point of McGinn’s mysterianism, as the
DIME dance. This chapter first analyses the dualistic views and the
monist/materialist approaches with their problems and the objections, and then

mentions the DIME circle which represents their persistent failure.
3



The dualistic approaches, which are based on the idea that the mind and the body are
two different substances, or two different properties of one physical substance can be
classified under the first category. The advanced version of substance dualism is
based on Descartes’ Meditations. Descartes’ substance dualism supports the idea that
although the mind and the brain are related to some degree, they are two distinct
substances — the mind, thinking thing, and the body, extended thing —. It is not
possible to be blind to the influence of substance dualism on the emergence of
modern approaches to the mind-body problem, but substance dualism was generally
rejected in the twentieth century. There is a contemporary and popular version of
dualism known as property dualism. As opposed to substance dualism, which insists
on the existence of two distinct substances, property dualism asserts that there is only
one physical substance but two distinct kinds of properties. Property dualists claim
that the mental properties cannot be reduced to the brain properties, but the brain can
be bearer of both the physical and the mental properties. As kinds of property
dualism, | also mention emergentism, which formulates consciousness as an
emergent property of the brain, and in addition to this, 1 will also analyse
panpsychism, the view that describes the mental as a fundamental property of
physical things. There are also dualistic approaches that investigate the interaction
between the mental and the physical. Among these views that examine the
interaction between the mental and the physical, the most basic versions that will be
summarised in this dissertation are interactionism, parallelism, occasionalism and

epiphenomenalism.

As a reaction to the problematic aspects of dualistic views about the mental-physical
relation, monist materialist approaches which can be classified under the second
category of traditional solutions, have become popular among some philosophers.
Materialism rejects the two distinct substances of dualism, and the materialists base
their views on monism by claiming that if there is an interaction between the mind
and the body, it is unreasonable to define the mind as a distinct thinking substance, it
must be solely material (Feser, 2005, p: 46). This chapter will briefly discuss the

materialistic approaches and their problems in terms of four main views:



Behaviourism, psycho-physical identity theories, functionalism, and eliminative

materialism.

After | revealed that the solution-oriented approaches examined in the previous
chapter could not provide a satisfactory solution to this problem, in chapter four |
will analyse the mysterians, Thomas Nagel and Colin McGinn, who are pessimistic
about achieving the scientific explanation of the problem of consciousness. While
Nagel defends the weak version of mysterianism by leaving open to the possibility of
solving the mystery of consciousness in the future, McGinn defends the strong
version by claiming that the mystery is permanent due to the cognitive closedness of
human being. And, although | address Nagel’s thesis and compare it with McGinn’s,

in this chapter I will mainly discuss the strong version of mysterianism.

Especially in his article, “Can we solve the mind-body problem?”, McGinn claims
that there is a naturalistic solution of the mind-body problem, but it is not
constructive (1989, p: 350). That is, according to him, there is a natural and simple
explanation of consciousness-brain interaction; however, because of our limited
cognitive capacity we can never specify the link between the mind and the brain.
Scientific explanation of problem cannot be possible, so solution of the
consciousness problem will remain an epistemic mystery for human being. He thinks
that though consciousness will remain a mystery, facing with the insolubility of
consciousness dissolve the mind-body problem for us. McGinn’s theory is called as
Transcendental Naturalism (TN), and he formulates this theory in three main steps

given below:

()  “There exists some property of the brain that accounts naturalistically for
consciousness”

(1) “We are cognitively closed with respect to this property”

(1) “There is no philosophical mind-body problem” (1989, p: 352)

After | explained TN by respectively analysing these three main steps, I will show its

problematic aspects in this chapter as well. Firstly, I will draw attention to McGinn’s
5



first argument — I will call it “the argument for naturalism” and analyse his definition
for the nature of property providing the mind-brain relation. McGinn asserts that
property, P, must be non-spatial because of the fact that ordinary spatial properties of
brain are not sufficient to mediate between the mind and the brain. I will reveal that
although McGinn says that the P providing the link must have mediating
characteristics, while defining the features of P he conflicts with this idea. In
McGinn’s thesis the problem about consciousness-brain relation is replaced with the
problems about “P-brain”, “P-consciousness” relations. Secondly, 1 will draw
attention to the second argument which I will call “the argument for closure”, and I
will show that McGinn’s cognitive closure idea on which epistemic mystery of
consciousness is based is also problematic. After briefly explaining his last argument
which I will call “the argument for dissolution”, at the end of this chapter I will have
manifested that (I)-(111) are not satisfactory triad to leave consciousness to dark side,

and McGinn’s mysterianism is pseudo-mysterianism.

The aim of McGinn is to impose that it is time to wave the white flag for
philosophers who noodle over the problem of consciousness in hopes of finding its
solution. In chapter five, however, | will defend the claim that a naturalistic and
constructive solution to the consciousness-brain problem is possible. Until now, it
has been believed that the non-physical or the non-spatial character of consciousness
creates a hard problem because it cannot be fitted into the entirely physical world.
However, there is an intuitional belief which is based on Einstein’s Relativity theory
that time and space cannot be separated from each other. In other words, the entity
which exists in time must be exist in space and vice versa. For this reason, it seems
to be unplausible to assume that consciousness cannot be fitted into the spatial world.
Nagel thinks that problem emerges from the dichotomy between the concepts of
objective and subjective. The objective concepts that we have today and that form
the basis of the scientific explanations ignore the subjective character of
consciousness and it does not seem possible to solve the problem with the concepts
we currently have. With the objective phenomenology thesis he proposed, he states

that we need to new concepts that also include the subjective and qualitative aspects



of consciousness for the solution of the problem and expresses that he is not hopeless

in this regard.

| think that for the new concepts we need to revolution in our knowledge and
understanding of the physical world. Up to now we have generally tried to solve the
hard problem of consciousness by revising the properties of consciousness in various
way instead of thinking that the physical world we live in may have different
fundamental entities than we currently know. In my view, the problem of
consciousness emerges from the problem in the formulation of the problem.
Formulating the problem by assuming that our knowledge of physical world is
complete unsurprisingly leads to the problem with respect to the seemingly non-
physical nature of the consciousness because we cannot understand how non-
physical consciousness emerges from the physical brain. We cannot understand this
because we cannot fit consciousness into the physical world. If our scientific
knowledge of physical world can be adequately advanced and our understanding of
the objects of the physical world can be revolutionized, then the seemingly non-
physical consciousness can be unproblematically accepted as a denizen of the new
world. I think that Giulio Tononi’s Integrated Information Theory (IIT), which
explains consciousness with the system’s capacity of integrating information and
identifies the subjective character of consciousness with the special way of
integrating information, is considerably promotive example for the possibility of
explanation of subjective consciousness in the scientific way. Unlike all theories that
have tried to explain consciousness on a scientific basis, the 1T begins by strictly
adhering to the characteristics of consciousness. It seems more promising approach
to explain the seemingly non-physical consciousness, when it is compared with the
theories based on the fixed framework of the classical physics because they exclude
the subjective character of consciousness, but all theories of consciousness that

ignore the real nature of consciousness are condemned to failure.

As a conclusion part, chapter six will summarize the whole dissertation.
Consciousness problem, which is the problem of explaining the relation between the

spatial brain and the non-spatial consciousness, is the hard nut of the philosophy of
7



mind. Although there is still no definitive solution, I think that the theory, which
preserves the subjective side of consciousness and investigates consciousness with
different physical types from material entities as we know, are quite promising in
terms of scientific explanation of consciousness. With this claim at the end of this
chapter, 1 will have concluded that strong mysterianism about consciousness is
unwarranted; revolution with respect to the understanding of the physical world is

like a light at the end of the tunnel for consciousness puzzlement.



CHAPTER II

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Now | sit at the computer with the intention of writing the second chapter of this
thesis. While I am writing these words, odour molecules enter my nose stimulating
my olfactory receptor, and | get the tantalising smell of the coffee on my desk. My
dog is lying on the carpet in my room gnawing on his big bone; I think he is so
happy as he fills his belly with his favourite food. | am feeling a bit unwell today
with a dull ache and a twinge in my neck. Just for a few minutes | stop to write, and
my attention turns to the window to watch the children playing in the park. |
remember times gone by, the hammock under the mulberry tree in our garden, and
imagine my own happy childhood for a few moments. | take a sip of my coffee and
while its taste sends me into euphoria, | get back to writing. While you read these
lines, you may be tasting your coffee, or you may be feeling a little hungry. Maybe
you have had enough of what is written here, or you are wondering why | am telling

you an excerpt from my everyday life.

The reason of this tiny story is to remind you that out of dreamless coma our daily
lives are alive with the states named as conscious mental states — intending, smelling
and tasting, thinking, feeling an ache, feeling happy or hungry, imagining,
wondering, etc. — and we, human beings, as owners of various kinds of conscious
states, are at the centre of our own individual conscious experiences. You cannot
escape your feelings or desires, your conscious experiences, and it does not seem
possible for anyone else to be closer to your conscious experiences than you are.
Your direct access to your own conscious state is the most important evident for the
existence of it. However, although our own conscious states are directly achievable
and so ordinary for us, consciousness is quite a perplexing subject about which we

have no theoretical knowledge. As human beings we still do not reach a conclusion



about what consciousness is, what the nature of a conscious state is, how it arises and

how it is related to the brain.

The purpose of this chapter is to formulate the problem of consciousness, which 1
will deal with the rest of the dissertation. To do this, however, | will first point out
the concepts of consciousness in the literature, for although it is a term frequently
used in everyday language, it does not yet have a commonly accepted meaning. My
aim in analysing the concepts of consciousness is to highlight the terminological
diversity of consciousness in the literature, because it is important to distinguish the
concept of consciousness from its other definitions in the sense that | will use
throughout the dissertation. Then | will look at the features of consciousness because
these features play an important role in the emergence of the problem, and then | will
set out what the real problem of consciousness is by taking help from Chalmers' hard
problem thesis and Levine's explanatory gap argument.

2.1. What does the term consciousness mean?

To study on consciousness, it is necessary to understand what the term consciousness
means. The term conscious refers to various kinds of phenomena in the literature, as
there are different proposed answers by philosophers or scientists to questions about
consciousness. The most common distinction in the field of consciousness that has
been generally agreed upon is the distinction between “creature consciousness” and
“state consciousness” (Rosenthal, 1993, 1997; Lycan, 1996). While the notion of
creature consciousness is used to attribute consciousness property to a subject —a
human or an animal- the notion of state consciousness is used to attribute

consciousness to mental states.

The real controversy is under what conditions we can call a creature or a state
conscious. Is there a single criterion for defining something as conscious, or are there
distinct kinds of criteria? There is certainly no doubt that not all mental phenomena
are conscious phenomena, but earlier philosophers such as Descartes and his

successors do not have a need to use the term conscious to emphasize the difference
10



between conscious and unconscious mental states because they consider that we are
conscious of all our mental states. Descartes makes a distinction between the mind
and the body, while the mind represents the thinking substance, the brain represents
the extended substance. In this view “thinking” has a broad sense that includes all
kinds of mental states and being conscious is essential for the existence mental states
(Gennaro, 2016, p: 10). There can be no mental state of which we are not conscious.
However, with the increase in research on consciousness the view is widely accepted
that there are both conscious mental states we are aware and unconscious states of

which we are not aware.

There are many concepts that have been developed to explain what makes a state a
conscious mental state, but before we analyse them, let us focus on the concepts of
consciousness that underline the conditions for a creature’s being conscious. In the
most general and basic sense, consciousness is characterized by “wakefulness”. In
this sense, being conscious depends on a human’s or an animal’s being alert and
receptive to sensory stimuli. It is generally assumed that an organism could be
conscious only if it is awake, and it refers to the opposite condition in which an
organism is unconscious as dreamless sleep or deep coma. For instance, Tononi
supposes that “[consciousness]| is what vanishes every night when we fall into
dreamless sleep and reappears when we wake up or when we dream” (2008, p: 216).
Papineau and Selina also begin their book, Introducing Consciousness, with the
assertion that “consciousness is what we lose when we fall into a dreamless sleep or
undergo a total anaesthetic” (2000, p: 5). Similarly, Searle defines consciousness as a
state of awareness that begins “when we wake from a dreamless sleep and continue
through the day until we fall asleep again, die, go into a coma or otherwise become
‘unconscious’” (1998, p: 1936). However, as mentioned before there is no definition
of consciousness agreed upon, and of course, there are philosophers who argue
against the synchronisation between consciousness and wakefulness. To illustrate,

Thompson defends the argument that consciousness continues in dreamless sleep
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(2015, p: 6). According to him, we can remember the quality of our sleep because we

have consciousness in our deep and dreamless sleep as well.t

In addition to wakefulness, some are willing to define the term consciousness in such
a way that it is identical with the terms such as “awareness” or “attention”. It can be
acceptable to claim that being conscious of something is required to be able to aware
of those things, but awareness and consciousness are semantically different from
each other. As Gennaro asserts that there are cases for awareness without
consciousness like subliminal occurrences, so defining consciousness as synonymous

with the awareness is nonacceptable today. (2016, p: 7)

Similarly, it seems as if consciousness and attention are inextricably linked with each
other. Some scholars argue that “attention is necessary for conscious perception”
(Mack and Rock, 1998, p: 250).2 The evidence for this strong argument comes from
phenomena like “inattentional blindness™3, which show that in the lack of attention
there is no conscious perception.* The invisible gorilla experiment is the most
famous example of inattentional blindness. It is a video in which two groups of
students, one group in a black shirt and the other in a white shirt, pass the basketball
to each other, and the viewers are in demand to count the number of passes among
the students wearing white shirt. After a while, a person in a gorilla suit appears in
the scene between the students, but many viewers do not notice the person in the
gorilla suit (Simons and Chabris, 1999, pp: 1062-69). The conclusion of this

! According to Thompson, when a person wakes up, he/she has the idea and the memory of “I slept
well”, and this is the sign for the awareness in deep sleep. For more details you can see the Part 8 of
the book, Sleeping: Are We Conscious in Deep-Sleep? (2015, pp: 231-272)

2 There are many scholars defending the same argument about the relationship between consciousness
and attention. For instance, you can see Posner (1994), Simons and Chabris (1999), Mole (2008), De
Brigard and Prinz (2010), Prinz (2011, 2012).

3 This expression belongs to Mack and Rock and is used as their 1998 book’s title.

4 Inattentional blindness is one of those two well-known phenomena, the other of which is the change
blindness. These two phenomena have similar features in terms of their contributions to the strong
argument about consciousness-attention relationship, so | will continue with the inattentional
blindness and its illustration, but for more information about change blindness, you can see Rensink at
all. (1997), Simons at all. (2000) and Simons (2000).
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experiment seems to be consistent with the assertion that “attention is necessary for
conscious perception”, but it does not provide us with satisfactory evidence to
assume that this assertion is exactly true, because even if there are viewers who do
not notice, 42% percent of viewers notice the person in gorilla suit (Mole, 2008, p:
95). It seems reasonable to assert that consciousness cannot be restricted with
attention because there are further case studies that show the circumstances in which

consciousness exists without attention, and attention exists without consciousness.®

The concepts of consciousness described so far are generally associated with the
properties of a creature. However, we make a distinction not only between
conscious-unconscious creature, but also between conscious and unconscious states
because a creature’s being conscious does not mean that all its mental states will be
conscious. We know something about the conditions that make a creature conscious

being, but the main issue is what condition makes a state a conscious mental state.

In the field of state consciousness there are different concepts referring the property
of conscious mental states. The most crucial and frequently used concept is
characterized by Thomas Nagel: “What it is likeness”. In his 1974 article “What is it
like to be a bat?” he claims that “fundamentally an organism has conscious mental
states if and only if there is something that it is like to be that organism — something
it is like for the organism” (1974, p: 436). For explaining this claim Nagel uses the
example of the bat and argues that even if we, human beings, know the processes of
bats’ perception and whole facts about them in detail, we cannot know what it is like
to be a bat; we cannot understand what it is like to spend a day shimmying from top
to bottom, or we cannot know what it is like to use echolocation to make prey. While
we, human beings, can imagine these states from a third-person point of view, a bat
can experience them from its own subjective point of view. When | am in a certain
mental state, for example when | smell a cup of aromatic coffee, there is something
special to me in that state; what it is like for me to smell that cup of aromatic coffee

is my own subjective conscious experience. By using the phrase “what it is like”

5 For further information about the case studies that reveal the dissociation between consciousness and
attention you can see Boxtel at all. (2010).
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Nagel emphasizes the subjective character of conscious states. In his view, the
criterion of subjectivity or, in other words, first-person perspective is essential to
define a state as a conscious mental state. That is, a pain in my neck can only be
considered a conscious mental state if there is something that it is like to feel this

pain from my perspective.

There are also different terms to characterize consciousness in Nagel’s “what it is
like” sense, e.g., “qualia”. The term qualia (singular: quale) is used by some
philosophers to refer to the subjective and qualitative nature — “what it is like”
character — of conscious states (Lewis, 1929; Jackson, 1982). When you hit your
head on the wall, feel a severe headache, or feel dizzy, each of these states expresses
a particular raw feeling that is introspectively accessible to you. And some
philosophers use the term qualia to express this aspect of consciousness. Another
concept associated with the Nagelian sense of consciousness is phenomenal
consciousness. In his works, Ned Block makes a critical distinction between two
different types of consciousness, access (A) consciousness and phenomenal (P)
consciousness, and he defines “P- consciousness” in the Nagelian sense by asserting
that “a state is phenomenally conscious if there is something it is like for one to be in
that state”. While phenomenal consciousness refers to our conscious experience
“when we see, hear, smell, taste and have pains” (Block, 2002, p: 206), access
consciousness signifies the state’s “availability for use in reasoning and rationality
guiding speech and action” (Block, 1995, p: 227). In his view, A-consciousness and
P-consciousness do not always coincide with each other; these two types are
conceptually independent. Block’s distinction emerges from the thought that the
properties of P-consciousness are different from the functional or cognitive
properties of consciousness (ibid., p: 207). P-consciousness has experiential
properties, that is, “what it is like” to have that experience, and this is the reason why
phenomenal aspect of consciousness is more puzzling than A-consciousness. While
access consciousness can be explained by cognitive science, explanation of
phenomenal consciousness resists the methos of cognitive science because of its

subjective and qualitative character.
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As seen in the discussion above, although consciousness is a very common word in
everyday language, it is used in different meanings. Even though there are lots of
attempts to describe consciousness, it is still a quite ambiguous term for which there
is no commonly held objective definition. However, for the remainder of the
dissertation, | will use the term consciousness in Nagelian sense, which emphasizes
the subjective and qualitative nature of consciousness, because the problem of
consciousness essentially focuses on the explanation of phenomenal consciousness,

i.e., the “what it is like” character of a conscious state.

2.2. What makes consciousness problematic: The features of consciousness

If we want to talk about what generates the hard problem of consciousness, it is
required to address the features of it. Presenting the essential features of
consciousness both contributes to understanding of what we mean when we talk over
consciousness and helps us to clarify the reason why the hard problem of

consciousness is so hard.

There are two essential features of states of consciousness that make the question of
consciousness and the brain a difficult problem: The first is the subjective character
and the other is the qualitative character of consciousness (Levine, 2001; Kriegel
2009). When we focus on a subject’s phenomenal experience of a white rose — what
it is like for the subject to see a white rose — while for-subject-ness of this state refers
to the subjective character of consciousness, the component of what it is like — the

whiteness of the white rose — refers to the qualitative character.

There is further problematic feature of consciousness related with its subjective and
qualitative nature like immediacy. A subject has direct or immediate knowledge of
her/his own conscious phenomena (Kim, 2011, p: 159). This means that your
knowledge about your phenomenal consciousness is not based on evidence,
inference or any other things. If we assume that you have a stomach pain, because of
immediacy nature of consciousness you have direct and immediate knowledge of this

pain without evidence and inference. This feature distinguishes your conscious
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phenomena (stomach pain) from physical phenomena (physical condition of your
stomach). While the knowledge of your pain is only private to you, you can have

evidence like endoscopy results for knowing your stomach’s physical conditions.

Because subject, who has conscious phenomena, can have immediate knowledge of
this state from the first-person perspective, there are first person-third person
distinction in accessing knowledge of conscious phenomena (ibid., p: 162). To
illustrate, when you have a stomach pain as we said above, only you have
information of this conscious state, your doctor or anyone else cannot have it, and
this situation creates first person-third person distinction. While you are the first
person because you have direct and immediate knowledge of your mental
phenomenon, your doctor or anyone else is a third person because he/she can only
access to the knowledge of your stomach’s physical conditions by using some

medical evidence or inference.

In the light of the explanation above, it can be said that although consciousness arises
from the brain, a physical system, it has completely different properties from the
brain. And this is the core of the puzzle of consciousness. It is obvious that scientific
research, based on empirical methods like observation, experimentation and
verification, solves the problems of the world in which we live. However, the
problem of how something as complicated as consciousness with respect to its
features arises from the grey matter in the head is radically different from all other
scientific problems. While the brain is open to scientific investigation by scientific
methods due to its observable character, consciousness seems to resist scientific
research because of its features which are different from the entities in conformity
with the scientific methods. For this reason, the relation between consciousness and

the brain is considered as the hard problem of consciousness.

2.3. Stating the Hard Problem of Consciousness

Consciousness is the most distractive problem in the philosophy of mind. As

Chalmers says, if we want to make progress on the consciousness problem, firstly we
16



should make a distinction between the problems of consciousness. Some problems of
consciousness are easier than the other to solve; therefore, at first the truly hard part
of consciousness problems should be separated from the relatively easy ones (2010,
p:3). Chalmers asserts that some phenomena such as “the ability to discriminate”,

99 66

“categorize or react the environmental stimuli”, “the reportability of mental states”,
“the focus of attention”, “the deliberate control of behavior” or “the difference
between wakefulness and sleep” are easy problems of consciousness (ibid., p: 4).
The reason why he identifies such phenomena as easy is that even though we do not
have complete knowledge about them yet, we get an idea on how we can give an
explanation to these phenomena by using the methods of neuroscience and cognitive
science. For example, to explain the difference between the states of wakefulness and
sleep we need only observe the neuro-physical processes leading the contradictory
behaviours of organism in these states. Or in a similar way, for explaining the
reportability of mental states the only need is specifying a mechanism making

achievable the information about the inner states for verbal report (ibid., p: 4-5).

However, easy problems of consciousness are not the subject of this dissertation. As
Blackmore says that the real problem is associated with the questions about what the
world is composed of (2013, p: 8). If the world is purely physical, how can non-
physical consciousness be fitted into it? There is no doubt that the brain is the home
of consciousness because even if we cannot observe consciousness in the brain, we
can introspectively aware the correlation between states of consciousness and the
brain activities. However, what is the relation between purely physical brain states

and mental states?

Let us take an example, and suppose that P is your subjective visual experience of
pine-tree in your garden, while you can answer some main questions about what the
pine-tree in the world is made of, or its physical properties, spatial dimension and
solidity, you cannot answer the same questions for P. There is no doubt that P is
correlated with some set of neural activities in your brain, but while these neural
activities have purely physical properties, and they have a place in the brain, we do

not have enough knowledge about the nature of P. The relation between objective
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brain and subjective P seems like a mystery for us, so the question of how the
physical state of the brain leads to mental experience is the most brain-teaser
problem of consciousness, and this problem is called by Chalmers the ‘“hard

problem” of consciousness.

Chalmers describes the hard part of consciousness as the problem of experience and

explains it in the following words:

The really hard problem of consciousness is the problem of experience. When we
think and perceive, there is a whir of information processing, but there is also a
subjective aspect. As Nagel (1974) has put it, there is something it is like to be a
conscious organism. This subjective aspect is experience. When we see, for
example, we experience visual sensations: the felt quality of redness, the experience
of dark and light, the quality of depth in a visual field. Other experiences go along
with perception in different modalities: the sound of a clarinet, the smell of
mothballs. Then there are bodily sensations from pains to orgasms; mental images
that are conjured up internally; the felt quality of emotion; and the experience of a
stream of conscious thought. What unites all of these states is that there is something
it is like to be in them. All of them are states of experience. (2010, p: 5)

As seen in the quotation above he emphasizes the essentially subjective character of
consciousness because the real problem is how subjective character of consciousness
emerges from the purely physical process of the brain. Unlike the easy problems, the
methods of cognitive science and neuroscience are not sufficient to be able to explain
this problem of consciousness. In the pine-tree example above, by doing empirical
research we can achieve the information of neuro-physical process of the state —
visual inputs coming from the pine-tree to organism’s eyes, stimulation of the optic
nerve back of the head of organism, neural firing in the brain etc.—, but objective
research gives us nothing about the organism’s subjective pine-tree experience —
what its greenness is like or what it is like to have the smell of pinecone for the
organism in that state — we need something new to be able to achieve the satisfactory

explanation of conscious experience.
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2.3.1. Levine’s Explanatory Gap

You may be materialist, and you may claim that just one type of entity in the world,
and consciousness is identical with this type.® That is, in the pine-tree example above
you may assert that P is identical with the neuro-physical process in the brain. As a
result of this claim the problem may go away for you. However, even if psycho-
physical identity thesis is ontologically true, there is an epistemological gap in the
explanation of psycho-physical identity, and Levine uses the phrase “explanatory
gap” to describe the unexplained relation between the physical and the mental (1983,

1993, 2001).

For doing this, Levine uses Kripke’s objection to materialism, and he transforms
Kripke’s metaphysical objection to the epistemological one. According to identity
proponents, identifying a kind of mental state like pain with a kind of neural state
like C-fiber stimulation is not problematic as identifying heat with molecular motion
or water with H.O. For identity theorists all these identities are contingent a
posteriori statements as claimed in the orthodox view. The concepts of a priori or a
posteriori are epistemological concepts related to the way a proposition is known.
While a priori proposition can be known by reason, a posteriori proposition can be
known by appealing to experience. And according to classical assumption, if a
proposition is necessary, it is plausible to expect that this proposition must be known
only by a priori, and if it is contingent, it is knowable by a posteriori. However,
Kripke argues that the orthodox assumption that all a priori propositions are
necessary truth, and all contingent propositions are also a posteriori is problematic
because even if some necessary propositions are known a priori, there are also
propositions which are neither known a priori nor formed in analytical sentences.

These are a posteriori necessarily true propositions.

In order to describe the structure of such kind of statements Kripke uses the concept

of "rigid designator”. According to Kripke, “rigid designators” refer to entities which

® The materialist theories will be discussed at length in the next chapter.
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have some essential properties. And because entities cannot be thought without their
essential properties “rigid designators” designates concepts which refer to the same
things in all possible worlds. The proper names and natural kind terms, for example,
are rigid designators. In Kripke’s view, identity statements including two rigid
designators must be necessarily true. In other words, he argues that if A=B is true,
then A and B have to designate the same thing in all possible worlds. A=B must be
necessarily true, and this means that there cannot be any possible world in which A
exists without B or vice versa (1980, pp: 146-150). For instance, “Hesperus (the
evening star)” and ‘“Phosphorus (the morning star)” refer to the same thing (Venus)
in all possible worlds, and so they are necessarily identical. “Hesperus is
Phosphorus” is an a posteriori necessary truth because its truth can only be proved by
empirical data. Kripke enlarges on this argument by using two more different

identity analogies:

(1) Heat = molecular motion
(2) Pain = C-fibers stimulation (ibid., p: 154)

Kripke argues that if (1) and (2) are true, then both must be necessarily true. That is,
both sides of the identity in each statement must refer to the same thing in all
possible worlds. If the necessity cannot be shown, it is not possible to talk about
identity between ‘“heat” and ‘“molecular motion” or “pain” and “C-fibers
stimulation”. The identity statement (1) is necessarily true because there is not a
possible world in which heat exists without molecular motion or the presence of
molecular motion without heat. The identity thesis (2) is false because if it is true, it
must be necessarily true; however, it is not necessarily true because pain without C-
fibers stimulation, or vice versa is conceivable. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that

pain is C-fibers stimulation.

The identity theorists think that (2) is contingent a posteriori truth like (1). However,
Kripke argues that (1) is only seemingly contingent. That is, considering the identity
between heat and molecular motion as contingent is an illusion that arises from our

confusion between the sensation of heat and the heat. It is conceivable that molecular
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motion may exist without the sensation of heat such as the feel of warm or cold. This
can be plausible. However, heat is molecular motion in all possible world, even if the
heat does not lead to the feeling of heat at every time. Therefore, even if it is
seemingly contingent, in reality it is necessary truth for Kripke. Such an explanation
Is implausible for (2) because the sensation of pain, the pain feeling, is the pain itself
(ibid., pp: 151-52). For this reason, if (2) is true, it must explicitly be necessary truth,
but it is false because it is conceivable that there are possible worlds in which pain is

not C-fibers stimulation.

As seen above Kripke’s argument has aim to reveal that mental states cannot be
identical with the brain states. However, Levine claims that Kripke’s argument is not
sufficient to say something about ontological truth of the psycho-physical identity
thesis, because conceivability of something is not adequate to establish the
metaphysical facts about that thing. According to Levine, for a physical reduction to
be successful what is reduced should be fully explained; in other words, the physical
description of mental states and properties is not sufficient alone, the reduction
theory should give an explanation to these mental states and properties as well (1993,
pp: 128-9). He justifies this claim by pointing out the kind of difference between (1)
and (2). In statement (2) the identity between heat and molecular motion can be
expressed totally with whole crucial points; on the other hand, in statement (1) there
are something unexplained between pain and the C-fibers stimulation, in the words
of Levine there is an “explanatory gap” in between (1983, p: 357). (2) is the
theoretical identity thesis, and our theoretical knowledge on physics and chemistry
makes the relation between heat and the molecular motion fully explainable.
However, (1) is psycho-physical identity statement, even if C-fibers stimulation can
be related with the causal role of the pain, the concept of pain has more than its
causal role; it has qualitative character, and C-fibers stimulation is not sufficient to
explain the qualitative character of the pain. “What it is left unexplained by the
discovery of C-fiber firing is why pain should feel the way it does!” (ibid., p: 357).

Although Levine does not directly argue against the identity thesis, by explanatory

gap argument he argues for that the truth or the falsity of it cannot be
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epistemologically accessible, and this outcome seems to be a vexing problem for
materialists (ibid., p: 360). There are many theories that try to close this gap, and the
aim of the following chapter of this dissertation is to discuss the solution-oriented
approaches giving an explanation to the hard problem of consciousness, from
dualistic approaches to monist/materialistic approaches. However, before this, I will
discuss the reason of why the hard problem of consciousness is the hard nut for the

scientific explanation.

2.4. The Reason of Why Consciousness Resists to the Scientific Explanation:
Possibility of Explaining Consciousness in The Scientific Manner

It is believed that phenomenal consciousness or the subjective/qualitative character
of consciousness resists to the scientific explanation in metaphysical and
epistemological ways (Arici, 2018, p. 6). If we look at it from a metaphysical point
of view, all entities in the world are shaped according to the fundamental particles of
physics and the physical laws they are attached to. There is an intuitional belief by
many people that phenomenal consciousness cannot be explained in terms of
fundamentals of physical world and the rules upon which they are bound.

It will not be different when we consider this situation from an epistemic point of
view. There is a distinction known as “first-person perspective” versus “third-person
perspective” in analytic philosophy and science. This distinction is expressed as the
"subjective-objective" distinction, as Nagel puts it, or as the "non-scientific-
scientific" distinction, since the third-person perspective is considered by many
philosophers as a scientific-objective perspective. When questioned as to what makes
research on consciousness so interesting and so difficult at the same time, it is
thought that the problem arises from the distinction between first-person and third-
person perspectives. There is a belief that a scientific explanation of consciousness
cannot be made because it is thought that it is not possible to know what it means to
be a bat or to know what another person feels and how he perceives the world from

the third person view. In other words, while science tries to find solutions to
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problems from a third-person perspective, consciousness is understandable from a

first-person perspective.

| also agree with the idea that it does not seem possible to explain subjective
consciousness metaphysically in terms of physical/material fundamental entities as
we know them today. As will be discussed in the next chapter, psycho-physical
theories that try to explain subjective consciousness by reducing it to the entities of
classical physics have failed by ignoring the subjective and qualitative aspect of
consciousness. And these failures have led some pessimistic philosophers, like Colin
McGinn, to despair of a scientific explanation of consciousness and to regard it as a
mystery that can never be explained. However, the purpose of this thesis is to reveal
that McGinn's mysticism is an unfounded and excessive claim, and to suggest that
there may be naturalist approaches that promise to explain consciousness on a
physical and scientific basis by taking the subjective side of consciousness as a
starting point. The answer to the question of what the basic features of the theory that
can give us the scientific explanation of phenomenal consciousness should be, may

be as follows:

i. Firstly, there must be a theory that cares about the phenomenological features
of consciousness, such as qualitative and subjective nature, and should starts

from there.

ii. It should be able to express the subjective character of consciousness in

scientific and mathematical language and translate them into these fields.
iii. The entity and process in which the phenomenal consciousness is explained

must be placed on a physical basis not in the sense that we currently know but

in a way that expands our perception of space and physical world.
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iv. What is modeled, translated into this scientific mathematical language, must
also have scientifically testable predictions. These tests may be difficult, not

very likely, but they should at least be logically testable.

v. The implications of the theory should not be counterintuitive. For example, if
the implication of a consciousness theory denies the subjective experience of
animals, as Descartes’ theory did, it denies that they have no feeling like pain,
and says that they have no consciousness, then this is a counterintuitive
theory. The implications of theory should conform to all systems that provide
the conditions for being conscious.

A theory that adapts to the conditions mentioned above may open new door for us
that there may be a scientific explanation of subjective consciousness and even that
the physical world may have foundations in a different sense than we currently
know. We will discuss all these in the following chapters, but before this, in the next
chapter we will discuss the traditional approaches to the hard problem of

consciousness and their problems.
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CHAPTER 11

AVAILABLE THEORIES THAT PURPORT TO SOLVE THE HARD
PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS

The hard problem of consciousness or, more traditionally, the mind-body problem
continues to maintain its vitality and importance despite all the philosophical
theories, developments in neuroscience, artificial intelligence, and technology. The
problem of consciousness has been dealt with by both philosophers and scientists
from ancient times to the present. The main goal is to understand how mental states
take place in the natural, physical world. In other words, it must be understood how
mental states such as pain and pleasure arise in a world composed of electrons,
atoms, electromagnetic fields, and gravitational forces without contradicting the laws
of physics. This chapter of the dissertation discusses the traditional solution-oriented
approaches that have been developed for the hard problem of consciousness.
Traditional solutions can be examined under two separate categories: The first of
these categories represents approaches that preserve the subjective side of
consciousness but fail to understand the consciousness-brain interaction since they
cannot explain it on a physical basis. The other category represents approaches that
ignore or do not give due importance to the subjective or qualitative aspect of
consciousness while trying to explain consciousness on a physical basis. These two
extreme ways of thinking are incapable of solving the hard problem of
consciousness, and this inadequacy puts the problem of consciousness into an
endless vicious circle that oscillates between two extremes like a pendulum. This
vicious circle, which Colin McGinn describes as the “DIME circle”, forms the basis
of McGinn’s mysterianism, which claims that the problem of consciousness is
forever unsolvable for human being. For this reason, in this chapter, we will first
discuss dualistic approaches that emphasise the phenomenal character of
consciousness but fail to explain its connection with the physical, and then

materialistic approaches that ignore the phenomenal character of consciousness and
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try to domesticate it in the physical world with their existing objections and
problems. Finally, we will make a preliminary preparation on the way to McGinn's
mysterianism by expressing the circle caused by these two extreme ways of thinking

with McGinn's DIME acronym.

3.1. The approaches that emphasise the subjective and the qualitative character

of consciousness

There are approaches that prioritize the subjective and qualitative character of
consciousness, distinguish it from the physical one and keep it superior. We will
examine these approaches as dualist approaches that accept consciousness and the
brain as two separate substances or properties. Dualism is a theory that generally
emphasizes that the mental and the physical are two distinct realms. This theory
divides into two main categories with respect to the ontological properties of the
mental and the physical: the first is substance dualism, the second property dualism.
While substance dualism claims that there are two distinct substances in the world,
property dualism claims that there are two distinct properties but one substance.
However, if there are two different substances or properties in the world, what kind
of interaction exists between them? This question reveals some certain dualistic
positions that try to understand the interaction between the brain and consciousness.
These positions that examine the interaction between the mental and the physical

include interactionism, epiphenomenalism, parallelism, and occasionalism.

3.1.1. Substance Dualism

Although dualism originated in a general sense in Plato's dialogues,” modern
versions of dualism in philosophy of mind are based on arguments for or against
Descartes' substance dualism, known as Cartesian dualism. Substance dualism holds
that while the mind and the brain are related to some degree, they are two radically

different substances. In general, substance is defined as something that has different

7 In the Platonic dialogues, especially in The Phaedo, we find some expressions that define the soul as
a reality that can exist separately from the body without owing its existence to the body.
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properties but can exist independently of the properties it possesses. Descartes also
states that "the notion of a substance is just this - that it can exist by itself, that is,
without the help of any other substance. (1984, p. 159). This means that the mind as
a substance has the ability to exist without the body. The properties that the mind
has, e.g., thinking, believing, doubting, judging, etc., can exist independently of the
existence of the body. for this reason, a distinguishing claim of substance dualism is

that there is a mind that can exist independently of the body and vice versa.

In his important work, Meditations on First Philosophy, Rene Descartes formulates
six meditations. Although these are not studies made specifically to defend substance
dualism, we can see that Descartes’ dualistic arguments are pronounced in these
meditations, especially in the second and sixth meditations. Descartes begins his
work with a methodological doubt about all things, including the entire external
world and his own existence. Methodological doubt aims to reveal the undoubted
and to save us from truly endless scepticism. He thinks it is logically possible that all
of our knowledge based on the senses and sense experience could be completely
false, due to sensory illusions and the lack of a criterion for distinguishing dream
states from real states. While Descartes uses “dream argument” to point out that
sense beliefs and knowledge based on sense experience are dubious, he uses his
famous “evil genius hypothesis” to argue that mathematical knowledge is also
dubious. According to him, even though mathematical knowledge is not based on our
senses and dream states do not affect its accuracy, an evil genius could deceive us
about its accuracy. However, after Descartes uncovers that knowledge of the external
world based on sense experience and even the existence of one’s own body as a
sense object and the accuracy of mathematical information can be doubted, he finally
arrives at a certain thing that is indubitable: his own existence as a thing that has a
cognitive process is the only certain thing that he cannot doubt. And he explains this

in the following words:

[...] I have convinced myself that there is absolutely nothing in the world, no sky, no
earth, no minds, no bodies. Does it now follow that | too do not exist? No: If |
convinced myself of something then I certainly existed. But there is a deceiver of
supreme power and cunning who is deliberately and constantly deceiving me. In that
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case | too undoubtedly exist, if he is deceiving me; and let him deceive me as much
as he can, he will never bring it about that | am nothing so long as | think that | am
something. [...] | must finally conclude that this proposition, 1 am, | exist, is
necessarily true whenever it is put forward by me or conceived in my mind. (1984,
pp. 16-7)

As can be seen from the above passage, according to Descartes, the knowledge of the
existence of the body, which is the result of his sense experiences, can be an illusion.
Although Descartes doubts the existence of his body, he believes that even if a
demon deceives him about his existence, deception and doubt are mental states, and
the existence of mental states presupposes the existence of a mind. In other words, a
person who doubts cannot doubt that he doubts, because in the state of doubting
there is a doubting "1"; it is a way of thinking, a mental activity. This conclusion
leads to his famous phrase "I think, therefore I am,” which shows that he is
convinced of the certainty of his own existence. Descartes refers to the nature of his
own certain existence as “a thinking thing” because he concludes that he exists by

saying that he thinks, and this is known as Descartes’ famous “cogito argument”.

Especially in the sixth meditation Descartes explains the exact differences between
mind and body. The mind has no physical properties that the brain has, such as
shape, size, solidity, volume, and so on. That is, the "I" as a thinking thing cannot be
a material substance. While the immaterial mind represents the thinking substance,
"res cogitans", the material brain represents the extended substance, "res extensa™;
they have separate natures. He asserts that the material body is divisible, but the
immaterial mind is indivisible. While the body, as a divisible physical entity, is
destructible, the mind, because of its indivisible nature, is not; it is immortal
(Jacquette, 2009, p. 15). If it were a material substance, when the body disappeared,
it would not be possible for the "I to continue to exist. However, even if the material
substance disappears, the "I" can continue to exist as a thinking substance. This
means that in Cartesian view the bearer of mental states is not the brain but the

immaterial mental substance.

As a result of Descartes' argumentation, we can characterise the thesis of Cartesian

dualism by three basic arguments: The first argument asserts that (1) the mind is a
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distinct substance that can exist independently of the body, and the second
emphasises that (2) the mind is non-physical unlike the body. However,
characterising the position of the mind and the body according to (1) and (2) leads to
some difficulties regarding the relationship between them. That is, the question arises
as to what kind of relation exists between these two fundamentally different
substances. Descartes does not deny their causal interaction, although he defines the
mind and the body as two different kinds of substances. His interactionist argument
explains that (3) the mind and the body causally interact in both directions. Mental

states causally affect physical states and vice versa.

In his work Passions of the Soul, Descartes draws attention to a specific area of the
brain concerned with the interaction of body and mind. He claims that the mind and
the body interact with each other through the pineal gland, which he calls the "seat of
the soul" (2002, p. 22). Signals between mind and body are transmitted through the
pineal gland. However, there are serious objections to the idea that two essentially
separate substances can causally interact. The first objection to Descartes' interaction

thesis is raised by Princess Elisabeth of Bohemia with the following passage:

[...] how the mind of a human being can determine the bodily spirits [i.e., the fluids
in the nerves, muscles, etc.] in producing voluntary actions, being only a thinking
substance. For it appears that all determination of movement is produced by the
pushing of the thing being moved, by the manner in which it is pushed by that which
moves it. or else by the qualification and figure of the surface of the latter. Contact is
required for the first two conditions, and extension for the third. [But] you entirely
exclude the latter from the notion you have of the body. and the former seems
incompatible with an immaterial thing. (as cited in Garber, 2000, p. 172)

As seen in the above passage, Elisabeth asks Descartes how there can be a causal
interaction between material body and immaterial mind without any contact, and this
is a plausible question. As Kim asserts that we can also integrate Elisabeth’s question

into the modern physics:

For anything to cause a physical object to move, or cause any change in one, there
must be a flow of energy, or transfer of momentum, from the cause to the physical
object. But how could there be an energy flow from an immaterial mind to a material
thing? What kind of energy could it be? How could anything “flow” from something
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outside space to something in space? If an object is going to impart momentum to
another, it must have mass and velocity. But how could an unextended mind outside
physical space have either mass or velocity? (Kim, 2010, p. 48)

Descartes' ideas about the control of the nonphysical mind over the physical body are
generally rejected today for the reasons given by Kim in his remark. Moreover, in his
work “Consciousness and Its Place in Nature”, Chalmers mentions Descartes'
argument as the most common version of interactionism under the category of
“Type-D dualism”, and he also claims that as the “most influential objection” to
interactionism, ‘“‘science tells us that the microphysical realm is causally closed”
(2003, p. 126). That is, there is no place for a non-physical, thinking substance to
have a controlling effect on the physical body in the causally closed network of the
physical word; Descartes' interactionism is incompatible with the laws of physics
(Chalmers, 2002, p. 2). Even though Descartes explained the mutual causal relation
between mind and body through the pineal gland in the brain, he could not clearly
explain the question of how the nonphysical mind and physical brain causally
interact with each other, and he could not explicitly define the role of the pineal
gland in this causal process. Descartes refers to the pineal gland as the seat of the
mentality, but neuroscience now shows that mental states extend to the entire brain
and that we cannot refer to a single brain region for mental activity. All this shows
that the interactionist view of substance dualism does not provide a satisfactory

solution to the problem of interaction between immaterial mind and material body.

In response to objections to interactionism, some dualists adopt epiphenomenalism,
which rejects the causal role of the mind over the body. In medicine, the term
epiphenomenon refers to the symptom that occurs during disease but do not causally
affect the disease, and it is used in a way that preserves its meaning in the philosophy
of mind in relation to the mind-body relation. That is, epiphenomenalism accepts the
causal effect of physical activity in the brain on the existence of mental states, but
rejects the causal efficacy of the mind on the brain. The nineteenth century biologist
Thomas Huxley, one of the best-known proponents of this view in history, takes as
his starting point Descartes' assertion that nonhuman animals are merely unconscious

machines whose behaviour is the result of the causal role of their brains. Huxley
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agrees with Descartes that animal behaviour is entirely caused by brain states, but
disagrees with his assumption that they are merely unconscious machines. In his
work, “On the Hypothesis That Animals Are Automata, and Its History”, he asserts
that the conscious experience of animals depends only on the neurophysiological
changes in their brains; however, their consciousness has no causal effect on the
activation of their physical states, just as the steam whistle produced by the operation

of the locomotive has no effect on the operation of the machine (2002, p. 29).

Huxley initially seemed to be concerned with animal consciousness, but at the end of
his work he concludes that the same is true for humans as seen in the following

passage:

It will be said, that | mean that the conclusions deduced from the study of the brutes
are applicable to man, [...] therefore, that all states of consciousness in us, as in them,
are immediately caused by molecular changes of the brain-substance. It seems to me
that in men, as in brutes, there is no proof that any state of consciousness is the cause
of change in the motion of the matter of the organism. (2002, p. 30)

Since epiphenomenalism rejects the thesis that the mind causally contributes to the
activation of physical states, it seems to have an advantage over the interactionist
view in terms of adaptation to a causally closed network of the physical world.
However, epiphenomenalism is also considered a problematic view because it is
difficult to accept that mental states have a useless status that plays no impressive
role in our physical states.

In addition to epiphenomenalism, there are also some dualistic views that reject the
causal interaction between mind and body and justify the existence of this interaction
with the intervention of God. Parallelism, generally associated with Leibniz and his
theory of "pre-established harmony", for example, asserts that the correlation
between the mind and the body is established by God; God initially established the
universe in harmony between the physical and the mental. Similarly, according to
Malebranche's view of occasionalism, whenever there appears to be a causal

interaction between mental and physical states that lead to each other, what is
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actually happening is the causal power of God over the apparent causal interaction
that we observe (Kim, 2011, p. 96). That is, the relation between mind and body that
appears to humans as a genuine causal relation is actually caused by divine power.
Malebrane's occasionalism is also a kind of parallelism, but the difference between
the two is as follows: according to Leibniz's theory, God initiates the movement of
causality but does not intervene in it later. In the occasionalist view, God initiates the
movement of the causal relation between the mind and the body and constantly
controls it as the actual cause of every effect. Apart from this difference, both views
argue that Descartes' interactionism is only an illusion; there can be no such causal
relation between mind and body. Since these views prefer to explain the interaction
between mind and body by the power of God rather than present an acceptable

argument, they have only historical value for contemporary philosophy.

Not everyone agrees that body and mind are two different substances. In the
twentieth century, many philosophers identify what we call mind as physical
properties of the brain, behavioral activities, or functional states. According to the
arguments we will examine in the next section under the heading of "monism,"”
everything that exists is composed of a single material substance. However, before
we move on to the versions of materialistic monism, it should be mentioned that
there are also different types of monism. One of these types is idealism. Idealism
holds that only spiritual events or spirits exist. In contrast to the dualistic view, which
holds that both the mind and the body exist independently, idealism holds that there
are no physical things or states that are not mental. Idealists do not deny the
existence of objects in the physical world, but they do deny the existence of physical
objects outside of a mind that perceives or thinks about them. The most important
and well-known proponent of idealism is George Berkeley. According to Berkeley,
the only source of our knowledge about physical things in the external world is our
experience. Our experience does not tell us whether physical objects exist
independently of our perception of them, so we cannot say on the basis of our
experience that physical objects are material substance. By explaining the existence
of physical things in terms of the existence of mind, idealism eliminates the problem

of mind-body interaction, but it would not have explained it. Also, the view that
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physical objects do not exist without a perceiving mind is not an accepted approach
today. Another type that rejects the existence of body and mind as two distinct
substances is the double aspect theory of Spinoza. Spinoza also adapts to the
tradition of metaphysics based on substance. In his view, body and mind are two
separate and interrelated aspects of one substance, which is neither physical nor
mental in itself. However, Spinoza maintains that substance, as a being that needs
nothing to exist, is a concept that can only be valid for God. Accordingly, the
substance of his monism is only God, not body or mind. The body and the mind are
two main aspects of God, who is a substance. Spinoza's view is thus opposed to both

substance dualism and idealism.

3.1.2. Property Dualism

The most problematic aspect of substance dualism is the existence of mind without
body. However, it is possible to be a dualist without considering the mind and the
body as two different substances. This type of dualism, which is becoming
increasingly popular today, is known as property dualism. Unlike substance dualism,
which insists on the existence of two different substances, property dualism claims
that there is only one physical substance but two different kinds of properties.
Property dualists claim that the brain is the only physical substance that has both
physical and mental properties. The main idea of property dualism is that mental
properties are distinct from, and cannot be reduced to, the physical properties of the

brain.

It can be assumed that property dualism is a kind of dualism between substance
dualism and materialism. On the one hand, in contrast to substance dualism, it argues
that only physical substance exists. On the other hand, in contrast to materialism, it
claims that mental states cannot be explained by reducing them to physical states. In
this way, property dualism attempts to avoid the problems that dualism and
materialism run into. However, although it argues for the existence of a single
physical substance, the interaction problem is also valid for property dualism, since it

claims the existence of two different types of properties.
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3.1.2.1. Emergentism and Panpsychism

Emergentism is an important variant of property dualism advocated by important
philosophers such as J. S. Mill, S. Alexander, L. Morgan, and C. D. Broad. The most
important factor distinguishing emergentism from the other types of property
dualism is the answer of emergentism to the question of why some physical objects
have mental properties, but others do not. According to this view, when lower-level
microphysical systems or entities come together and reach a certain complexity, a
new kind of higher-level property, namely consciousness, emerges from that physical
system, and consciousness cannot be explained by reducing it to lower-level physical
properties (Kim, 2011, p. 97). Emergentism assumes that the emergence of mental
properties from the physical system that reaches a certain level of complexity is the
fundamental fact of nature. The fundamental facts of nature are facts that cannot be
derived from other laws of nature. That is, according to the statement of S.
Alexander, we accept the existence of the fundamental fact about the emergence of

mental properties with "natural piety" (1966, pp. 46-7).

The main problem of emergentism, which is a kind of property dualism, is the same
as the main problem of property dualism in general. That problem, as we mentioned
in the previous section, is to provide an explanation for mind-body interaction that is
consistent with the principle of causal closure of the physical world. The alternatives
that emergentism assumes with respect to mind-body interaction are generally the
same as the alternatives that substance dualism assumes. Emergentism can adopt
either interactionism or epiphenomenalism; the important difference between the two
is that the former recognises "downward causation” i.e., the causal effect of higher-
level emergent properties on lower-level microphysical properties, while the latter
does not. Another problem facing emergentism is how mental features emerge from
the adequate complexity of low-level brain features that do not have any mental
characteristics. In other words, it has not been convincingly explained how mental
properties such as thinking, pain, etc. emerge from the integration of the physical

properties of the brain.
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For some, the only satisfactory approach that overcomes these difficulties is
panpsychism, which asserts that everything has some degree of mentality. While
emergentism advocates the emergence of mentality from physical particles that reach
a sufficient level of complexity, panpsychism holds that all physical things, including
atoms, quarks, and other smaller particles that exist at a fundamental level, possess
some form of mentality from the beginning. Panpsychists do not think it reasonable
to believe that consciousness emerges from the combination of completely
unconscious physical things. While the claim that a property like Y emerges from
things that do not have that property is true for physical phenomena, it is not possible
for consciousness. For example, H.O molecules individually do not have the
property of fluidity, but when a sufficient amount of H>O molecules come together,
fluidity emerges. It is not incomprehensible that fluidity emerges from individual
non-fluid things; it is quite comprehensible to us that the property of fluidity arises
from the fact that the molecules are connected together in a non-dense structure.
However, if we think the same thing about consciousness, it is not plausible to
assume that something completely non-concrete and non-spatial emerges from

something concrete and spatial (Strawson, 2008, pp. 60-64).

Panpsychism also faces the objection referred to by William Seager (1995) as the
"combination problem." This objection, first raised by William James (1890), states
that the emergence of macro-experiences from the combination of micro-experiences

is not comprehensible. James expresses his concern about this problem as follows:

Take a sentence of a dozen words, and take twelve men and tell to each one word.
Then stand the men in a row or jam them in a bunch, and let each think of his word
as intently as he will; nowhere will there be a consciousness of the whole sentence.
(p. 160)

If we transfer the subject to recent period, William Lycan similarly states the

following in his 2006 work:

Suppose | am looking out of my kitchen window, and simultaneously seeing a rabbit
in my back yard, hearing my wife's cat yowling that he wants to behead the rabbit,
feeling the touch of my fingertips on a bottle of salad dressing, smelling the
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spaghetti sauce in the pot, suffering an ache in my right shoulder, and imagining in
anticipation a very tall frosty beer. In what way could such a mental aggregate
consist of or be determined by or otherwise 'arise from' a swarm of smaller
mentations? (p. 69)

As can be seen from the above passages, the idea of the emergence of a macro-mind
or consciousness from the combination of micro-minds seems as incomprehensible
as the idea of the emergence of consciousness from the combination of unconscious
things. And this means that the hard problem of consciousness returns to where it
began.

3.2. The approaches that ignore the subjective and the qualitative character of

consciousness

The influence of substance dualism on the development of modern views of the
mind-body problem cannot be overlooked. However, this kind of dualism was
generally rejected in the twentieth century. As a reaction to the problematic aspects
of substance dualism in relation to the mental-physical interaction, the materialist
approach has become popular among philosophers. Materialism rejects the two
distinct substances of dualism, and materialists base their views on monism, claiming
that if there is an interaction between the mind and the body, it is unreasonable to
define the mind as an independent thinking substance, it must be exclusively material
(Feser, 2005, p. 46). However, while monistic/materialistic approaches tried to make
room for consciousness on a physical basis, they generally ignored the sui-generis
phenomenal character of consciousness. Some of them reduced mental states to
neurophysiological brain states and remained silent about the subjectivity and the
qualitative character of consciousness, and some completely ignored the mental

concepts that define consciousness as will be discussed in detail below.

3.2.1. Varieties of Materialism

I will briefly discuss the development of the materialist approach that try to

domesticate phenomenal consciousness in the physical world in terms of four main
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views: Behaviourism, Psycho-Physical Identity Theory, Functionalism and

Eliminative Materialism.

3.2.1.1. Behaviorism

Behaviorism is the first materialistic view, which rises in the mid-twentieth century.
Gilbert Ryle, with his 1949 work The Concept of Mind, is seen as one of the pioneers
of philosophical behaviorism, also known as logical and analytical behaviorism.
Especially in the section titled “Descartes’ Myth”, Ryle argues against Descartes’
substance dualism by identifying cartesian mind-body relation as “the ghost in the
machine”. He draws an analogy between the phrase "mind in the machine” and the
thought that someone who has no idea what a machine is has when he encounters a
machine. When such a person observes that the machine can move by itself, he
begins to think that there is a ghost or spirit inside the machine that is controlling it.
Like this man, Descartes identified "the body including the brain and nervous system
as a mechanical system" and identified the mind "as a ghost harnessed to the bodily
machine” (Place, 1998, p. 370). Descartes' thoughts are compatible with the animism
belief that defines death as the parting of the soul from the body and claims that the
disembodied soul continues to exist (Place, 1998, p. 371), and for Ryle, these
thoughts of Descartes are so dogmatic and primitive. Ryle's critique of Descartes
shows that his primary goal is not to develop a theory of mind, but to reveal the
problematic aspects of Cartesianism and to refute it. That is, he tries to reveal that
there is “not Two-Worlds, but One-World; not a Ghost, but a Body; people are not
Occult but Obvious” (Hampshire, 1950, p. 238). It is hard to summarize Ryle's views
that he develops in the mentioned book and the rest of the thesis does not seem
necessary, but it is accepted that the attitude of the book generally involves a kind of
behaviorism. According to Ryle’s general view, the mind cannot be identified as an
immaterial substance that independently exists from the body as Descartes believes;

it corresponds only to the actual and possible behaviors of the organism.

As seen in Ryle’s attitude, behaviorism is an approach which is developed as a

reaction against the unreasonable consequences of the Cartesian definition of mind.
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It aims to eliminate the unreasonable consequences of the traditional dualist view by
reducing mental concepts to accessible and observable behaviors, rather than
explaining them in subjective inner states. In other words, according to behaviorist
approach, a mental state like “pain” is explained by some certain publicly observable

pain behaviors such as “wincing” (Chalmers, 2002, p. 3).

Although behaviorists generally agree that mental states can be explained in terms of
behavior, there are different views of what is meant by behavior. For behaviorists,
the most important criterion for an activity to be considered a behavior is that it is
publicly observable/accessible. Kim says, “in much behaviorist literature there is an
assumption that only psychological responses and bodily motions that are in a broad
sense ‘overt’ and ‘external’ are to count as behavior” (2011, p. 67). That is, although
activities or processes that take place in internal organs, such as activities in the
brain, are observable, they are not considered behavior by some philosophers.
However, for some, besides bodily motions, physiological activities in the body are
counted among the behaviors that construct the meaning of mental terms. This view
can be illustrated by Hempel's argument. In his 1949 work, Hempel proposes to
explain mental terms by behavioral terms, and he uses the statement "Paul has a
toothache" as an example. To understand the meaning of this sentence, he argues, we
must consider the conditions that confirm it. Thus, we can construct a set of
sentences about our behaviors that define the truth conditions of the statement "Paul
has a toothache.” The person with a toothache may weep and make gestures
indicating a toothache. When asked if he has a toothache, he sincerely affirms that he
does. Upon closer inspection, we also find signs of tooth decay, as well as certain
changes in blood pressure and central nervous system. It should be noted here that all
these behavioral conditions, including physical changes, constitute for Hempel the
meaning of what we call a toothache, and are not merely a sign of a mental
condition. That is, the mental terms can be translated without loss of meaning into
behavioral terms, including physical and verbal behaviors and physiological

processes. Paul's toothache is nothing more than a behavioral process.
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If behaviorism were an approach that merely advocated a closer relation between
mental states and behaviors than we think, there would be no strong objections to
this argument. However, philosophical behaviorism is not limited to this, but is an
extreme approach that claims that what we call mind is nothing but behavior and
behavioral dispositions. For this reason, there are also strong objections to
behaviorism. It seems very plausible to argue that given mental states can be
different from given behavioral processes or dispositions (Chalmers, 2002, p. 3). To
illustrate, in his work “Brains and Behavior”, Putnam imagines some special beings
he calls “Super Spartans” He claims that Super-Spartans can "suppress all
involuntarily pain behaviour” or behave differently from people who are in pain
(1968, p. 9). As seen in Putnam's example, although these beings have real pain, they
do not exhibit pain behavior. Conversely, a perfect actor without pain can behave as
if it were in pain (Gennaro, 2016, p. 43). These objections show that it is not a
plausible approach to explain the mind by reducing it to behavior. Furthermore, Kim
claims that some mental states such as pain can be associated with meaningful
behaviors such as groaning, screaming etc., but there are mental states that cannot be
readily associated with specific behaviors, which makes the behaviorists' idea very
problematic (2011, p. 63).

3.2.1.2. Psycho-physical Identity Theory

Psychophysical identity theory, whose best-known advocators are U. T. Place (1956)
and J. J. C. Smart (1959), asserts that mental states are the physical brain states. It is
mostly accepted view that there is a causal relation or correlation between the mental
states and the neuro-physical brain states; however, identity theory goes one step
further and claims that mentality is totally identical with the neurobiological process
in the brain; they are the same and the one. In other words, each of mental states such
as “the desire for a cookie” or “the belief that it is raining” is supposed to be one and
identical with the specific brain process in the brain (Feser, 2005, p. 53). It can be
more explicitly explained by commonly used example, “pain” and the “C-fiber
activation”. According to identity theory, “pain” and “C-fiber activation” are two

different concepts, but they are totally same things as in the example of “water is
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H20”. “Water” and “H20” are different concepts linguistically, but they are the same
things (Kim, 2011, pp. 99-100).

In his work, “Is Consciousness a Brain Process?”, Place asserts that

That is, | am not claiming that statements about sensations and mental images are
reducible to or analysable into statements about brain processes, in the way in which
‘cognition statements' are analysable into statements about behaviour. To say that
statements about consciousness are statements about brain processes is manifestly
false. [...] What | do want to assert, however, is that the statement ‘consciousness is a
process in the brain', although not necessarily true, is not necessarily false.
'‘Consciousness is a process in the brain', on my view is neither self-contradictory nor
self-evident; it is a reasonable scientific hypothesis, in the way that the statement'
lightning is a motion of electric charges' is a reasonable scientific hypothesis. (1956,
pp. 44-5)

As seen in the above passage, for Place not a conceptual or linguistic reduction, but
an ontological reduction of mental states to brain states is a strong possibility. While
behaviorism explains mentality through conceptual analysis and verification of our
behavioral concepts, identity theory is a claim based on empirical verification of the
ontological identity between mental activities and bodily activities. According to this
view, mentality cannot be explained by conceptual analysis, that is, unlike the
conceptual identity between “bachelor” and “unmarried man”, the identity between
the mental states and the bodily states is a scientific identity like the identity between
“water” and “H20”, or as Place exemplified in the above passage, between

“lightning” and “motion of electric charges”.

However, there are objections to the identity of the mental states and the brain states
as well. Identity theory implies that if there is not C-fiber activation, then there is not
pain as well, but there may be some organisms which do not have C-fiber, but have
pain experience. For example, some animals’ nervous systems are different from
human beings, and although they do not have C-fiber activation, they can have pain
experience (Kim, 2011, p. 112). This objection, which is called “multiple
realizability” argument by Putnam, will be explained in more detail in the next

section, but in brief we can say that Putnam claims that since some creatures like
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Martians may have the pain even if they do not have the corresponding brain state,
identifying a mental state with a type of physical state is not plausible. The argument
of multiple realizability of mental activities makes it necessary to distinguish
between two versions of identity theories: Type identity theory and token identity
theory. Type and token distinction tells the difference between general types and
particular instances. For instance, planet is a type, but Mars or Venus are instances of
this type. According to the type identity theory, each type of mental activity is
identical to a type of brain activity. The identity theory mentioned above is the
explanation of type identity theory in general. However, according to the token
identity theory, a particular mental activity is identical with a particular brain
activity. That is, for type identity theory, in all circumstances “pain” is a specific
physical type, “C-fiber activity”, however, for the token identity theory, while an
organism's pain state is identical to the E-fiber, another organism's may be identical
to a physical particle such as the G-fiber activity. For this reason, while the multiple
realizability argument is a strong objection for type identity theory, it seems easier to

deal with this objection for the token identity theory.

3.2.1.3. Functionalism

We define many things by their job or function. For example, the heart is defined as
the organ that pumps blood to other organs. We define the mousetrap as the tool that
catches the mouse, and the knife is identified with its cutting function. When we
define something by its function, we are generally concerned with what it does
instead of what it is made of. For instance, if the function of the heart is to pump
blood, the valves of the heart, the vascular system, the circulatory system are not
important for this functional definition. Or for the knife, whose function is to cut, it
does not matter what it is made of, as long as it performs the cutting function. There
is not a specific kind of material the knife must be made up of; various kinds of
material can be suitable for the formation of knife, such as plastic or steel, as long as
it fulfils the cutting function (Feser, 2005, p. 55). This means that functional systems
are multiply realized by different physical substrates (Chalmers, 1996, p. 247).

41



In the same way, according to functionalism, we should think of mentality in
functional terms. That is, we can explain what we call a mental state by what it does
— what its functional role is — rather than what it is made of. Functionalism is an
approach that is a descendant of behaviorism and identity theories, but developed in
response to them by important philosophers, such as Hilary Putnam, David
Armstrong, and David Lewis, in the 1960s (Chalmers, 2002, p. 5). Functionalist
theories, contrary to behaviorism, accept the mentality as internal states, and contrary
to identity theories, which explains mental states by reducing them to certain
physical brain states, functionalist view claims that mental state like pain is not
identified with a special physical process in the brain like C-fiber activation, rather it
is identified with its function, its causal role in the cognitive system. In his famous
article, “Psychological Predicates”, Putnam reveals that a function does not match
one-to-one with a single type of internal structure, and this is named as the “multiple
realizability” argument. The claim of functionalism that mental activities are multiple
realizable is one of the important objections to type identity theory. Identification of
a mental state with a particular system in the brain is problematic because, as
mentioned in the previous section, it may vary depending on the organism. Putnam

asserts that

the physical-chemical state in question must be a possible state of a mammalian
brain, a reptilian brain, a mollusc’s brain (octopuses are mollusca, and certainly feel
pain), etc. At the same time, it must not be a possible (physically possible) state of
the brain of any physically possible creature that cannot feel pain. Even if such a
state can be found, it must be nomologically certain that it will also be a state of the
brain of any extraterrestrial life that may be found that will be capable of feeling
pain before we can even entertain the supposition that it may be pain. (1967, p. 164)

Mental activities are functional types, and there is not just one type of internal
structure that an organism must have for this function to be performed. The same
function can be realized by organisms with different kinds of internal structures. As
seen in the above passage, for human being “pain” is identified with C-fiber
activation, but for some animals it may correspond to different physical process.
Therefore, for functionalist view physical states of the brain is not important to

explain the mentality; a state of pain, for instance, can be perfectly explained by its
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function. When we have tissue damage, we have pain sense, and pain which is
activated tissue damage activates our behavioural responses such as “escape” or
“avoidance”. That is, “job description” of pain is “tissue-damage detector” (Kim,
2011, p. 131). In the pain example, tissue damage corresponds to “typical pain
input”, and behavioural responses correspond to the “typical pain output”. For a
functionalist the concept of pain is identified with the function of pain, and the
function of pain is to causally intermediate between the pain input and the pain
output (Kim, 2011, p. 133).

The advent of computers and the rise of computer science have been the most
important factors in the effectiveness of functionalism. Putnam’s functionalist
approach, called machine functionalism, makes an analogy between computing
machines and mentality, and it explains the mind by appealing to the operation
system of Turing machines which is introduced by the British mathematician and
logician Alan M. Turing. The Turing machine is a hypothetical computing device
with “a tape divided into square”, a finite alphabet including certain symbols that
solves problems and performs calculations in accordance with an instruction
involving some general rules that tell what the machines does when a symbol is
encountered.® It has two separate tapes — the first for the problems it takes as input,
and the second for the final information, called the output, produced as a result of
calculating the problems — and two separate heads, printer and scanner. Machine
functionalism considers the mentality as the Turing machine. That is the Turing
machine calculates the symbols on the input tape (“sensory stimulus”) which it
receives with its scanner (sense organ), and it emits the final symbols on the output
tape (a certain behavior as a response) (Kim, 2011, p. 143). According to machine
functionalism, like Turing machine, human mentality is also identified with its

causally intermediate function between sensory input and behavioral output.

However, there is a “qualia” obstacle for functionalism. Functionalist view ignores

the qualitative characteristics of mental states while identifying them. Since

& Kim, in his 2011 work, explains the components and operating system of the Turing machine in
detail. For more information about this issue, you can see pp. 139-144.
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functionalism identifies the mentality with the functional states, two systems which
have the same functional state must have the same mental state. However, according
to the one of the major objections to functionalism with respect to the qualia, which
is called “Absent Qualia Argument” by Ned Block, although the system in which the
qualia is completely missing can have exactly the same functional state with a
organism with qualia. In his work, “Troubles with Functionalism”, Block illustrates
this claim with a robot named with a “homunculi-headed robot” whose outer
appearance is the same with the human body but internally different (1978, p. 275).
For instance, if we call a particular qualia “Q” and a particular functional state “Sq”,
even if, “the homunculi headed system” is functionally equal to a conscious
individual, i.e., both are in “Sq”, a conscious individual can be in “Q” while
“homunculi-headed system” cannot be in (1978, p. 278). The other objection which
is known as “inverted qualia” or “inverted spectrum” hypothesis claims that “two
systems could have the same relevant functional states as a conscious system while
having different qualitative states” (Chalmers, 2002, p. 6). This claim is illustrated by
Martine Nida-Riimelin with the “psedunormal people” who see green what we see
red and see red what we see green. Even though pseudonormal people and the
normal people use the same colour names and share the identical functional state,
they are exactly in different qualitative states (1996, p. 145-50). And if these
objections are true, functionalism is not satisfactory in explaining qualitative mental

states by reducing them to functional states.

3.2.1.4. Eliminative Materialism

It would not be wrong to say that eliminative materialism, which defends the falsity
of “our ordinary or common-sense understanding of the mind” (Gennaro, 2017, p.
45), is the most radical response to the hard problem of consciousness. Earlier
suggestions of eliminative materialism had been made by Paul Feyerabend (1963a;
1963b) and Richard Rorty (1965); however, more recent, prominent proponents of
this position are Paul M. Churcland (1981, 1985) and Patricia S. Churchland (1986).

P. M. Churchland asserts that the concepts of consciousness constituted by “folk

psychology” will ultimately be replaced with physicalistic concepts “constituted by a
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matured and successful neuroscience” (1985, p. 8). He describes “folk psychology”

(FP) as the following:

“Folk psychology” denotes the prescientific, commonsense conceptual framework
that all normally socialized humans deploy in order to comprehend, predict, explain,
and manipulate the behavior of humans and the higher animals. This framework
includes concepts such as belief, desire, pain, pleasure, love, hate, joy, fear,
suspicion, memory, recognition, anger, sympathy, intention, and so forth. It
embodies our baseline understanding of the cognitive, affective, and purposive
nature of people. Considered as a whole, it constitutes our conception of what a
person is. (1999, p. 3)

As explained in the above passage, FP is a theory constructs the commonsense
conceptual framework to explain the human (or animal) behaviour. It could be said
that the one-sentence summary of eliminative materialism is that folk psychology is

an inadequate and “a radically false theory” (1981, p. 67).

P. M. Churchland thinks that none of the previous major positions doubts the falsity
of FP. The identity theory optimistically argues that FP can be unproblematically
reduced to the completed neuroscience. The dualist view, on the other hand, argues
that FP cannot be reduced to neuroscience because it corresponds to the non-physical
domain of natural phenomena. Functionalism also agrees with its irreducibility, but
argues that FP can be explained by functional organizations. However, eliminative
materialism, unlike them, argues that FP and “[i]ts principles are radically false”,

“and that its ontology is an illusion”. (1981, p. 72).

The three main reasons P. M. Churchland explained for rejecting FP are: First, FP
seems inadequate to explain many kinds of psychological phenomena such as
“mental illness”, “sleep”, “creativity”, “intelligence difference”, and “memory”.
Secondly, in its 2500 years history, FP has remained virtually unchanged. The FP
used by the ancient Greeks is essentially the same as the one we use. Third and the
last, FP cannot be integrated into any of the scientific theories such as physics,
chemistry, biology, psychology, and neuroscience, which attempt to explain human
behaviour (1999, p. 8). For these reasons, according to eliminative materialism, the

irreparably wrong and unrealistic FP is eventually replaced with a better one.
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However, there are also some objections for the eliminativist position of materialism.
For instance, some argue that the claim of eliminative materialism is self-refuting.
That is, the eliminativist believe that mental concepts such as thought, desire, belief
or the other concepts of FP do not correspond to the reality. However, if the
eliminativist has a belief about the non-existence of “belief” as a mental state, then
his claim must be contradictory and eliminativism must be false. As another common
objection to eliminativist position is that it is very difficult and utopian to imagine a

future in which mental concepts are not used at all (Gennaro, 2017, p. 46).

3.3. “DIME” Dance

As detailed in the above discussion, the available approaches to solving the so-called
mind-body problem or the hard problem of consciousness encounter some
difficulties. While dualistic approaches could not successfully explain the interaction
between mind and body, physicalistic approaches could not fill the explanatory gap
that reveals the impossibility of explaining the subjectivity of mental states, which is

also emphasised by Nagel, in terms of physical states.

In his 1993 work, Problems in Philosophy: The Limits of Inquiry, Colin McGinn
explains the inadequacy of the available theories with respect to the problem of
consciousness by labelling them in the "DIME" shape. The "DIME" shape
corresponds to four types of positions that attempt to explain the origin of

consciousness:

“D” corresponds to the domesticating position. According to McGinn, domesticating
position tries “to convince us that consciousness is really nothing more than such and
such” (1993, p. 32). In other words, this position explains consciousness by
identifying it with the unproblematically physical facts. Materialistic approaches,
which is examined on the above sections, such as identity theories and functionalism
are the most explicit examples of this position. However, such theories ignore the

essence of consciousness for McGinn.
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“I” corresponds to the position of irreducibility which has respect for the “sui generis
character of consciousness states” domesticating position ignores (1993, p. 33).
According to “I-philosophers”, consciousness cannot be explained or defined by
reducing it to the physical facts because of its brute, irreducible nature. Although this
position defines consciousness as non-miraculous and natural thing, it defends the
duality between mental states and physical states. However, the members of I-

position cannot satisfactorily explain the tie of consciousness to the physical world.

“M” corresponds to “magical”, “miraculous”, “mystical” position (1993, p.16). M-
philosophers invoke to the supernatural entities like God to explain consciousness
since they believe that the world cannot be explained only by the physical laws and
the natural forces, there are also supernatural things independently exist from the
physical world. The approaches such as Descartes’ substance dualism or Leibnizian
pre-established harmony are the most explicit examples of M-position since they

invoke to the supernatural or divine entities.

“E” corresponds to eliminativism. According to McGinn, when D-position has been
shown to be unable to provide a successful explanation for consciousness, and
arguments of I-position have started to sound hollow, and M-position have been
delusory, the most plausible option left seems to be to deny the existence of the
entity which generates the problem (1993, p. 34). E-members rejects the existence of

conscious states, for them there is no room for consciousness in the scientific world.

McGinn claims that none of the positions, which is explained above, is convincing;
each of them has some deficiencies and problems which lead to the “DIME dance”.
He asserts that “D yields reluctantly to I, “I encourages a flirtation with M”, “M
propels one to E”, and “outraged common sense then demands a reexamination of D.
(1993, p. 17; Inwagen, 1996, p. 254). McGinn calls this endless circulation between
D and E “DIME dance”.

McGinn introduces the acronym, “DIME”, to propose his thesis, Transcendental

Naturalism, as an alternative to the available unsatisfactory theories. His thesis
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claims that consciousness is actually a natural phenomenon, but our cognitive
capacities are inadequate to explain it. According to McGinn, because of this
inadequacy, we are doomed to be trapped inside the DIME dance, even if we do our
best.

McGinn thinks that “[l]Jongstanding historical failure is suggestive but scarcely
conclusive” (1989, p. 354). However, | think that the inadequacy of the available
traditional approaches to the problem of consciousness does not imply that there will
be no explanation of this problem for human being. With his extreme thesis, McGinn
seems unaware of the recent studies on consciousness in the science and philosophy.
There are some approaches on the table that strongly suggest a possible solution
within the framework of naturalism, and none of these is completely successful as of
now, but they show us the possibility of solving this problem by taking the nature of
consciousness seriously. We will examine these approaches in detail later, but now
we will discuss the problematic aspects of McGinn's pessimistic thesis in detail in the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

NON-CONSTRUCTIVE NATURALISM OF MCGINN

In his work, The Science of the Mind, Owen Flanagan makes a distinction between
two types of mysterianism: the old mysterianism and the new mysterianism. The old
mysterians, e.g., Descartes and Leibniz, claim that consciousness cannot be
understood by empirical methods because it has supernatural properties and is
controlled by supernatural principles (1991, p: 313). There are also some thinkers
who believe that although consciousness is a natural phenomenon operating
according to natural principles, human beings will never explain it. Flanagan calls
this second type “the new mysterianism” and in his earlier works refers to Thomas
Nagel and Colin McGinn as the leaders of the new mysterians (1985, p: 375; 1991,
p: 313). However, it is not a reasonable approach to evaluate Nagel and McGinn
under the same category because while McGinn is a strong mysterian in terms of
achieving the explanation of consciousness, Nagel has only an agnostic attitude
towards physical explanations of consciousness due to its subjective nature that
resists physical reduction. For this reason, | propose to distinguish between two types
of mysterianism: the weak version and the strong version. The main purpose of this
chapter is to argue against the strong version of mysterianism. In accordance with
this purpose, | will first briefly mention Nagel’s attitude towards the consciousness
explanation as a weak version of mysterianism. | will then explain and discuss the
strong version on the basis of McGinn’s theory, Transcendental Naturalism. Finally,
I will show that McGinn’s theory of consciousness is ill-structured and illusionary,

which is why I will call his mysterianism ‘pseudo-mysterianism’.

4.1. The Weak Version of Mysterianism

Flanagan describes the new mysterianism as a movement of “a postmodern group”

that tries “to drive a railroad spike through the heart of scientism” by defending that
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“consciousness will never be understood” (1991, p. 313). In his earlier works he
equates the position of Nagel with the position of McGinn in terms of mysterianism,
but I think they tell quite different stories.® While McGinn claims that consciousness
can never be understood, Nagel’s position is not as strong as McGinn’s; he argues
only for the current, but non-permanent ignorance in explaining consciousness. | call
this kind of mysterianism, to which I count Nagel as an advocate, ‘weak
mysterianism’. Since the weak version of mysterianism is not the result of an
inadequacy in cognitive capacity, it can easily be overcome with the right discoveries

and developments in the related fields.

Flanagan calls Nagel “the founder” of the new mysterians and claims that:

Thomas Nagel was the founder of this group. In his famous paper "What Is It like to
Be a Bat?" Nagel argued that there can be no remotely plausible naturalistic account
of consciousness, that something essential will always be left out of even our very
best theory. Nagel writes, "Consciousness is what makes the mind-body problem
really intractable [...] Without consciousness the mind-body problem would be much
less interesting. With consciousness it seems hopeless." (1991, p. 313)

It is true that Nagel emphasises the perplexing nature of consciousness in his article
“What is it like to be a bat?”, and claims that the current theories, which exclude the
essential feature of consciousness, are far from being able to explain it. However,
this does not show that Nagel has a pessimistic stance on the future explainability of

consciousness.

The main purpose for Nagel is not to close the door on the investigation of
consciousness, but to make visible the real reason that makes the explanation of

consciousness intractable. In the above mentioned article, by using the example of

® The aim of this part is not to argue against the general view of Flanagan regarding the position of
Nagel because in his later works Flanagan also changed his view of Nagel’s position, and he
identified Nagel as a principled agnostic instead of a new mysterian. | will specifically follow
Flanagan’s earlier problematic attitude towards Nagel to emphasise the difference between the weak
and the strong version of mysterianism. I do not give a place to Flanagan’s latter term, the principled
agnostic because my primary concern is the strong mysterian McGinn; but for the details of his claim
you can see his books, Consciousness Reconsidered (1993, pp. 1-10, 89-90) and The Really Hard
Problem: Meaning in a Material World (2007, p. 228).
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the bat'®, Nagel tries to reveal that the fugitive character, the subjectivity, of
conscious states is the reason the problem of consciousness cannot be explained with

the analogies of the physical reductionists. He asserts that

It is impossible to exclude the phenomenological features of experience from a
reduction in the same way that one excludes the phenomenal features of an ordinary
substance from a physical or chemical reduction of it [...] If physicalism is to be
defended, the phenomenological features must themselves be given a physical
account. But when we examine their subjective character it seems that such a result
is impossible. The reason is that every subjective phenomenon is essentially
connected with a single point of view, and it seems inevitable that an objective,
physical theory will abandon that point of view. (1974, p. 437)

As can be deduced from the quotation above the problem emerges from the clash
between objective and subjective points of view.!! In this respect, it would not be a
mistake to assume that Nagel transforms the consciousness-brain problem into the
subjectivity-objectivity problem. The problem exists because in our present
circumstances, we try to explain consciousness by reducing it to our current partial
objective concepts that exclude the subjectivity of consciousness, but
“[c]onsciousness should be recognized as conceptually irreducible aspect of reality”
(Nagel, 1998, p. 337). Nagel suggests that in order to bridge the gap between
subjectivity and objectivity, we need to develop new concepts and methods that
describe rather than exclude the subjective character of experiences, and he calls this

proposal “objective phenomenology” (1974, p. 449).

Flanagan justifies Nagel’s mysterianism with Nagel’s claim that we do not have

objective concepts to express the subjectivity of consciousness:

In his book The View from Nowhere, a work that Nagel describes as "deliberately
reactionary,” Nagel develops his argument. He insists that "we have at present no
conception of how a single event or thing could have both physical and
phenomenological aspects, or how if it did they might be related. " (1991, p. 313,
italics mine)

10 The details of the example of the “bat” were explained under the title “What does the term
consciousness mean?” in the second chapter of this dissertation.

11 For the details of Nagel’s claim, see “Subjective and Objective” in Mortal Questions (1979) and
“The Limits of Objectivity” in Tanner Lectures of Human Values (1980).
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To assume someone to be a mysterian in the sense that Flanagan identifies it, there
must be evidence to show that he has pushed what he thought to be mysterious
outside of our cognitive faculties. However, according to Nagel, we do not at present
have suitable objective concepts to explain the subjectivity of consciousness, and this
does not mean that the explanation of consciousness will be forever inaccessible to
us. On the contrary, he believes that “the mental-physical relations will eventually be
expressed in a theory whose fundamental terms cannot be placed clearly in either
category” (1974, p. 450, footnote 15). He is not a pessimist regarding the solution of

the problem of consciousness; we can easily see that from his following remarks:

Yet | believe it is not irrational to hope that some day, long after we are all dead,
people will be able to observe the operation of the brain and say, with true
understanding, “That’s what the experience of tasting chocolate looks like from the
outside.” (Nagel, 1998, p. 337)

As seen from this expression, Nagel is optimistic about the explanation of the states
of consciousness; he insists that new concepts are required, but he never gives an
argument to justify the inaccessibility of these concepts for human beings. Therefore,
it is unreasonable to define Nagel as a mysterian in the McGinn’s sense. McGinn

himself is also aware of Nagel’s optimistic position:

[A] careful reading of Nagel reveals an optimistic strain in his thought ... : see, in
particular, the closing remarks of 'What is it Like to be a Bat?', in Mortal Questions.
Nagel speculates that we might be able to devise an 'objective phenomenology' that
made conscious states more amenable to physical analysis. Unlike me, he does not
regard the problem as inherently beyond us. (McGinn, 1989, p. 354, footnote 9)

In the light of the information above, we can clearly see that Nagel does not push the
consciousness problem to the dark side; on the contrary, he leaves the door open to
the possibility of explaining consciousness with a conceptual revolution in the future.
He is a weak mysterian who insists on the current but non-permanent difficulties in
explaining consciousness. The really problematic position, which will be discussed
in the rest of this chapter, is the position of McGinn who closes the door to all

possibilities for the explanation of consciousness.
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4.2. The Strong Version of Mysterianism

Colin McGinn is a pioneer of an approach which claims that consciousness will
never be explained by human beings, and I will call this approach ‘strong
mysterianism’. Unlike the weak version of mysterianism, strong mysterianism is
permanent, which is a result of an inadequacy in the cognitive capacity of
humankind. In his 1989 article, McGinn describes his extreme approach to the
problem of consciousness by saying that “the approach I favour is naturalistic but not
constructive”. His thesis, which he describes as non-constructive naturalism, is based

on three main arguments (1989, p. 352):12

i. There exists some property of the brain that accounts naturalistically for
consciousness (which I will call ‘The Argument for Naturalism”)

ii. We are cognitively closed with respect to that property (which I will call ‘The
Argument for Closure”)

iii. There is no philosophical mind-body problem (which I will call ‘The

Argument for Dissolution’)

I will explain his hypothesis by respectively analysing each step.

4.2.1. The Argument for Naturalism

Although the world we live in is completely spatial, consciousness has a non-spatial

nature. It can be clearly seen that the brain is the causal basis of our mental lives; it is

“the seat of consciousness”, or rather it is like “a womb” for consciousness (1999,

2 McGinn applies the approach that he defined for the problem of consciousness in his 1989 article to
other philosophical problems, e.g., free will, the self, meaning and so on, in his 1993 book, and calls
this thesis “Transcendental Naturalism” (TN) in which he argues that the solutions to such problems,
including the problem of consciousness, are beyond our cognitive capacity. McGinn takes Chomsky’s
distinction between “problems” and “mysteries” as a starting point for TN. According to Chomsky,
while problems are answerable questions within our cognitive faculties, mysteries are questions
whose solutions are beyond our cognitive capacities (1976, p. 281; 1998, p. 137; 2013, p. 663). And
according to McGinn, philosophical questions are mysteries whose (scientific) explanations are
inaccessible by our cognitive faculties. For the details of this argument, see his 1993 and 1994 works,
for the rest of the dissertation | will continue with his argument for the problem of consciousness
which he especially discussed in his 1989 article.
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pp. 4-5). However, there is a fundamental difference between consciousness and its
causal basis. While we attribute some spatial properties, such as shape, volume,
solidity, extension, and dimension, to the brain, these properties are not compatible
with consciousness (1995, p. 149), and the non-spatial character of consciousness

creates “a problem of emergence” and “a problem of interaction” (1999, p. 116).

We know, by means of introspection, that there is a strong correlation between the
brain and consciousness; the changes in brain activities cause an alteration of
conscious states that we are introspectively aware of (1997, p. 45). Even if we know
that there is a causal nexus between the brain and consciousness, we do not
understand how a piece of meat causes non-spatial consciousness. We feel as if “the
water of the physical brain is turned to the wine of consciousness” (1989, p. 349). It
is obvious that conscious states do not emerge from brain states in a miraculous way,
like a djinn rising from a lamp (1989, p. 352). If we do not have a supernatural
position, believing “the magic touch of God’s finger” or an eliminativist position that
excludes consciousness, we must accept that there must be “some natural property of
the brain” through which consciousness is linked to the brain and also a theory which
explains this psychophysical nexus (1989, p. 353). McGinn constructs this claim

with the following words:

[T]here exists some property P, instantiated by the brain, in virtue of which the brain
is the basis of consciousness. Equivalently, there exists some theory T, referring to
P, which fully explains the dependence of conscious states on brain states. (1989, p.
353)

According to McGinn, consciousness itself is a biological phenomenon which
naturally arises from the brain, so the relation between the brain and consciousness is
as natural as the relation between the liver and bile (p. 362). There is a natural
property, P, in the brain which is responsible for the link between the mental and the

physical.

However, McGinn insists that even though P is one of the properties of the brain,

“the brain has this property, as it has the property of consciousness” (1989, p. 359),
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therefore it must have different features from the physical properties of the brain. It
must be non-spatial because so far nothing spatial in the brain convince us that we

have found the consciousness-brain link we seek (1989, p. 357). He underlines that

spatially defined properties [...] that seem inherently incapable of resolving the
mind-body problem: we cannot link consciousness to the brain in virtue of spatial
properties of the brain. [...] Consciousness does not seem made up out of smaller
spatial processes. (p. 357)

Consciousness is non-spatial property of the brain, and non-spatial property itself
cannot be composed of the spatial properties of the brain. For this reason, there must
be any other property which is in conformity with the nature of consciousness, and

McGinn’s P is this property in his view.

4.2.2. The Argument for Closure

McGinn claims that even if there is a naturalistic theory of the nexus between the
brain and consciousness, his approach to the solution of the consciousness problem is
non-constructive (p. 350). That is, he believes that we can never explain the natural
property of the brain which makes possible the link between the brain and
consciousness. He justifies this claim with his idea of “cognitive closure”. According

to the cognitive closure idea,

A type of mind M is cognitively closed with respect to a property P (or theory T) if
and only if the concept-forming procedures at M's disposal cannot extend to a grasp
of P (or an understanding of T). (1989, p. 350)

That is, if an organism’s concept forming capacity is not sufficient for understanding
a property or a theory, the organism is cognitively closed to the property or the
theory. Each species has its own cognitive limitations, so a theory or a property may
be achievable for some species but cognitively closed to others. For instance, “what
is closed to the mind of a rat may be open to the mind of a monkey, and what is open
to us may be closed to the monkey” (1989, p. 350). If we consider the property of an

electron, while human minds have sufficient cognitive capacity to understand the
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property of an electron, monkey minds can never understand what it is; they are

cognitively closed to this property.

McGinn claims that different species can achieve different things in the world, and
there is no species which is capable of understanding all properties of the world.
However, being closed to some minds does not make a property less real than the
realisable properties of the world; so human minds being cognitively closed to P,
does not mean that P is not real (p. 351). McGinn supports the possibility of the
cognitive closure thesis by following realism, which is an approach assuming an
object’s existence independently of a mind conceiving it. This is a reasonable
starting point. If we do not adopt a dogmatic assumption like idealism, which claims
that everything in the world can be understood by humankind, it is reasonable to
assume that there are qualities in the world that are independent of our minds. And it
is possible that the human mind cannot grasp all the qualities of the world. From this
point of view, it is also possible that there are some problems which are unsolvable
by human minds due to the qualities that human minds cannot comprehend.

However, something is possible does not mean that it will be actual.

The strong mysterian position not only claims that the problem may be unsolvable,
but also claims that it is unsolvable. McGinn, as a strong mysterian regarding
consciousness, claims that the property of the brain making possible the link between
the brain and consciousness will never be understood by human beings because of
the limitations in their concept forming faculties. The solution to the consciousness-
brain problem will forever remain a mystery for humanity. He turns the possibility of
the cognitive closure idea into an actuality and justifies the actuality of cognitive
closure by showing the failure of our two distinct cognitive faculties in terms of

understanding consciousness.

According to McGinn, there are only “two possible avenues” to understand P that
will lead us to the solution: introspection and perception (1989, p. 354). That is, we
understand the entire world through either “introspection-based” or “perception-

based” faculties (2003, p. 158); we do not have any faculty to understand P which
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would make the consciousness-brain link possible. We can try to understand P either
by introspectively having direct knowledge of our mental states, or by conducting

observations on the brain, but none of them would allow us to understand P.

Let us begin with introspection. Through introspection we become aware of the
properties of consciousness; we can immediately access our mental states, and thus
we can form concepts from our inner lives. However, this is not sufficient cognitive
faculty to achieve P, because P has a mediating function between the brain and
consciousness, but “introspection does not present conscious states as depending
upon the brain in some intelligible way”; it gives us only one side of the
consciousness-brain nexus (1989, p. 354). A further point is that we cannot obtain
the concept P by analysing on the concepts of consciousness because we can only
form the concept for the state of consciousness we can access by our own
introspection. For instance, we cannot form the concept for the echolocational state
of the bat; it is the bat’s own subjective experience. Similarly, a blind person cannot
comprehend the concept for an experience of ‘red’ she has never seen (1989, p. 355).
In the same way, the conceptualisation of P as a solution of consciousness problem is
beyond the realm of introspection; the concept of P cannot be structured. In the light
of this explanation, McGinn claims that “the faculty of introspection, as a concept-

forming capacity, is cognitively closed with respect to P’ (1989, p. 355).

Another avenue through which we can try to reach P is the faculty of perception.
However, according to McGinn, we cannot get a better result than by introspection
because the function of the perception is to form our comprehension of the brain. For
the investigation of the brain we must use our senses, but senses only present to us

objects of space with their spatial properties. McGinn claims that

You can stare into a living conscious brain, your own or someone else's, and see
there a wide variety of unstantiated properties-its shape, colour, texture, etc.-but you
will not thereby see what the subject is experiencing, the conscious state itself.
Conscious states are simply not potential objects of perception: they depend upon
the brain but they cannot be observed by directing the senses onto the brain. In other
words, consciousness is noumenal with respect to perception of the brain. (1989, p.
357)
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Senses are effective to respond to spatial properties, but because nothing spatial can
solve the consciousness problem, P must be a non-spatial property as consciousness
itself. For this reason, according to McGinn, we cannot understand how P provides
the consciousness-brain nexus and explain consciousness by the investigation of

spatial properties.

Being perceptually closed to something does not entail being cognitively closed to it,
since the method of concept formation may work towards introducing theoretical
concepts for P (1989, p. 358). However, McGinn claims that this method is also
useless to give us P. We cannot obtain a theoretical concept of P by making an
inference from the observational data, because we use the “principle of
homogeneity” while we generate theoretical concepts based on our observations. The
principle of homogeneity declares that the theoretical concept we formulate by
means of the inference from physical data must be homogenous with the entity of our
observation. He asserts that “if our data, arrived at by perception of the brain, do not
include anything that brings conscious states, then the theoretical properties we need
to explain these data will not include conscious states either” (1989, p. 358).
According to McGinn, this method works for concept formation of unobservable
material entities. Although they are not the objects of observation, we introduce
theoretical concepts about them by analogical extension of the physical data we do
observe. However, P cannot be given by an analogical extension of the observable
entities of the brain; neither consciousness itself nor P are entities of the same kind
as the spatial properties of the brain, so their theoretical formation by perceptual
brain data is prohibited by the homogeneity principle (1989, p. 358-9). For this
reason, P is not only perceptually but also cognitively closed to us.

Consequently, according to McGinn, these two distinct concept-forming faculties,
introspection and perception, present us with a partial picture of the relation between
the brain and consciousness; they thus fail to reveal the underlying property that
unifies the brain and consciousness. For McGinn, “it is a bit like having to view an
elephant either from the tail end or the trunk end and never being allowed to take in

the whole elephant” (1999, p. 48). Our partial knowledge about the brain-
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consciousness nexus is the result of the inherent limitations in our concept-forming
faculties and unfortunately there is no way to change or extend them. Therefore, the

brain-consciousness problem is condemned to remain a mystery for us.

4.2.3. The Argument for Dissolution

McGinn has a pessimistic position with respect to achieving a constructive solution
to the consciousness-brain problem. However, he believes that we do not need to
understand the nexus between the brain and consciousness to remove the
philosophical perplexity. He claims that just knowing that there is a natural solution
to the problem of consciousness in the science to which we will never have access to
because of our inherent limitations, also removes the philosophical consciousness

problem:

The philosophical problem about consciousness and the brain arises from a sense
that we are compelled to accept that nature contains miracles-as if the merely
metallic lamp of the brain could really spirit into existence the Djin of
consciousness. But we do not need to accept this: we can rest secure in the
knowledge that some (unknowable) property of the brain makes everything fall into
place. What creates the philosophical puzzlement is the assumption that the problem
must somehow be scientific but that any science we can come up with will represent
things as utterly miraculous. And the solution is to recognize that the sense of
miracle comes from us and not from the world. There is, in reality, nothing
mysterious about how the brain generates consciousness. There is no metaphysical
problem. (1989, pp. 362-3)

Consciousness is not more complex than processes like “digestion” or ‘“‘sexual
reproduction”, and the brain’s release of consciousness is as natural as the liver’s
secretion of bile. The philosophical perplexity about the relation between the brain
and consciousness is based on our sense that this nexus arose in a miraculous way.
However, this sense, according to McGinn, is the result of the inadequacy of our
cognitive capacity, and not the result of a miraculous world. That is, the mystery is
not ontological but epistemological in the sense that the science which explains
consciousness is beyond our cognitive limitations, and being aware of these

limitations is enough to remove the philosophical consciousness-brain problem.
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4.3. Pseudo-Mysterianism

McGinn attempts to prove the non-constructive but naturalistic solution of the
consciousness-brain problem by his hypothesis. Even if | find McGinn's insistence
that there is a naturalist solution to the consciousness problem rational, | think his
thesis that this solution is noumenal for us is unacceptable. He implies that it is time
to wave the white flag for philosophers who ponder consciousness in hopes of
contributing to its solution. The nexus between the brain and consciousness is
something mysterious that will forever remain on the dark side of the world for us
because of our limited cognitive capacity. This is not a digestible claim. McGinn
constructs his mysterianism with his cognitive closure thesis. However, | will reveal
that the main argument he uses to justify his cognitive closure thesis is inconclusive
and his mysterianism is illusionary. For this purpose, | will first argue for the
problematic aspect of P he identified as providing the nexus between the brain and
consciousness. | will then argue against his cognitive closure thesis which is at the

core of his mysterianism.

4.3.1. Objections to the Argument for Naturalism

As explained above McGinn identifies a property of the brain, P, making
consciousness a natural product of the brain. P “does for consciousness and the brain
what gravity does for the planets and their orbits, or what kinetic energy does for
molecules and the behaviour of the gases they compose” (1991, pp. 58-9); that is, it
removes the (ontological) mystery of the emergence of consciousness from the brain
and provides a naturalistic solution. According to him, P is the property not only of
the brain but also of consciousness because it must have sufficiently similar features

with both to connect these two distinct characters to one another.

McGinn insists that even though P is a property of the brain, it must also be non-
spatial like consciousness because spatial properties of the brain are not effective to
mediate between the brain and consciousness. However, some commentators argue

that the non-spatial character of P has similar characteristics with the supernatural
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position of Cartesian dualism, and thus contradicts the naturalist solution of the

consciousness-brain problem. For instance, Brueckner and Beroukhim claim that

[W]hat becomes of McGinn's claim to have given a naturalistic solution to the mind-
body problem, a solution that is preferable to Cartesianism? [...] To say that P is
inaccessible to our best possible physicists' minds is one thing, but to say that P
(along with consciousness) is non-spatial is another. If P is non-spatial in character,
then it is hard to see what its being a natural property comes to, if not just being a
real property of things. According to the Cartesian, properties of non-physical
mental states and substances are natural in that sense. (2003, pp. 403-4)

As seen in the above quotation, Brueckner and Beroukhim defend their thoughts on
the non-naturalist position of McGinn’s thesis by comparing McGinn’s non-spatial
property with the supernatural substance of Cartesian dualism. Cartesian dualism
constructs the mind-body problem by claiming that mental states are the states of the
non-spatial substance which is distinct from the body. From this point of view,
according to Brueckner and Beroukhim, if McGinn’s position is naturalistic, then we
must assume that Cartesian dualists are naturalist in this sense, otherwise we have to

accept that McGinn’s thesis is also non-naturalistic like Cartesian dualism.*3

However, I think that interpreting McGinn’s position in this way is a result of
missing some crucial points in his thesis. McGinn’s P and the Cartesian substance
are quite different from each other. Let us first explore the reason why we assume
that the Cartesian position is supernatural. There are two main claims of Cartesian
dualism: (1) the mind and the brain are two separate substances, and (2) the mind is a
non-spatial substance and therefore different from the brain. These two claims are
logically independent from each other. The existence of (1) does not necessitate (2).
Descartes, the most famous defender of Cartesian dualism, could have identified two
different spatial substances, but he assumed that the brain is an extended substance,
and the mind is a non-extended thinking substance. The reason we assume Cartesian
dualism is supernatural is not the existence of different substances but the non-spatial

character of one of them. McGinn’s position also seems non-natural because of the

13 In his article, “Against McGinn’s Mysterianism”, Demircioglu also argues against McGinn’s
naturalistic position, and | also replied to Demircioglu in a similar way. For the detail see Isikgil
(2017).
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non-spatial P, but he protects his thesis from such an objection with some additional
explanations. On the one hand, McGinn insists on the non-spatial character of P for
the reason that the spatial property of the brain does not have the mediating feature
that links the brain and consciousness. On the other hand, he tries to reveal that his
concept of non-spatiality corresponds to the seeming non-spatiality which is the
result of our cognitive limitations. That is, according to him, because of our cognitive
limitations we cannot understand the objective space itself because the objective

space also naturally involves non-spatiality. He asserts that

It is not that consciousness is non-spatial, after all; rather, space is quite other than
we think, and consciousness fits comfortably into the nature of space as it really is.
So, when | repeated that the mind has no spatial properties, | must be taken to have
meant that it does not have the spatial properties we attribute to space, which is
consistent with saying that it has the properties that space objectively has. (1999, p.
123)

McGinn defends his idea regarding the objective space with the possibility of a pre-
Big Bang universe. Following the claims of cosmologists, he explains that before the
Big Bang there was no spatial universe; the universe had the dimension of non-
spatiality, and space came along with matter after the Big Bang. This means that the
origin of spatiality was not spatial itself but non-spatial or pre-spatial; a
transformation from the non-spatiality to spatiality during the Bing Bang. However,
McGinn claims that during the transformation of the current universe during the Big
Bang, the earlier state of the universe did not entirely disappear from the universe;
the dimension of pre-Big Bang, non-spatiality, is conserved in some form like
consciousness in the animal or human brain (1999, pp. 120-1). Even though
objective space also naturally includes the dimension of non-spatiality, due to our
cognitive limitations we conceive space as if it excludes the feature of consciousness.
The non-spatial character of consciousness is the result of our ignorance of what real
space is. That is, the clash between the non-spatial consciousness and the spatial
brain is not an ontological fact but only an epistemological one (2004, p. 108). The
seemingly non-spatial consciousness is included in space due to space’s “hidden

dimensions” which originated from the earlier state of the universe.
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Whether McGinn's explanations are reasonable or not is a matter for another debate,
but in the light of these explanations, it does not seem plausible to define his position
as supernatural in the Cartesian sense. McGinn implies that the space we perceive
does not correspond to real space, and this idea makes McGinn’s position totally
different from the Cartesian view in terms of the naturalistic explanation of
consciousness. McGinn himself also defines the Cartesian attitude as supernatural

with the following words:

The other form [of purported solutions to the problem], which has been historically
dominant, frankly admits that nothing merely natural could do the job, and suggests
instead that we invoke supernatural entities or divine interventions. Thus we have
Cartesian dualism and Leibnizian pre-established harmony. These 'solutions' at least
recognize that something pretty remarkable is needed if the mind-body relation is to
be made sense of; they are as extreme as the problem. (1989, p. 350)

As seen in the quotation, because the Cartesian view admits that “nothing merely
natural could do the job” McGinn identifies the Cartesian position as non-
naturalistic. In this sentence ‘“nothing natural” does not correspond merely to
“nothing spatial” because McGinn also believed that nothing currently conceived as
spatial could explain consciousness. However, the Cartesian approach asserts that
“no brain property” could explain consciousness, and this is the reason why the
position of Cartesian dualism cannot be assumed natural in the same sense as
McGinn’s position. According to the Cartesian view, the mind comes into being not
through the properties of the brain, but “through some quite different agency,
possibly God’s” (1999, p. 118), and such assumptions push dualism out of the reach
of naturalism. McGinn’s position is also dualistic with respect to properties of the
brain, but this is quite different from the classical version of dualism. Assuming that
consciousness is a part of natural space means that space is not simply composed of
the physical things in the sense that we understand, and this is a naturalised version
of dualism. Consequently, while the Cartesian approach insists on the exclusion of
consciousness from space, McGinn insists on the hidden inclusion of consciousness
in space, and this crucial distinction keeps McGinn’s position from being non-natural

like the Cartesian approach.
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| think that the non-spatiality of McGinn’s P does not create a contradiction with
respect to McGinn’s naturalistic position, but this does not mean that his naturalistic
thesis is satisfactory for the actual solution of the brain-consciousness problem. I also
believe that there are some problems in the characterisation of P. To be able to
mediate between two different character there must be a property which is
sufficiently homogeneous with each, and McGinn insists that spatial properties of the
brain cannot be adequate to provide the link between the brain and consciousness
because they are not homogeneous with non-spatial consciousness. However, | think
that McGinn’s P is also unsatisfactory with respect to providing a mediating role.
Even though McGinn says that “P must be a property both of the brain and of
consciousness, since its role is to link the one to the other” (1991, p. 60), he
characterises P the same as consciousness. He identifies P as non-spatial property of
the brain as consciousness is, and because of its non-spatial character P is
unperceivable as consciousness itself is. In this case, the question of how a property
which has the same features with consciousness can relate to the brain is as
perplexing as the question of how consciousness arises from the brain. Regarding

this issue, Whiteley also claims that

I am not convinced that McGinn’s property P could solve [the problem]. If
variations in P can occur independently of the spatial properties of the brain, it
cannot play its intended part as a mediator between brain and consciousness in a
theory accounting for the physical determination of conscious states. If, on the other
hand, its variations are wholly determined by these spatial properties, shall we not
have the same sort of misfit between cause and effect which disturbed us in the
causal relation between brain and consciousness? (1990, p. 394)

As seen in the above quotation, Whiteley shares the view that a property which
provides the link between two heterogenous things must be homogeneous with each
thing, but he also expresses the failure of McGinn’s P in terms of a mediating role. A
necessary condition for a mediating P is at least one common feature which is shared
between both consciousness and P, and P and the brain, but P seems to have nothing
in common with properties of the brain. So then, why do we need a property that has
the same features as consciousness? What can such a property do for us other than

increase the number of problems we face?
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I think that McGinn’s P not only fails in its mediating role, but it also raises two
other problems besides the consciousness-brain problem: the problem of P-brain and
the problem of P-consciousness. Until now, we were looking for what kind of
connection there is between consciousness and the brain, but now we do not know
what kind of connection there is between P-brain and between P-consciousness.

About this issue Hanson also argues that:

McGinn has in effect merely replaced one unintelligible connection with two: first,
the unintelligible connection between the spatial properties of the brain and P, and
second, the unintelligible connection between the mysterious P and consciousness.
(2010, p. 583)

| totally agree with Hanson about P’s unintelligible connections, and he also makes
an important point by saying that this situation may lead to a regress (2010, p. 583).
If we continue with McGinn’s idea, to explain these new connections, new properties
must be proposed. As a natural explanation for the brain-consciousness relation,
McGinn proposes an epistemically mysterious P, and maybe he could propose P! for
the P-brain relation, and P? for the P-consciousness relation.

Consequently, it can be said that the non-spatiality of McGinn’s P is not in
contradiction with his naturalistic position regarding the solution of the brain-
consciousness problem, but its one-sided harmony undermines its mediating role and

renders it unnecessary.*

4.3.2. Objections to the Argument for Closure

McGinn claims to defend a naturalistic approach to the problem of consciousness,
but according to him, this natural and simple solution of consciousness is nhoumenal
for human beings with respect to the cognitive faculties, and this is the reason why

McGinn calls his thesis transcendental naturalism. McGinn establishes his cognitive

14 There are limited direct objections to the nature of McGinn’s P in the literature. Apart from the
objections | have discussed in this section you can see Garvey (1997). Garvey insists that McGinn's P
is one of the ordinary properties of the brain, but while establishing his thesis McGinn clearly explains
why the property providing the brain-consciousness link cannot be ordinary property of the brain. As
an objection to Garvey’s argument, see Worley (2000).
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closure thesis, which is the core of his mysterianism, with a double-stage method. As
detailed above, he firstly tries to show the possibility of cognitive closure, and then
he claims the actuality of human cognitive closure by appealing to two distinct
concept forming faculties: introspection and perception. However, his cognitive
closure thesis extending from possibility to actuality has some problems. In this
section, | will first try to reveal that the arguments he mounts to justify the cognitive
closure thesis are inconclusive, and second, | will show that his mysterianism
regarding the consciousness problem is pseudo-mysterianism by replacing the

cognitive closure with the psychological closure.

McGinn tries to justify the possibility of human cognitive closure with respect to the
brain-consciousness link by making an analogy between animals and human beings.
He claims that “minds are biological products like bodies, and like bodies they come
in different shapes and sizes, more or less capacious, more or less suited to certain
cognitive tasks” (1989, p. 350). Each biological species has its own cognitive
limitations, and a problem that is cognitively closed in one species may be open to
another. For instance, a monkey mind cannot gain access to the knowledge of what
an electron is. Similarly, a rat mind cannot understand solutions to trigonometry
problems, while a human mind is open to them. However, McGinn claims that there
is no guarantee that the human mind is powerful enough to understand the solution of

every problem in the world:

[W]e are natural beings, descended from apes, living in a natural world, and our
capacities are as finite as can be. We can, it is true, do more with our mind than apes
can, but that does not mean that we somehow magically escape the constraints of
biology. We are animals all the way down, or up, not angels. (1999, p. 42)

This means that in the same way that monkeys cannot understand the concept of
electrons or rats cannot understand the solutions of trigonometry, human beings also
cannot understand some properties of the world like the property which makes

possible the solution of the brain-consciousness problem.

66



I also do not rule out the possibility that the human mind, as a biological system, is
cognitively closed to some things in the universe. | think that there may be very
interesting and important properties of the universe that we are not aware of, do not
know what they are about, and have any conceptual knowledge to ask questions
about them. However, a consciousness that we can think and formulate questions
about, and do research on some aspects of, does not seem to be among these
properties. It is not reasonable to argue for the possibility of human cognitive closure
with respect to the solution of the problem of consciousness by making an analogy
between animals and humans because there is a radical difference between animals’
closedness to some domains of the world and humans’ closedness to the solution of
consciousness. While human beings can formulate and understand the problems of
consciousness, animals are unable to formulate and understand the problems about
the domains they are cognitively closed to. That is, in contrast to animals, human
beings are aware of what they are ignorant of. It is not surprising that monkeys are
closed to the concept of electrons, and that rats cannot solve trigonometry problems,
or dogs ponder on political problems, since none of these cases exist as problems in
their world. Dennett (1991, 1995) and Kriegel (2003, 2009) also draw attention to
this distinction between animals and human beings. According to them, McGinn fails
to justify the possibility of human cognitive closure with the analogy argument
because he ignores our linguistic ability which is the most important difference
between the human mind and the animal mind. The passages | have quoted below

clearly show us their attitude towards McGinn’s cognitive closure claim:

Monkeys, for instance, can't grasp the concept of an electron, McGinn reminds us,
but I think we should be unimpressed by the example, for not only can the monkey
not understand the answers about electrons, it can't understand the questions
(Dennett 1991d). The monkey isn't baffled, not even a little bit. We definitely
understand the questions about free will and consciousness well enough to know
what we're baffled by (if we are), so until [...] McGinn can provide us with clear
cases of animals (or people) who can be baffled by questions whose true answers
could not unbaffle them, they have given us no evidence of the reality or even
likelihood of "cognitive closure™ in human beings. (1995, pp. 382-3)

67



Like Dennett, Kriegel also insists that considering other species cannot be evidence
for the possibility of human cognitive closure with respect to consciousness. He says
that

Rats' minds do not understand trigonometry. Nobody would want to deny that. But
trigonometric problems do not pose themselves to rats. Indeed, that rats' minds do
not understand trigonometry is precisely why trigonometric problems do not pose
themselves to rats. For trigonometric problems pose themselves to rats, rats' minds
would have to understand a great deal of trigonometry. (2003, p. 183)

As mentioned in the above quotations, monkeys are cognitively closed in terms of
the concept of electrons because there is not a question like “what is an electron” in a
monkey’s mind; they cannot comprehend such a question. The property of an
electron has never existed in the life of monkeys as a problem that needs to be
solved. However, unlike monkeys (or any other species), “we understand the
unanswered question about consciousness” (Dennett, 1991). Kriegel emphasises that
“there are conceptual connections between understanding a question and
understanding its possible answers” (2003, p. 184). That is, if we do not have innate
limitations to understand a problem itself, this situation is necessarily coupled with
being cognitively open to its possible solutions as well. This does not mean that
understanding a problem also requires knowledge of the correct one among its
possible solutions. It only requires understanding what its solution would be, and
with the right development and discoveries we can ultimately achieve the correct
solution. It does not seem to be reasonable to assume that with our cognitive
capacity, which is powerful enough to comprehend the problem, the solution of the
problem can never be understandable for us. Considering all of these, it seems rather
weak to base the claim that humans are cognitively closed in terms of the problem of

consciousness on the analogy between humans and animals’ closure.

In order to prevent this weak position, McGinn tries to turn the possibility of
cognitive closure into actuality by claiming that humankind does not have the
required cognitive faculty to understand the solution to the consciousness problem.
In McGinn 1989, his closure argument goes like this: We can achieve P providing

the brain-consciousness link neither by introspection and introspection-based
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concepts nor by perception and perception-based concepts, so the solution of the
consciousness problem will remain for us forever on the dark side of the world.
However, | think that this claim is too strong and without foundation. As explained
in detail in previous sections, the main argument he proposes in order to show that
we cannot reach P and introduce its theoretical concepts with the observation of the

brain is the principle of homogeneity.

McGinn uses the homogeneity principle as a protection against “a form of magical
emergentism with respect to concept formation” (1989, p. 358). However, this
principle unfortunately “works by restricting inferential space to only the simplest,
most straightforward sorts of connections” (Flanagan, 1993, p. 113). That is, by
observing the brain we can only find the links between spatial brain states and
introduce theoretical concepts about these data, and by introspection we can only
comment on our own conscious states and introduce theoretical concepts about them.
This seems undoubtably true, but while introducing theoretical concepts about our
observational data, we invoke third avenue such as “investigating consciousness
indirectly via third person observation of behaviour and associated reasoning”
(Hanson, 2010, p. 583). Even if introspection has a prominent role in shaping our
concept of consciousness, it is clear that consciousness does not present itself only
through introspection; we can examine the presence of consciousness in other
creatures through its manifestation in their behaviours. And although McGinn claims
that “to explain the observed physical data we need only such theoretical properties
as bear upon those data, not the property that explains consciousness, which does not
occur in data” (1989, p. 359), in the explanation of some of the observable data we
invoke both the concepts of consciousness and the concepts of the brain properties.
Flanagan illustrates this with the case of blindsight. Blindsight patients have lesions
in their primary visual cortex (V1), also known as the striate cortex, but they can
give statistically significant responses to visual stimuli that they cannot consciously
see. In other words, when these patients are asked questions about the objects in the
direction they look, they correctly answer the questions about the objects. They could
also perform some actions correctly and identify the features of the objects in the

direction they were looking, even though they say that they see nothing. In this case,
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as opposed to McGinn’s claim, to explain the observed data we need to appeal both
to the properties of consciousness (or lack of them), and to the properties of the brain
to reveal the lesion in the visual cortex (1993, p. 114). The differences between fully-
sighted people and blindsight patients with respect to visual consciousness, and the
reason why visual consciousness is lacking in the blindsight cases while fully-sighted
people have it, cannot be explained by purely physical data; theoretical explanations
for such cases warrants a simultaneous appeal to both neural properties and

conscious properties.

Besides this, humans are creatures who can think about, and introduce concepts for,
the entities they may never have perceived. McGinn also admits that in our theories
we refer to properties that are not the objects of our perception. However, McGinn
insists that we introduce theoretical concepts about unobservable entities which
comply with the procedure of the homogeneity principle. He claims that we form
theoretical concepts about such entities by making an analogical extension from the
physical data we observe, but because P is not a spatial property we can observe, we
cannot form any theoretical concept about P. However, McGinn’s homogeneity
principle is excessively restrictive. We form concepts about unobservable objects by
making an inference from our observations, but to say that our method of inference
and concept formation is based solely on the analogy with the physical objects we
observe would be to take science back to the dark ages. McGinn’s homogeneity
principle may be successful for the formation of theoretical concepts of unobservable
objects at a relatively macro level, but as Perez says, there are also theoretical
concepts from the field of the quantum physics at the microstructural level (e.g.,
“energy”, “spin”, “valance” etc.) that we form without the basis of an analogy with
the spatial entities we observe (2005, p. 39). If we were producing concepts only
through the analogical extension as McGinn claimed, we would be closed to many
scientific concepts that we have today. Therefore, the homogeneity principle, which

is the basis of McGinn’s cognitive closure thesis, seems rather unwarranted.®

15 There are also some other objections in the literature that directly target McGinn’s cognitive closure
thesis. For these see Kirk (1991), Sacks (1994), Kukla (1995), Megill (2005) and Velerick and Boudry
(2017).
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As can be seen in the above discussions, McGinn’s closure thesis is merely an
inconclusive assumption; he gives us no evidence or plausible reason why we should
accept that the problem of consciousness is outside of our cognitive power. As
Dennett (1991) says in the review of McGinn’ book: “In order to defend a thesis
about the outer limits of our powers, one should at least take a peek at the concepts
made available to those who have armed themselves with the new technology”.
Unfortunately, however, McGinn does not address the scientific concepts related to
the working system of the brain during his defence of cognitive closure thesis. In
order to defend a claim that the solution of any problem is cognitively closed to us, it
needs to be proved that the problem is surveyable neither by our current scientific
tools, nor by any possible future science. McGinn himself also describes P providing
the link between the brain and consciousness as a natural denizen of the objective
space. Then if our scientific knowledge of space can be adequately advanced, the
seemingly non-spatial consciousness can be unproblematically surveyable as a
physical subject of future science. Even our current scientific studies, both in
quantum physics and developments in information theories, are considerably

promising in revealing that consciousness can be explainable on a physical basis.

There must be another reason underlying McGinn's persistent defence of the
cognitive closure thesis, and why he ignores all the developments in research of
consciousness and the changing structure of science that progresses with paradigm
shifts in the historical process. I think that McGinn’s closure thesis, which he
constructs without any acceptable data or scientific evidence, is not a cognitive
closure which is the result of the human mind’s inadequacy, but a ‘psychological
closure’ which is the result of McGinn’s desire to drop the subject. When a person
encounters a problem, and if it does not lead to a conclusion within his cognitive
system, he may feel uncomfortable and have a desire to stop and conclude the search

for knowledge on a particular subject. That is, what | mean by psychological closure
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is an individual’s need and desire to close and finalise the subject that gives

uncertainty.®

I think that McGinn attributes his own need for closure with respect to the problem
of consciousness to the cognitive inadequacy of all humanity. In his 1989 and 1993

works, McGinn frames the consciousness-brain problem with the following words:

[The mind-brain link] strikes us as miraculous, eerie, even faintly comic. Somehow,
we feel, the water of the physical brain is turned into the wine of consciousness, but
we draw a total blank on the nature of this conversion. (1989, p. 149)

Consciousness puzzles us in a special way. [...] The head spins in theoretical
disarray; no explanatory model suggests itself; bizarre ontologies loom. There is a
feeling of intense confusion, but no clear idea about where the confusion lies. (1993,
p. 28)

As can be seen in the above quotations, while talking about the problem of
consciousness, McGinn characterises some states that he calls “philosophical
bewilderment”, such as “eeriness of the mind-brain link”, “head spins in theoretical
disarray”, “feeling of intense confusion” etc., and his main aim is to remove the
intense confusion created by the problem of consciousness and to immediately reach
a final conclusion about this problem. For this purpose, instead of contributing to the
possible solutions of the problem he prefers to stop thinking about consciousness and

puts forward the thesis of cognitive closure, which is the short-cut dissolution.

In the light of the above discussion, I think that McGinn’s cognitive closure thesis,
which is not based on any evidence, is an illusionary thesis which is the result of his
need to reach a conclusion quickly, and the epistemic mysterianism built on his

closure thesis is pseudo-mysterianism.

16 For this argument, | was inspired by the psychological and sociological analysis which belongs to
Kruglanski et al. Kruglanski uses the statement of “Need for Cognitive Closure (NFCC)” to describe
the individual's need to reach for a certainty instead of confusion and uncertainty regarding a
particular subject (Kruglanski 1990, Webster and Kruglanski 1994, 1998). In other words, the need
for cognitive closure is the individual's need to simplify complex information and to avoid uncertainty
when faced with a problem.
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CHAPTER V

A CONSTRUCTIVE AND NATURALISTIC SOLUTION IS POSSIBLE

As has been seen so far, the subjective side of consciousness, qualia, or phenomenal
consciousness is embraced by some who classify it as something that cannot be
physically identified. In this case, there is silence about the interaction between the
physical brain and non-physical consciousness. Others describe consciousness by
reducing it to the physical properties of the brain, in which case the subjective part of
consciousness is completely ignored. While this unsuccessful dichotomy pushes
some to eliminate the existence of phenomenal consciousness, McGinn accepts that
consciousness has a physical explanation that preserves its subjective side; however,
as a strong mysterian, he believes that no matter how hard we study the neural
correlates of consciousness, the human mind still cannot understand how physical
processes of the brain generate consciousness. He pessimistically argues that the
physical explanation of phenomenal consciousness is forever beyond our

understanding.

As has been claimed from the beginning, the purpose of this dissertation is to reveal
that McGinn’s epistemological mysterianism is excessive and that there is a
promising approach that can explain phenomenal consciousness on a physical basis.
This approach, called Integrated Information Theory (1IT), not only preserves the
intuitive data that consciousness is subjective, direct, and immediate, but also aims to
show that consciousness can be explained on a physical basis by identifying
consciousness with the capacity of a system to integrate information. This chapter of
the dissertation will firstly explain the main argument of IIT in detail and then
discuss how the II'T model explains the subjective character of consciousness in the
physical system. However, | will begin by briefly analysing the place of

consciousness in the space-time unity of the world.
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5.1. The Place of Consciousness in Space-Time Unity

Einstein’s Special Theory of Relativity tells us that time and space cannot be

separated from each other. In other words, in relativity

there is not a sufficiently clear distinction between space and time [...]. You can't be
just in time, and you can't be just in space, since on this view there's only one thing:
space-time. Space-time is only artificially divisible into separate dimensions, and so
you're either completely in it, and therefore in space and time, or you're not in it at
all. (Lee, 2007, p. 341)

Although classical Cartesian theory accepts that mentality exists in time, it denies its
existence in space. However, time and space are like an interwoven continuum with
respect to each other, and in this respect, conscious states must be spatio-temporal.
There is no clear distinction between time and space, and therefore it is not plausible

that something exists only in time and not in space, or vice versa.

Although relativity tells us that consciousness must be spatio-temporal, it does not
tell us how it can fit into space-time. Thinking that consciousness exists in space
does not mean accepting that physicalism in the traditional sense is true. Invoking
traditional physical identity theories to show that the existence of consciousness is
compatible with space-time coexistence would mean that what was at stake
regarding the hard problem of consciousness (the subjective/phenomenal side of
consciousness) remains at stake. There are, however, other paths which are
compatible with space-time coexistence; ones which neither try to explain the
subjectivity of consciousness in the reductive way of classical physics, nor

completely ignore the subjective character of consciousness.

As discussed in the third chapter, there are many conflicting theories about the
consciousness-brain relationship, from substance dualism to property dualism, and
from identity theories to eliminative materialism, but none of these theories have
come up with a promising and satisfactory explanation of how consciousness, which
is thought to be mental, takes place in the physical world. The subjective side of

consciousness seems to stubbornly resist scientific explanation. However, it is much
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more difficult for some because the essential reason of this failure is the belief that
our current mental (subjective) and physical (objective) concepts are insufficient to
accurately explain the mind-body relationship. Nagel is the oldest and best-known of
those who have expressed the concern that our current physical concepts are
objective concepts, and objectivity does not represent the subjective aspect of
consciousness. Nagel firmly accepts the subjectivity of consciousness and the
existence of a first-person perspective. Rather than arguing that physicalism is
wrong, he argues that physicalism must become compatible with the existence of
subjectivity and that the commonly accepted theory of consciousness must explain
the subjective character of consciousness. Even if Nagel thinks that in today's sense,
physicalism—which we explain with objective concepts—ignores the subjective side
of consciousness and is insufficient to explain it, he still asserts that the new concepts
can be developed which include the subjectivity of consciousness. In The View From
Nowhere, Nagel refers to this thesis as the “objective understanding of the mind”
(1986, p. 17). It is the distinction between subjective concepts and objective concepts
that leads to the seeming impossibility of an objective explanation of the mind. For
Nagel, giving a scientific and naturalistic explanation of the subjective character of
experience seems possible with the expansion and the revision of our conceptual

framework. This is the essence of Nagel's theory of objective phenomenology.

According to Nagel, we can bridge the gap between the mental and the physical and
find a place for consciousness in a physical world with the formation of new
concepts which include the subjective aspect of consciousness as well. However, it
would be more accurate to take it a step further and say it in this way: in the light of
developing technology, research, and advances in the sciences, and if we revise what
we understand by “being physical”, we will be able to produce an unproblematic
physical and scientific explanation for the phenomenal consciousness that refers to
the subjective aspect of consciousness. In fact, Nagel’s suggestion for the formation
of new concepts to include the subjective character of consciousness also depends on

the change in what we understand when we say the physical world.
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Instead of thinking (like McGinn) that the problem of consciousness will forever
remain unsolved (due to the inability of traditional approaches to explain
consciousness on a spatial basis by preserving its subjective aspect), it would be
more reasonable to think about what the concept of “spatial” means and to pursue the
question of whether the knowledge we have about space is sufficient. Our current
knowledge of the limits of the spatial and the limits of real space— which exist
beyond what we know—are not the subject of this thesis, and should be left as a
research topic for physicists and scientists. However, the important thing for us is
that as our knowledge of space develops and changes (through new investigations,
developing technologies, and advances in the scientific world), the spatiality of
consciousness can not only be explained scientifically but can also be compatible
with the view of space-time coexistence. Therefore, even if it is accepted that there is
only one kind of fundamental category of existence, and if it is revealed that this
category is not spatial as we currently know it, but also spatial in reality, the
explanation of consciousness— whose fundamental parts are not ordinary physical
entities, but exist in time and space like ordinary physical entities—will not be

mysterious to us at all.

Until now, classical physicalist theories have tried to fit consciousness into rigid
physical patterns in order to solve the puzzle of consciousness. Firstly, they defined
the characteristics of the physical world and believed that the non-physical or the
non-spatial character of consciousness was problematic because it was not

compatible with the entirely physical world as formulated below:

(1) The world we live in is physical world.

(2) If the world is physical, then the objects in the world and their properties
are also physical and must comply with the laws of physics.

(3) Consciousness is the property of the brain which is a denizen of the
physical world.

(4) Consciousness is non-physical and does not comply with the laws of

physics.
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In this formulation, the inference we must take, by following (1), (2), and (3), is
contradicted by (4). That is, if we assume the truth of each statement in this
formulation, then there is a contradiction. We call this contradiction “the hard
problem of consciousness”, and until now we have generally tried to solve this
problem by trying to tame the sui generis nature of consciousness to conform to
physical rules. However, the problem of consciousness emerges from its formulation.
Formulating the problem by assuming that our knowledge of the first three premises
is complete, unsurprisingly leads to the problem of the seemingly non-physical
nature of consciousness because we cannot understand how non-physical
consciousness emerges from the physical brain. We cannot understand this because

we cannot fit consciousness into the physical world.

The real starting point should not be the physical world but rather the nature of
consciousness. A successful theory of the explanation of consciousness initially
requires an analysis of the nature of consciousness to be put forward, followed by an
investigation into the physical foundations that protect this nature rather than
ignoring it. The Integrated Information Theory, developed by neurologist Giulio
Tononi in 2004 to explain consciousness, is a promotive example of such a theory.
This theory tries to develop an approach based on what we know about
consciousness, instead of starting from the physical basis. Tononi accepts that
consciousness intrinsically exists; everyone can experience their own consciousness
since it is absolutely subjective, and consciousness is an indivisible whole. Tononi
starts from these facts and thinks that human consciousness is more than mere neural
firing. The essential thing is the information passing through these networks, not the
neuron itself; consciousness derives from the integrated information in the related

mechanism of the brain. Let us now examine the details of this theory more closely.

5.2. The Integrated Information Theory of Consciousness

The Integrated Information Theory, which was initially proposed by neuroscientist

and psychiatrist Giulio Tononi and his colleagues, aims to reveal what consciousness
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is and how it can be physically explained?’. According to the IIT model, to explain
consciousness we need to solve the two main problems. The first problem concerns
“the conditions that determine to what extend a system has consciousness” (2004, p.
2). Indeed, the solution to this problem will also give us answers to questions such
as: What does consciousness mean and under what conditions can we talk about
consciousness? This was referred to in the second chapter. With the solution to this
problem, we will be able to know the amount of consciousness a system can
produce; we will have measured “the quantity or level of consciousness”. We can
call this problem “the quantity problem of consciousness”. The second problem is
related to the conditions that determine the quality of the consciousness produced by
a system, i.e., how to understand the conditions that construct the subjective
character of conscious experience, which is the main subject of this dissertation. We
can call this problem “the quality (or qualia) problem of consciousness” and the
solution to this problem will provide the explanation for how the system generates

the subjective character or quality of consciousness.

The main idea of the IIT is constructed on the claim that “consciousness corresponds
to the capacity of a system to integrate information” (2004, p. 1). According to this
theory, both the quantity problem and the quality problem of consciousness can be
explained by the amount and specific way the information integrates with the system.
If the system’s way of integrating information sheds light on the explanation of the
subjective aspect of consciousness, even if there are objectionable or missing aspects
of the theory, it can be considered as an answer to McGinn's mysterainist thesis
which obscures the understanding of consciousness, since it at least makes
constructive and naturalistic solutions of consciousness possible. 1 will now explain
how a constructive and naturalistic solution of consciousness is possible in the light

of the 11T, and for this I will begin with the quantity problem of consciousness.

17 Giulio Tononi is the founder of the IIT and pioneered it with his work with Gerald Edelman, but
Christof Koch is also one of the major advocates of IIT, especially with his long-term work with
Francis Crick. For the details, see (Koch&Tononi, 2013). However, in this chapter, for the analysis of
IIT, which is a promising approach to explain phenomenal consciousness, | will continue with the
arguments and works of Tononi, the founder of this thesis.
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5.2.1. The Quantity Problem of Consciousness

The two essential properties on which the IIT is based are information and
integration. Before analysing the construction of the IIT on the basis of these

properties, let us begin with the description of information.

5.2.1.1. Information

Information theory, or the mathematical theory of information, was first formulated
in the 1940s (under the leadership of Claude Elwood Shannon and Warren Weaver)
to examine the rules on obtaining, processing, and transferring information.
Information is classically described as the “reduction of uncertainty”. The greater the
number of alternative outcomes, the greater the reduction of uncertainty and thus the
greater the amount of information. In information theory, the results of a random
experiment (the information that any outcome carries in the experiment) is calculated
as the inverse logarithm of the probability of that outcome occurring as formulated

below:

H=-3 pi. log,”

This function is called the “entropy function”. In this function “®” refers to the
number of alternative outcomes of an experience, and “pi” represents the probability
of each of the outcomes of this experiment. For example, according to the entropy

function, the state of tossing a coin corresponds to:

H=- (% .log2"?+ % . log,*?)

H= - (log2"?)
H= - (log227%)
H= log,?

H= 1 bit of information
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because there are only two alternative outcomes of this experiment, and each
outcome has a probability of 1/2 in this experiment. However, when throwing a dice
there are six probabilities and this state corresponds to “log,® = 2.59 bits of
information” (2008, p. 217). As the number of probabilities increases, the amount of
information which is produced by the experiment also increases.

Tononi explains the importance of the information produced by an experiment with
“the photodiode thought experiment” (2004, p. 2-3; 2008, p. 217-18). In this
experiment, a blank screen is shown to both a photodiode and a person, and they are
requested to say “light” when the screen is on and “dark” when it is off. While the
person can consciously distinguish when the screen is on and off, the photodiode
makes this distinction with a photosensitive sensor and a detector that tells light from
dark depending on this sensor; while the person has the subjective experience of
seeing light or dark, the photodiode cannot have this experience, and according to the
IIT, this fundamental difference between the person and the photodiode has to do
with the amount of information produced when making the distinction. In other
words, the essential question is: How much information is produced when a

photodiode or a person detects light or dark?

If we use the concepts of classical information theory, and if the results are the same
in both cases, the information produced by the photodiode and the subject will be the
same, i.e., one bit of information. However, according to the IIT model, a different
path is followed for this entropy calculation. The photodiode selects one of two
options: there is light or dark. When the light and dark states are equally probable,
the mean information entropy of the photodiode, with respect to logarithm base,
corresponds to one bit of information. However, when a person looks at the screen,
she not only detects the light as a photodiode does, but also has the experience of the
lightness. The reason a person, unlike a photodiode, has an experience is because the
lightness of the screen is just one of the numerous alternatives that a person can
experience. For example, the screen is not just light or dark, but can also be green or
red; there can be this or that movie or many different frames on the screen, such as a

tree, a mountain, or a landscape. In fact, there are an extraordinarily large number of
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probabilities corresponding to the frames that can be seen on the screen. The person
is not only choosing between light and dark, but is choosing from a much wider
range of alternatives. Therefore, the person's statement of “the screen is light” or “the
screen is dark” carries higher information than one bit. In the II'T model—as opposed
to the classical description mentioned above—information is actually “the ability to
discriminate among a large number of alternatives” (2008, p. 218); the difference
between the person’s conscious response to light and the response of the photodiode
is to be able discriminate between many alternatives. While the person can have “the
meaning of the discrimination” between dark and light, “the photodiode has no
mechanism to discriminate colored from achromatic light, even less to tell which
particular color the light might be” (2008, p. 218). Therefore, unlike the photodiode,
the person can specify that whatever she discriminates “is not colored (in any
particular color), does not have a shape (any particular one), is visual as opposed to
auditory or olfactory, sensory as opposed to thought-like and so on” (2008, p. 218).

According to the thought experiment mentioned above, the key difference between
the photodiode and the person in terms of consciously seeing is to be able to
differentiate one state among many (2004, p. 3; 2008, p. 218). However, even if it is
necessary for the presence of conscious experience to be able to specify one
alternative as distinct from many alternatives— the information level— it is not
sufficient. Additionally, Tononi uses another thought experiment to explain this idea
(2004, p. 3; 2008, p. 218). This time, the person is compared to an ideal digital
camera whose sensors consist of one million photodiodes. The detectors of such a
camera have the potential to discriminate among 2199090 states, and the entropy of
this corresponds to one million bits of information. This means that the camera could
respond differently to every movie frame shown on the screen. However, this does

not mean that the digital camera is a conscious being.

According to the IIT, the essential condition for the presence of conscious experience
and the difference between the person and the camera is “information integration”.
The camera could be thought of as a unity or single system which is capable of

distinguishing 2199000 gtates; but it is not. Each of the camera’s one million
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photodiodes makes its own independent distinction. There is no interaction between
the photodiodes of the camera; therefore, each state which is differentiated within the
photodiode of the camera is causally independent from the others. This means that
there is no information which is integrated among the photodiodes of the camera:
millions of photodiodes in the camera respond not causally but independently of each
other. The failure of a certain number of detectors in the camera corresponds to the
same loss of information regardless of which detectors or which pixels are corrupted.
The performance of the camera does not change with such a failure. However, for the
person, every piece of information in the scene is part of a unity: the information is
integrated. When the person consciously sees a frame on the screen, that image is “an
integrated whole” and cannot be separated and experienced individually (2004, p. 3;
2008, p. 219). For a person, each part of the scene can carry information about
another part of the scene. This is because there are causal interactions between the
elements of the brain of the person, and due to this causal interaction, the state which
is differentiated by the element of the brain is dependent upon the states of other
elements. For this reason, the person’s brain, unlike the camera, can integrate the
information, and again, unlike the camera, when the connection between the
elements in the person’s brain becomes inoperative, this has a disruptive effect on the

conscious experience. Tononi claims that

The integration of information in conscious experience is evident
phenomenologically: when you consciously "see" a certain image, that image is
experienced as an integrated whole and cannot be subdivided into component
images that are experienced independently. For example, no matter how hard you
try, for example, you cannot experience colors independent of shapes, or the left half
of the visual field of view independently of the right half. (2004, p. 3)

As Tononi argues that consciousness is a result of an integrated whole, and we also
know that in the “red square” experience we do not experience the “redness” without
the experience of the shape of the square, or the shape of the square independently of
its “redness”, the red square experience is integrated information of its “redness” and
its “square shape”. The system of our brain informs us about the nature of our “red
square” experience—its redness and its shape—by discriminating it from numerous

possible alternatives; a green cube for example.
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In summary, from all the above we can say that even if the amount of information is
important, according to the IIT it is not adequate. To be able to measure “the
repertoire of states” the system can achieve, we use the entropy function as explained
above. This kind of measurement cannot give us anything concerning the
information integration, and what is essential for the presence of consciousness is the
ability to integrate information: “Consciousness has to do with the ability to integrate
a large amount of information” (2004, p. 3). The conscious experience is generated
by the way of neurons’ physical communications in the systems of the brain which
are connected with each other by cause-effect power. However, what is really
important is how such a system is identified by the IIT model. Let us look at this.

5.2.1.2. The Physical System Integrating Information

The 1T insists that the presence of consciousness cannot be explained by starting
from the physical matter because there is not, as classical identity theories claim, an
identity between mental states and neural states (2017, p. 250). The HT takes an
opposite attitude by starting from the experience itself, and instead of beginning with
identifying neural correlations of consciousness in the brain, Tononi, at first,

identifies the essential characteristics of conscious experience.
5.2.1.2.1. Essential Characteristics of Phenomenal Existence: Axioms!®
Before Tononi investigates the necessary and sufficient conditions for a system to be

conscious, in his 2017 article, he gives five axioms to briefly explain the essential

characteristics of phenomenal existence (or experience):

18 The difference between axiom and postulate is that although these are common notions as general
statements and general truths, postulates correspond to general truths specific to geometry. That
distinction, however, in modern mathematics and modern geometry somehow disappeared. In the
contemporary literature axiom is the only concept in use, so at first glance it seem that Tononi appeals
to an outdated distinction. Yet, the way Tononi uses axiom-postulate concept pair is the following:
axioms are properties of the phenomenal experience, postulates are their physical implementations or
physical requirements that may implement those properties.
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Intrinsic Existence: The first axiom is related with the existence of
consciousness. Consciousness has intrinsic, undeniable existence and we can

immediately and directly know it.

Composition: The second axiom emphasises that every experience has
“internal structure”, consists of more than one phenomenal component and
that these are interconnected in various ways. When we consider a visual
experience, the same experience includes various experience components
such as different colors and dimensional experience. Each experience has its

own constitutive elements and internal structure.

Information: The third axiom is related with the specific form of each
experience. The composition parts of each experience are interconnected in a

specific way, and this way distinguishes an experience from others.

. Integration: The fourth axiom emphasises the unity and irreducibility of

consciousness. Consciousness is a result of an integration of its many
components. The structure of an experience, that is, the constitutive elements
of a conscious state are experienced as a unity. And a conscious state is not

an experience that can be reduced to its components.

Exclusion: According to fifth axiom, conscious experience is definite in
content. That is, it has only the content it has; there can be no more or less
than this content. For example, my visual experience is a composition of
different constitutive elements such as different colors, and dimension
experience. These elements cannot be lacking in my visual experience, and
more cannot be added to these components like blood pressure during this

experience.
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5.2.1.2.2. Postulates

According to the 11T, what is certain is the existence of consciousness and its
essential properties, and this theory takes an approach from the phenomenal to the

physical.

It should be recalled that according to the first axiom, consciousness certainly exists.
The first postulate claims that if there is consciousness, there must also be a physical
substrate that is in a cause-effect relationship with its environment. It cannot be
assumed that there is something in the physical world that cannot make a difference
on nothing, or anything can make a difference on it (2017, p. 245). Therefore, the
existence of a physical substrate that affects and is affected by its environment and

produces cause-effect relationships is a presupposition regarding this axiom.

According to the second axiom, there is an internal structure of consciousness, and
experience is the unity of its compositional parts. And according to the second
postulate, the physical processes related to consciousness are also structured, and
constitutive parts within this structure should have a cause-effect relationship with
their environment. For instance, let us suppose that a system ABC is composed of its
constitutive parts A, B, C, AB, AC, BC, and this means that in the unity of ABC,
each of these compositional parts also has a cause-effect power within the whole
(2017, p. 245).

As explained in the previous section, the third axiom concerns the specific form of
each conscious experience. Previously, we described how the II'T model identifies
information and its measure: entropy. In the experiment in which the photodiode and
the person determine the lightness of the screen, we explained that the person selects
the light and dark options among many possibilities such as green screen, red screen,
a frame of a mountain, a frame of a landscape, and much more. The components of
the experience are distinguished from a multitude of possibilities; that is, the

experience is specified by the system within the numerous alternatives. The third
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postulate says that in the physical system, the structure of the cause-effect power

between the subunits or the compositional parts also has a specific form.

As mentioned above, according to the fourth axiom, consciousness emerges as a
result of the integration of many components and cannot be reduced to its parts. As
explained in the example of the red square, the experiences of redness and the shape
of square, which are experienced separately, do not lead to the red square experience.
In other words, the red square experience is not the sum of the redness experience
and the square experience. One inference we can make from this is that the physical
substratum of consciousness must also be indivisible and irreducible to its
components. The T model expresses this indivisibility and irreducibility of the
physical system to its components with a measurement of “integrated information”
and denoted by the symbol “®” (phi). This symbol indicates that “the information
(the vertical bar ‘I’) is integrated within a single entity (the circle ‘O’)” (2004. p. 4).
The main idea here is that when the system is completely separated into its
components, there will be the greatest reduction in integrated information. If we look
at the same case in reverse, the undivided cause-effect repertoire is where integrated

information is at its highest.

The fifth axiom continues the idea that consciousness is the integration of
information. As mentioned in the previous section, Tononi calls this the “exclusion
principle”. Exclusion affects the “maximality principle for a cause-effect power” of
the physical system. The system excludes the competing structures and only one
cause-effect structure exists over the other structures. That is, the structure “wins the
competition for intrinsic existence” and has a maximal amount of irreducible

integrated information (®™®) over the other structures (2017, p. 247).

5.2.1.2.3. The Conceptual Structure and The Complex

In the light of the axioms that describe the characteristics of consciousness and
postulates that analyse the properties of the physical substrate of consciousness, T

constructs an identity statement and claims that “every experience is identical with a
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conceptual structure”. A conceptual structure corresponds to the concepts and their
communications, and an irreducible cause-effect space is composed of the
conceptual structure. That is, it can be thought that “a conceptual structure” is “a
form in cause-effect space”, and this means that the conscious experience is “a form
in cause-effect space” (2017, p. 248). Tononi explains and illustrates the conceptual

structure with the following figure?®:

Future
states

/ Concept (¢™#*=0.423)

states

Figure 1. The model corresponding to the conceptual structure of the physical
system

In the above figure, the elements A, B, C, AB, BC etc. correspond to the concepts,
the connections of these concepts with each other, and also their self connections
which constitute the cause-effect space. Tononi likens each of the concepts to a star,
and a conceptual structure is a “constellation of stars”, the brightness of it depending
on “its irreducible @™, According to the HT, “the system of mechanism that
specifies a conceptual structure is called a complex” (2017, p.248). That is, the
physical system, which is called complex, distiguishes elements of conceptual
structure from other possible alternatives, and they are individual physical entities
that are capable of integrating information. A physical mechanism like a brain is
ideal for having more than one complex. It contains multiple, small or large

complexes with a lower @, but at any given time the main complex, which has a

19 This figure is a part of the Figure 17.1, which Tononi used in his 2017 article to explain and
illustrate the integrated information system (p. 249).
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comperatively higher @, generates the dominant experience for the mechanism
(2008, p. 221).

5.2.2. The Qualia Problem of Consciousness

Let us imagine that the pianist and composer, Fazil Say, and I listen to Beethoven's
9th symphony. The tunes of Beethoven—the input—are the same, but as an ordinary
person listening to the music, the information | receive while listening to Beethoven
is significantly less than the information that Fazil Say will receive, because his
brain’s way of integrating information while listening to Beethoven will not be the
same as mine. This example illustrates the subjectivity of conscious experience in the
IT.

After the IIT clarifies what conditions a system must have in order to be conscious, it
moves on to what Chalmers defines as “the hard problem of consciousness”: the
problem of how and why subjective consciousness (or phenomenal experience)

arises from the physical brain.

What determines that colors look the way they do, and different from the way music
sounds, or pain feels? And why can we not even imagine what a "sixth" sense would
feel like? Or consider the conscious experience of others. Does a gifted musician
experience the sound of an orchestra the same way you do, or is his experience
richer? And what about bats? Assuming that they are conscious, how do they
experience the world they sense through echolocation? Is their experience of the
world vision-like, audition-like, or completely alien to us? (2004, p. 6)

As previously mentioned, like Nagel, Chalmers, and McGinn, Tononi also starts with
the subjective character of consciousness, and he emphasises the private, specific,
and irreducible qualities of conscious experience. He agrees with Nagel’s famous
expression that consciousness is “what it is like to be”, and he claims that “since
information can only be integrated within a complex and not outside its boundaries,
consciousness as information integration is necessarily subjective, private, and

related to a single point of view or perspective” (2004, p. 6).
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The IIT explains the quality of consciousness using informational relations between

elements as shown in the following figure2°:
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Figure 2. Qualitative character of consciousness: Two complexes having the same
activity states and ® value but different way of integrating information

Figure a exemplifies two different systems and the causal interactions of the
elements in these systems. On the one hand, the system on the left shows that there is
a divergent digraph between elements: element 1 is connected to the other elements,
2, 3, and 4, with an equal power; this system constructs a single complex, and its ®
value is 10 bits. On the other hand, the system on the right represents the “chain link”
between the elements. That is, element “1 is connected to 2, which is connected to 3,
which is connected to 4”. Similar to the system on the right, this system also
constructs a single complex with ®=10 bits. Figure b represents the matrix of
“effective information” values of both systems. That is, it represents the value of the

informational relation between all the elements. The first line, “from A to B”,

20 This figure is taken from Tononi’s 2004 article (p. 8, figure 2).
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represents one direction of the information relation between elements, and the second
line, “from B to A”, represents the reciprocity of the relation. Figure c represents the
states— “the intrinsic dynamics of the system” or “inputs from the environment”—at
a given time, and these five states are identical for each physical system. The given
matrix is coded with three different colours. While black reflects the “zero” with
respect to the value of the effective information, red corresponds to the “intermediate
value” and yellow corresponds to the “high value”. As seen in the above, the color-
coded matrix of both systems is different from each other. For instance, there are
more zero entries for the divergent complex than the chain complex. When we
examine the diagram, we see that even though these two systems have the identical
input and the same @ value, both have 10 bits of information integration value; the
informational relations of both systems, which correspond to their qualitative

characters, is different from one to the other (2004, pp. 7-9). Tononi claims that

These two examples are purely meant to illustrate how the space of informational
relationships within a complex can be captured by the effective information matrix,
and how that space can differ for two complexes having similar amounts of ® and
the same number of dimensions. (2004, p. 8)

Undoubtedly, having a high phi value has a significant effect on having a very large
qualia space, but the main claim of the IIT is that phenomenality is directly related to
the structure of the informational relationship within the complex. This means that
due to the structural difference in the qualia space of the two systems, the identical
state of both complexes corresponds to different experiences for each of them at a
given time. Just as the amount of information integration specifies the quantity of
consciousness, the structure of all informational relations specifies the quality of
consciousness. In other words, “how integrated information is generated within a
complex determines not only the amount of consciousness it has, but also what kind

of consciousness” (2008, p. 224).

Let us recall that the photodiode example given in the previous section distinguishing
the state of light on the screen, does not mean only choosing a state of light that is

the opposite of dark among the alternatives, but that the mechanism in the person's
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brain also specifies what it is like to see the light for that person at any given time.
This is the mechanism’s specific contribution to the generation of conscious

experience.

As has been emphasised in this chapter, IIT begins with phenomenology. It attempts
to make its physical explanation by starting from the characteristic features of the
phenomenal. To summarise, the first of the two basic claims of this theory is that
consciousness corresponds to the information integration capacity of the brain's
neural system, which we call complex, and that the amount of integrated information
can also be measured and represented by the symbol @, called phi. We are organisms
that can have a state of consciousness of many things: while watching a theatre
scene, we can see the flower represented by the painting on the wall, as well as being
able to discern any sound coming from outside. When we think of all the movie
frames we have watched or will watch, just like the example we gave in the
photodiode experiment, each frame has a specific state of consciousness for us. This
means that the mechanism of our brain differentiates the inner state into numerable
possible alternatives and this information is highly integrated within the system of
the brain to generate conscious experience. Because of the cause-effect interaction
between the related parts of our brain, we experience a state as a unity. For example,
no matter how hard we try, we cannot consciously perceive the right side of the area
we are in and fail to ignore the left side; or when we look at the face of a crying
friend, it is unlikely that we do not notice her crying. The information we are
conscious of cannot be divided into subparts; it is given as a complete whole. Let us
think about the syndrome, which is called a split brain. It is a picture that occurs as a
result of surgical cutting of the corpus callosum (connecting the two hemispheres)
for the treatment of uncontrollable epilepsy. After this surgery, it is seen that the
consciousness of the patients is divided into two; their experiences are simultaneous,
but they are not integrated as a whole. Patients perceive the stimuli in their right and
left visual fields differently and cannot form a unity; the patient's right hemisphere is
aware of the left visual field, and the left hemisphere is aware of the right visual
field. However, the patient is unaware of the stimulus presented to him as a whole. In

this case, split-brain patients do not have phenomenal unity since “the 200 million
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wires linking the two cortical hemispheres” have been cut. (Koch, 2009). This
example also reveals that to be conscious there should be communication between

elements in the neural complex of our brain; we need an integrated entity.

Furthermore, the second and main claim that we seek to answer in this thesis is on
the question of whether the subjective side of consciousness can be explained
scientifically. With his IIT theory, Tononi argues that this can be explained
scientifically, and explains it by identifying qualia with the structure of the
informational relations of elements within a complex. According to Tononi, even if
the states and information integration values for two different complexes (or at
different times for the same complex) are the same, the way of integrating
information for both complexes is different, and this situation reflects the private and

subjective aspect of consciousness.

The IIT may be problematic because it might be considered too complicated to
measure the quantity of consciousness. However, when we look at the advantages of
the theory rather than its incompleteness, IIT can be considered as a study that
approaches the problem of consciousness holistically since it tries to explain
consciousness in the physical system without ignoring the subjectivity (qualia) of
experiences. The second advantage is that it argues that consciousness should be
handled in an inclusive way not only for humans, but also for non-human creatures
and even non-living things. For the IIT, the condition, that consciousness depends on
the integrated information capacity of a system, is true “whether or not it has a strong
sense of self, language, emotion, a body, or is immersed in an environment, contrary
to some common intuitions” (2004, p. 20). Since it is not related to language, it
becomes possible to talk about the existence of consciousness in cases where there is
no verbal report, and with this claim it explains the existence of consciousness in
animals and infants, as well as some neurological phenomena such as comas or
sleepwalking. In addition, this theory claims that even though the input and the
output signals are weakened in REM sleep, consciousness continues to be preserved
(2004, p. 20). These examples can be defined as conditions where the phi value is

low. In other words, according to the IIT, the experience takes place in the case of
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phi max. As the integration capacity of the system increases, so does synergy and
consciousness. People do not report their experiences below the phi max, but this

does not mean that the phi value reaches zero.

5.2.3. Information is Physical

Obviously, to show that consciousness is objectively debatable by scientists and
philosophers, it must be shown that consciousness is a physical phenomenon. As we
have previously analysed, many theories tried to explain consciousness using
classical physics by reducing it to matter, but this created an explanatory gap with
respect to the subjective consciousness. Therefore, the main issue is: what kind of
physical entity corresponds to the state of consciousness and its subjective aspect? If
this entity is defined as a physical entity in the sense that we currently understand it,
then reducing the subjective aspect of consciousness to a physical entity will not take
us any further than traditional identity theories. However, there are opinions that
claim that consciousness is physical in a different sense than our current

understanding.

Although we are not yet aware of it, these studies and theories show us that a silent
revolution has taken place in theoretical physics. Physicists have long avoided
arguing about consciousness, because unfounded thoughts about the hard problem of
subjective consciousness may be enough to end a physicist's career. However, this
view began to change due to a new and fundamentally different idea that was
spreading rapidly in the physics community. This idea is the claim put forward by
the neuroscientist Tononi, where consciousness is an integrated information as
detailed in this chapter. One of the two salient features of a system that exhibits
consciousness is that the system must be able to differentiate and integrate large
amounts of information. The second is that this information must be a single whole
in such a way that it cannot be separated into independent parts. The fact that these
two properties of a theory can be expressed mathematically made it possible for

physicists to work on them. Although the problem of consciousness has yet to be
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fully resolved, due to the IIT it has finally come close to being formulated as a set of

mathematical problems that researchers can understand, explore, and discuss.

The physicality of information gives us a chance to explain phenomenal
consciousness without any room for superstition or despair, and there are important
physicists trying to prove that information—which is a mathematical concept—is a
measurable physical entity. For instance, in his 1961 work, Landauer argues that, by
emphasising the relation between thermodynamics and information, measurable
information is not just an abstract mathematical concept but a physical
representation.?! And later, the German physicist, Melvin M. Vopson, developed the
theory where, based on Landauer’s work, he defines information as the fifth state of

matter, claiming that information is physical. He asserts that

In fact, one could argue that information is a distinct form of matter, or the 5th state,
along the other four observable solid, liquid, gas, and plasma states of matter. It is
expected that this work will stimulate further theoretical and experimental research,
bringing the scientific community one-step closer to understanding the abstract
nature of matter, energy, and information in the Universe. (2019)

Vopson explains and constructs his theory in an article published in 2019 (based on
Einstein's general theory of relativity), by formulating “a new principle of mass-
energy-information equivalence proposing that a bit of information is not just
physical, as already demonstrated, but it has a finite and quantifiable mass while it
stores information™. The theory proposes that every piece of information has a finite
and measurable mass (2020).22 Vopson's theory means that information is the fifth
state of matter, and this idea completes the missing part of physics in a new and
exciting way. The physicality of information, in the sense that we cannot currently

describe changes our understanding of space and spatiality.

2! For the details see Landauer’s 1961 and 1996 works.

22 For the details of the theories of Vopson see his 2019, 2020, 2021 works.
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Alongside Vopson, Max Tegmark, the famous physicist of the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, also shares the view that consciousness can be expressed
within the framework of integrated information theory. He thinks that by combining
quantum mechanics and information theory, some questions about the nature of
reality in consciousness can be explored by scientific experimental methods.
Tegmark, like Landauer and Vapson, explains information as a measurable physical
entity.?® He shows how the basic properties of consciousness can arise from the laws
that govern the universe, and states that due to these properties, physicists can form

an idea about the conditions that give rise to consciousness.

If we leave the explanation and proof of information as a physical entity to
physicists, and return to the contribution of this knowledge and the existence of such
a study, the claim that information is a physical entity in a different sense than we
currently understand it, tells us that it is possible to expand our spatial perception
without contradicting physical theories, that there are fundamentally more than four
states of matter, and that consciousness can be explained by such a physical being.

3 In his theory on consciousness, Tegmark deals with the concept he calls “perceptronium”, which he
defines as the most general component that is subjectively self-aware. This component not only stores
and processes information, but also provides an indivisible integrity, and with “perceptronium”
Tegmark describes consciousness as a state of matter. | will not go into the details of his thesis, but for
the details, see his 2015 work, ‘Consciousness as a State of Matter’.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

The relationship between consciousness and brain, in other words, the duality
between the mental and the physical, has been one of the most fundamental
metaphysical and epistemological problems of philosophy. However, the interest and
the orientation of science to this field began much later than philosophy. With the
development of advanced scanning and examination techniques related to brain
functions in the last thirty years, studies in the field of neuroscience on consciousness
have increased. With increasing studies in the field of neuroscience, although there is
a general belief that the classical dualism (Cartesian dualism) based on the mind-
body distinction is not valid, that is, mind and body, brain and consciousness cannot
be two different substances, phenomenal consciousness (subjective and qualitative
aspect of consciousness) is still a "hard problem™ for the scientific investigations.
According to the basic premise of natural sciences, quantifiable, measurable and
mathematical properties of nature provide a single, precise and objective knowledge
of the world. However, our subjective experiences of consciousness such as pain,
fear, or pleasure from a work of art are accepted as qualities that cannot be measured
quantitatively and are seen outside the study of scientific field because they cannot

form a reliable basis in scientific studies.

There are many approaches that have attempted to explain the problem of
consciousness. Some of these traditional theories accept the subjective character of
consciousness but failed to explain the relationship between the subjective
consciousness and the physical brain, while others try to explain consciousness in a
physical sense by reducing it to neurophysiological states, but in this case, they

ignore the qualitative-subjective aspect of consciousness.
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The persistent failure of traditional theories has led some philosophers, like Colin
McGinn, to believe that there is no humanly accessible solution to the hard problem
of consciousness. According to McGinn, even if there is an explanation of the
relation between the brain and consciousness, we as human beings cannot achieve
this because of limited cognitive faculties. He believes that the link between the brain
and consciousness is natural and simple like the link between the liver and bile.
However, we have just two distinct cognitive faculties, introspection and perception,
and they cannot be successful to explain property of the brain mediating between
consciousness and brain. In other words, according to McGinn’s view, we are

cognitively closed to the scientific explanation of consciousness.

However, the aim of this dissertation is to reveal that McGinn’s epistemic
mysterianism with respect to the explanation of consciousness-brain relation is
pseudo-mysterianism since McGinn cognitive closure idea that constructs his
mysterianism is groundless and excessive argument. With a groundless claim,
McGinn closes the books on the problem of consciousness and drives people to
unnecessary despair. However, there is a promising theory that on the one hand, it
explains consciousness with a measurable, quantifiable property of the physical
world, on the other hand, it does not reduce it to a classical physical property in the
sense that we currently know. For this purpose, if we summarize what we have
studied so far, in the first chapter we introduced the problem that will be discussed in
this dissertation. In the second chapter | formulated the hard problem of
consciousness, analysed the sui-generis character of consciousness resisting to the
scientific explanation, and examined the required conditions that the theory must
have to open the door to the scientific explanation of consciousness. In the third
chapter I discussed the traditional solution-oriented approaches to the hard problem
of consciousness under the two main categories: dualism and monism. After |
analysed the dualistic and monistic view, their problems, and the objections to them,
in the chapter four, I will discuss the mysterians, Thomas Nagel and Colin McGinn,
who are pessimistic about understanding the subjective and qualitative character of
consciousness. In this chapter I divided mysterianism into two main categories: weak

version of mysterianism which is advocated by Nagel emphasises the possibility of
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solving the mystery of consciousness in the future, the strong version which is
defended by McGinn claims that the mystery is permanent due to the cognitive
closedness of human being. Even though I mentioned Nagel’s thesis and compared it
with the thesis of McGinn, the essential purpose of the fourth chapter was discussion
of the strong version of mysterianism and its problems. With this discussion, | aimed
to show that McGinn’s arguments are not satisfactory enough to leave consciousness
to the dark side and mysterianism which advocated by him is pseudo-mysterianism.
Not only did I show that McGinn's mysterianism is refutable, | went a step further
and argued in chapter five that there might be a constructive and naturalistic solution
to the hard problem of consciousness, and I supported this claim with Tononi’s
Integrated Information Theory (1IT), which is the most promising approach to the
explanation of consciousness. The IIT provides us the most reasonable data and
working method on the explanation of consciousness. Here in the remaining part of
this chapter, | will support this idea by investigating its compliance with the required

conditions given in the second chapter of this dissertation.

6.1. The required conditions that a theory must have to explain consciousness in
the scientific manner: The IIT Theory as an Example

Let's remember the criteria that we have listed in the second chapter of this
dissertation as the necessary conditions that should be in the thesis that will explain

consciousness

Firstly, we claimed that “there must be a theory that cares about the
phenomenological features of consciousness, such as qualitative and subjective
nature, and should starts from there.” As explained in the fifth chapter of this
dissertation, the IIT does not start from the question of how the brain lead to
consciousness; by identifying the characteristics of consciousness with the axioms
the 1T starts from the essential features of phenomenal consciousness. And then it
investigates the physical substratum which correspond to the special character of

consciousness.
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Secondly, we emphasised that such a theory “should be able to express the subjective
character of consciousness in a scientific and mathematical language and translate
them into these fields”. As explained in detail in the previous chapter the IIT defines
the existence of consciousness as the system’s capacity to integrate information. This
theory uses a mathematical framework to explain the quantity and quality of
consciousness. It measures the existence of consciousness in a system with the
system’s level of integrated information that corresponds to ®max and formulates
the qualitative character of consciousness with the system’s special way of

integrating information.

Our third criterion assumes that “the entity and process in which the phenomenal
consciousness is explained must be placed on a physical basis not in the sense that
we currently know but in a way that expands our perception of space and physical
world”. As we mentioned in the fifth chapter Tononi uses not the neural network
itself, but the information passing through this network to explain consciousness.
Even though classical identity theories reduce consciousness to neuro-physical
properties of the brain, the IIT does not apply to entities that are physical in the sense
that we currently know. Information, which is the basis of the IIT, appears as a
physically definable entity. The idea that information is physical, firstly is defended
by Landauer in 1961, has been improved by recent studies. Important physicist
Vopson advocates the idea that information can be the fifth state of matter that can
be measured massively, and he develops this idea based on the relationship between
mass energy and information. These studies give us hope that consciousness can be
explained scientifically by a physical entity in a different sense from the one we
know, and that unknown aspects of consciousness can be clarified as our knowledge

of the physical world improves.

Another criterion asserts that “what is modelled and translated into the scientific
mathematical language, must also have scientifically testable predictions. These tests
may be difficult, not very likely, but they should at least be logically testable”. The

IIT predicts that for the existence of consciousness the complex of the brain must
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achieve the maximum cause-effect power (®max). Even though it is thought that

measuring this prediction is difficult, it is not impossible.

The last condition we determined for the theory explaining consciousness is related
with the consistent implications of the theory. That is, “the implications of the theory
should not be counterintuitive”. As explained in chapter five, the information
integrating system has to be consistently conscious, no matter what it is. The system
can be a carbon-based organic material or a synthetic material. This shows that the
implications of the IIT is valid both for animals and infants, and it also opens the
door to artificial intelligence as long as the conditions are met.

Integrated Information Theory may have some problems; for instance, finding a
computable and certain quantity corresponding to consciousness can be considered
very difficult and challenging. However, it is not among the purposes of this
dissertation to claim that the IIT is the ultimate theory of the explanation of
consciousness. However, it is clear that the 11T is an effort to explain the problem of
consciousness holistically; it does not pass over the subjectivity (qualia) of
experiences. In addition, it argues that consciousness should be considered in an
inclusive way not only for humans, but also for non-human creatures and even non-
living beings. In the final examination, it is clear that even if the IIT theory is proven
wrong, it refutes the mysterians like McGinn who believe that consciousness cannot
be explained and will contribute to the right path for the next generation of

researchers to follow.
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Beyin iizerine yapilan arastirmalarin son yillarda artis gostermesiyle birlikte biling,
felsefe, norobilim ve bilissel bilimler igin ilgi ¢ekici ve merak uyandiran bir
arastirma konusu haline gelmeye baslamistir. Beynin fiziksel aktivitelerinin
incelenmesi sirasinda kullanilan ileri teknoloji beyin goriintiileme ydntemlerinin
bilincin 6znel ve niteliksel yanin1 anlama konusunda insanliga katki saglamamasi
bilinci giderek tanimlamasi zor ve gizemli bir fenomen haline getirmistir. Bilincin
kaynagmin fiziksel bir sistem olan beyin oldugunu bilmemize ragmen bilincin
beyinden tamamen farkli 6zelliklere sahip olmasi kafa karistirici olmaktadir ve
aslinda bilin¢ bulmacasinin 6zii de budur. Deney, gozlem ve dogrulama gibi ampirik
yontemlere dayanan bilimsel arastirmalarin yasadigimiz diinyanin sorunlarini
¢Ozdligl oldukca aciktir. Ancak, 6zellikleri itibariyle biling gibi karmasik bir seyin
nasil olup da kafatasimizin i¢indeki gri bir et par¢asindan ortaya ¢iktigi sorunu diger
tiim bilimsel sorunlardan kokten farklidir. Beyin, gézlemlenebilir 6zelliginden dolay1
bilimsel yontemlerle bilimsel arastirmalara acikken biling, bilimsel yontemlere
uygun varliklardan farkli olan 6zellikleri nedeniyle bilimsel arastirmaya direniyor
goriinmektedir. Bu nedenle biling ile beyin arasindaki iligki, bilincin zor problemi

olarak kabul edilir.

Bilincin zor problemi veya daha geleneksel olarak zihin-beden sorunu sinirbilim,
yapay zeka ve teknolojideki gelismelere ve ortaya atilan tiim felsefi teorilere ragmen
canliligimi ve dnemini korumaya devam etmektedir. Biling sorunu, antik ¢aglardan
glinlimiize kadar hem filozoflar hem de bilim adamlar tarafindan ele alinmis ve
temel amag, zihinsel durumlarin dogal, fiziksel diinyada nasil gergeklestigini
anlamak olmustur. Baska bir deyisle, elektronlardan, atomlardan, elektromanyetik
alanlardan ve c¢ekim kuvvetlerinden olusan bir diinyada, fizik yasalarina aykiri
olmadan, ac1 ve zevk gibi zihinsel durumlarin nasil ortaya ¢iktig1 anlagilmalidir. Bu
amac dogrultusunda gelistirilmis ¢6ziim odakli birgok geleneksel yaklasim ortaya
konulmustur. Geleneksel ¢oziimler iki ayr1 kategoride incelenebilir: Bu

kategorilerden ilki, bilincin 6znel yanin1 koruyan ancak fiziksel temelde
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aciklayamadiklari i¢in biling-beyin etkilesimini anlamayan yaklagimlari temsil eder.
Diger kategori, bilinci fiziksel bir temelde agiklamaya ¢alisirken, bilincin 6znel ya da
niteliksel yOniinii gérmezden gelen ya da gereken 6nemi vermeyen yaklasimlari
temsil eder. Bu iki u¢ diisiince bigimi, zor biling sorununu ¢ézmekten acizdir ve bu
yetersizlik, biling sorununu bir sarkag gibi iki u¢ arasinda gidip gelen sonsuz bir kisir

dongiiye sokar.

Oznel/subjektif/fenomenal bilinci bugiin bildigimiz anlamda temel fiziksel varliklar
acisindan agiklamanin miimkiin goriinmedigi fikrine ben de katiliyorum. Fenomenal
bilinci klasik fizigin maddesel varliklarina indirgeyerek aciklamaya calisan psiko-
fiziksel teoriler, bilincin 6znel ve niteliksel yoniinii géz ardi ederek basarisiz
olmustur. Bu basarisizliklar, Colin McGinn gibi bazi karamsar filozoflarin bilincin
bilimsel bir agiklamasinin olabilecegi hususunda umutsuzluga kapilmasina sebep
olmus ve onu asla agiklanamayacak bir gizem olarak gormelerine yol agmuistir.
McGinn’in tatmin edici olmayan mevcut teorilere bir alternatif olarak iirettigi tezi
bilincin aslinda dogal bir fenomen oldugunu iddia eder, ancak biligsel
kapasitelerimiz bunu agiklamak i¢in yetersizdir. McGinn'e goére bu yetersizlik
yliziinden elimizden gelenin en iyisini yapsak bile biling bizim i¢in sonsuza kadar bir
gizem olarak kalmaya mahkum olacaktir. Ancak bu caligmanin amaci, McGinn'in
gizemciliginin temelsiz ve asir1 bir iddia oldugunu ortaya koymak ve bilincin 6znel
yanini bir baglangi¢ noktasi alarak, bilinci fiziksel ve bilimsel bir temelde agiklamay1

vaat eden dogalci yaklasimlarin olabilecegini 6ne siirmektir.

Colin McGinn, bilincin higbir zaman insanlar tarafindan agiklanamayacagini iddia
eden bir yaklasimin Onciisiidiir ve bu yaklasim bu ¢alismada “gii¢lii gizemcilik”
olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Gizemciligin zayif versiyonu olarak adlandirdigim ve
Thomas Nagel tarafindan temsil edilen yaklasim bilincin gelecekte bilimsel bir
aciklamasinin olabilecegi fikrine kapilar1 kapatmazken bu yaklasimdan farkli olarak
giiclii gizemcilikte biling sorununun ¢6ziilemezligi kalicidir, bu da insanoglunun
biligsel kapasitesindeki yetersizligin bir sonucudur. 1989 tarihli makalesinde

McGinn, biling problemine dair yaklagimini “benim tercih ettigim yaklagim
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dogalcidir ama yapict degildir” diyerek tanimlamaktadir. Yapict olmayan dogalcilik

olarak tasnif ettigi tezini ii¢ ana argiimana dayandirmaktadir:

I. Beynin bilinci dogal olarak agiklayan bir niteligi vardir. (Bu argiiman bu
caligmada “Dogalcilik Arglimani” olarak adlandirilmistir)

ii. Biz insan olarak beynin bu niteligine bilissel olarak kapaliyiz (Bu argiiman
“Kapalilik Argliman1” olarak adlandirilmistir)

iii. Felsefi bir zihin-beden problemi yoktur (Bu argiiman "Coziimleme

Argiiman1" olarak adlandirilmistir)

McGinn'e gore, bilincin kendisi dogal olarak beyinden kaynaklanan biyolojik bir
fenomendir, bu nedenle beyin ve biling arasindaki iligki, karaciger ve safra
arasindaki iliski kadar dogaldir. Beyinde, zihinsel ve fiziksel arasindaki baglantidan
sorumlu olan P gibi bir nitelik vardir. Ancak P beynin niteliklerinden biri olmasina
ragmen beyin bilince sahip oldugu sekilde bu nitelige sahip oldugu i¢in P de tipki
bilincin kendisi gibi beynin fiziksel niteliklerinden farkli &zelliklere sahiptir.
Beynimiz uzamsal bir yapi olmasina ragmen biling 6yle degildir ve P de beynin
uzamsal bir niteligi olmamalidir ¢ilinkii simdiye kadar beyindeki uzamsal hi¢bir sey

bizi aradigimiz biling-beyin baglantisini buldugumuza ikna etmemistir.

McGinn, beyin ve biling arasindaki baga iliskin dogalci bir tutum takinsa bile, biling
sorununun ¢oziimiine yonelik yaklasiminin yapici olmadigini iddia eder (s. 350).
Yani beyin ile biling arasindaki baglantiyr miimkiin kilan beynin dogal niteligini
higbir zaman agiklayamayacagimiza inanir ve bu iddiasini “bilissel kapalilik™ teziyle
desteklemeye calisir. Biligsel kapalilik fikrine gore bir organizmanin kavram
olusturma kapasitesi bir niteligi veya bir teoriyi anlamak igin yeterli degilse,
organizma biligsel olarak o nitelige veya teoriye kapalidir. Her tiiriin kendi biligsel
siirlamalart vardir, bu nedenle baz tiirler i¢in bir teori veya nitelik elde edilebilir
ancak biligsel olarak diger tiirlere kapali olabilir. Ornegin, “bir farenin zihnine kapali
olan bir maymunun zihnine ac¢ik olabilir ve bize acik olan maymuna kapali olabilir”

(1989, s. 350). Bir elektronu ele alirsak, insan zihni bir elektronun 6zelligini anlamak
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icin yeterli biligsel kapasiteye sahipken, maymun zihinleri onun ne oldugunu asla

anlayamaz; bilissel olarak bu 6zellige kapalidirlar.

Fakat McGinn P niteligini hi¢bir zaman kavrayamayacagimiz yoniindeki fikrini
savunurken yalnizca benzerlik argiimanina bagli kalmaz. Ona gore, P niteligini
anlamak i¢in bizi ¢6ziime gétiirecek iki olas1 yol vardir: birincisi i¢ gozlem, yani
bilincimizi dogrudan inceleyerek, ikincisi ise beynimize dair aragtirmalar yaparak
(1989, s. 354). Yani tiim diinyay1 ya i¢ gozlem temelli ya da alg1 temelli yetiler
araciligiyla anliyoruz. Bu durumda ya biling durumlarimiz hakkinda dogrudan bilgi
sahibi olarak ya da beyin iizerinde gozlemler yaparak P'yi anlamaya calisabiliriz,

ancak bunlarin hig¢biri P'yi anlamamiz konusunda bize yardimci olmaz.

¢ gdzlem yoluyla bilincin 6zelliklerinin farkina variriz; zihinsel durumlarimiza
aninda erisebilir ve boylece igsel hayatimizdan kavramlar olusturabiliriz. Fakat
maalesef bu, P'ye ulasmak igin yeterli bilissel yeti degildir, ¢iinkii P, beyin ve biling
arasinda araci bir isleve sahiptir, ancak i¢ gozlem, bilin¢li durumlari beyne bagh
oldugu sekliyle bize sunmaz; bilin¢-beyin baglantisinin sadece bir yanin verir (1989,
s. 354). Bir baska nokta da su ki, P kavramim bilin¢g kavramlari {izerinden analiz
ederek elde edemeyiz c¢iinkii ancak kendi i¢ gdzlemimizle ulasabildigimiz biling
durumu igin kavram olusturabiliriz. Ornegin, yarasanin ekolokasyon durumu igin bir
kavram olusturamayiz; bu durum yarasanin kendi 6znel deneyimidir. Benzer sekilde,
gozleri gormeyen bir kisi daha once hi¢ géormedigi bir 'kirmizi' deneyimi kavramini
kavrayamaz. Aym sekilde, P'nin bir biling sorununun ¢6zliimii olarak

kavramsallastirilmasi, icebakis yonteminin Stesindedir.

P'ye ulagsmaya calisabilecegimiz bir diger yol da beynimizin incelenmesidir. Ancak
McGinn'e gore bu yolu kullanarak da i¢ gézlemden daha iyi bir sonug elde edemeyiz
¢linkii bu yetinin islevi beyni kavrayisimizi olusturmaktir. Beynin incelenmesi igin
duyularimizi kullanmaliyiz, ancak duyular bize yalnizca uzamsal nesneleri sunar.
Duyular uzamsal 6zelliklere yanit vermede etkilidir, ancak uzamsal higbir sey biling

sorununu ¢ozemeyeceginden, P bilincin kendisi gibi uzamsal olmayan bir nitelik
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olmalidir. Bu nedenle McGinn'e gbre P'nin biling-beyin bagimi nasil sagladigin

anlayamayi1z ve uzamsal 6zelliklerin arastirilmasiyla bilinci agiklayamayiz.

Bir seye algisal olarak kapali olmak, ona bilissel olarak kapali olmay1 gerektirmez,
¢linkii kavram olusturma yontemlerimizle P igin teorik bir kavram olusturmaya
yonelik umudumuz hala vardir. Ancak McGinn, bu yontemin de P’yi bize verme
konusunda yararsiz oldugunu iddia ediyor. Gozlem verilerinden bir ¢ikarim yaparak
teorik bir P kavrami elde edemeyiz ¢iinkii gézlemlerimize dayali teorik kavramlar
tiretirken “homojenlik ilkesini” kullaniyoruz. Homojenlik ilkesi, fiziksel verilerden
cikarim yaparak formiile ettigimiz teorik kavramin, gozlemimizin 6znesi ile yeterli
derecede homojen olmasi gerektigini beyan eder. McGinn'e goére, bu ydntem
gozlemlenemeyen maddi varliklara dair kavram olusturmamiz asamasinda calisir.
Ciinkii bu varliklar gézlem nesneleri olmasalar da gézlemledigimiz fiziksel verilerin
analojik uzantilar1 olmalar1 vasitasiyla onlar hakkinda teorik kavramlar
tiretebiliyoruz. Fakat P, beynin gdzlemlenebilir varliklarinin analojik bir uzantisi
olarak verilemez c¢iinkii ne bilincin kendisi ne de P, beynin uzamsal nitelikleriyle
ayni tliirden varliklar degildir. Bu durumda homojenlik ilkesine gore P sadece algisal

olarak degil, biligsel olarak da bize kapalidir.

Sonug olarak, McGinn'e gore, kavram olusturmamiza yarayan bu iki farkli yeti,
icebakis ve beynin incelenmesi, bize beyin ve biling arasindaki iligkinin kismi bir
resmini sunar; bu nedenle beyni ve bilinci birlestiren temel Ozelligi ortaya
cikarmakta basarisiz olurlar. Beyin-biling baglantis1 hakkindaki kismi bilgimiz,
kavram olusturma yetilerimizdeki igsel sinirlamalarin bir sonucudur ve ne yazik ki
bunlar1 degistirmenin veya genisletmenin bir yolu yoktur. Bu nedenle, McGinn’e

gore beyin-biling problemi bizim igin bir gizem olarak kalmaya mahkumdur.

Bahsedildigi {izere McGinn, biling-beyin sorununa yapici bir ¢dziim bulma
konusunda karamsar bir konuma sahiptir. Ancak felsefi kafa karisikligini ortadan
kaldirmak i¢in beyin ve biling arasindaki bagi anlamamiz gerekmedigine
inanmaktadir. Dogustan gelen biligsel smnirlarimiz nedeniyle biling probleminin

dogalc1 ¢oziimiine bilimsel olarak asla ulasamayacagimizi bilmenin felsefi biling
114



problemini de ortadan kaldirdigini iddia etmektedir. Biling, "sindirim" veya "cinsel
tireme" gibi siireglerden daha karmasik degildir ve beynin biling salimi, karacigerin
safra salgilamasi kadar dogaldir. Beyin ve biling arasindaki iliski hakkindaki felsefi
kafa karigiklig1, bu bagin mucizevi bir sekilde ortaya ¢iktigi hissine dayanmaktadir.
Ancak McGinn'e gore bu durum mucizevi bir olaymm sonucu degil, bilissel
kapasitemizin yetersizliginin sonucudur. Yani gizem ontolojik degil, bilinci
aciklayan Dbilimin biligsel smirlamalarimizin =~ 6tesinde olmasi  anlaminda
epistemolojiktir ve bu smirlamalarin farkinda olmak felsefi biling-beyin problemini

ortadan kaldirmak i¢in yeterlidir.

McGinn, kendi hipoteziyle biling-beyin sorununun yapict olmayan ama dogalci
¢Oziimiini kanitlamaya ¢alisir. McGinn'in biling sorununa dogalct bir ¢éziim oldugu
konusundaki 1srarin1 mantikli bulsam bile, bu ¢ézliimiin bizim i¢in numenal oldugu
tezini kabul edilemez bulmaktayim. Beyin ve biling arasindaki baglantinin simirl
biligsel kapasitemiz nedeniyle bizim ic¢in sonsuza dek diinyanin karanlik tarafinda
kalacak oldugu iddias: sindirilebilir bir iddia degildir. McGinn, gizemciligini biligsel
kapalilik teziyle insa eder ancak biligsel kapalilik tezini hakli ¢ikarmak igin
kullandigr ana argiimanlarin  sonugsuz oldugunu gostermek McGinn’in

gizemciliginin de yaniltici oldugunu ortaya koyacaktir.

McGinn'in  tanimladigi P niteliginin uzamsal olmamasi McGinn'in  dogalct
konumuyla ilgili bir ¢eligki yaratmasa da bu durum P'nin karakterizasyonunda bazi
problemler oldugu gercegini degistirmemektedir. Tamamen farkli 6zelliklere sahip
iki farkli nitelik arasinda aracilik yapabilmek i¢in her biri ile yeterince homojen olan
bir niteligin olmasi1 gerekir ve McGinn, beynin uzamsal 6zelliklerinin, bu 6zelligi
saglamaya yeterli olamayacaginda israr eder. Ancak, McGinn'in tamimladigi P
niteligi de aracilik rolii saglama acisindan yetersiz goriinmektedir. McGinn, P'nin
rolii beyin ile biling arasinda aracilik etmek oldugu i¢in P hem beynin hem de
bilincin bir 6zelligi olmalidir dese de P'yi bilingle tipatip ayni 6zeliklere sahip bir
nitelik olarak karakterize eder. Bu durumda, bilingle ayni1 6zelliklere sahip bir
ozelligin beyinle nasil iliskilendirilebilecegi sorusu, bilincin beyinden nasil ortaya

ciktig1 sorusu kadar kafa karigtiricidir.
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Araci bir P i¢in gerekli temel kosul, biling ile P ve P ile beyin arasinda paylasilan en
az bir ortak 6zellik olmasi durumudur, ancak McGinn’in tanimladig1 P niteliginin
beynin Ozellikleriyle higbir ortak yanmi yok gibi goriinmektedir. Bu durumda neden
bilingle ayni 6zelliklere sahip bir nitelige ihtiyactmiz var ve bu gibi bir nitelik,
karsilagtigimiz sorunlarin sayisini artirmaktan baska ne isimize yarayabilir gibi yeni
sorular ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Goriiniise gére McGinn'in P'si yalnizca aracilik roliinde
basarisiz olmakla kalmiyor, ayn1 zamanda biling-beyin probleminin yani sira P-beyin
problemi ve P-biling problemi olarak iki farkli problemi daha giindeme getiriyor.
Simdiye kadar biling ile beyin arasinda nasil bir baglanti oldugunu ariyorduk ancak
McGinn’in teziyle birlikte P-beyin ile P-biling arasinda nasil bir baglanti oldugu

problemleri de anlagilmay1 bekleyen durumlar arasinda yerini almistir.

McGinn, gizemciliginin 6zii olan biligsel kapalilik tezini ¢ift asamali bir yontemle
kurar. Oncelikle bilissel kapaliligin olabilirligini gdstermeye calisir ve ardindan iki
farkli kavram olusturma yetisine bagvurarak biligsel kapaliligin gergekligini iddia
eder. Ancak olabilirlikten gerceklige uzanan biligsel kapalilik tezinin birtakim

problemleri vardir.

Her biyolojik tiiriin kendi biligsel sinirlamalar1 vardir ve bir tiirde bilissel olarak
kapali olan bir problem digerine agik olabilir ve McGinn, insan zihninin diinyadaki
her sorunun ¢éziimiinii anlayacak kadar gii¢lii oldugunun garantisi olmadigini iddia
ediyor. Yukarida orneklendirildigi gibi bu iddia maymunlarin elektron kavramini
anlayamamasi veya farelerin trigonometrinin ¢6ziimlerini anlayamamas: gibi,
insanlarin da beyin-biling probleminin ¢éziimiinii miimkiin kilan nitelik gibi evrenin

bazi 6zelliklerini anlayamadiklar1 anlamina gelir.

Biyolojik bir sistem olarak insan zihninin evrendeki bazi seylere biligsel olarak
kapal1 olma ihtimalini ben de g6z ardi etmiyorum. Evrenin farkinda olmadigimiz, ne
hakkinda oldugunu bilmedigimiz, bunlarla ilgili soru soracak kavramsal bilgiye sahip
olmadigimiz ¢ok ilging ve onemli ozellikleri olabilecegini diisiinliyorum. Ancak
hakkinda diisiinebilecegimiz, sorular formiile edebilecegimiz ve bazi yonleriyle ilgili

arastirma yapabilecegimiz bir biling bu 6zellikler arasinda gériinmemektedir.
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Hayvanlar ve insanlar arasinda benzetmeden yola ¢ikarak biling sorununun
¢oziimiine iligkin bilissel kapaliligin insanlik i¢in miimkiin oldugunu tartismak pek
de makul goériinmemektedir ¢ilinkii hayvanlarin evrenin bazi gergeklerine bilissel
olarak kapali olmasi durumu ile insanlarin biling probleminin ¢6ziimiine dair bilissel
kapalilig1 arasinda temel bir fark vardir. Insanlar biling problemlerini formiile edip
anlayabilirken, hayvanlar bilissel olarak kapali olduklar1 alanlarla ilgili problemleri
formiile edemez ve anlayamaz. Yani hayvanlardan farkli olarak insan, bilmediginin
farkindadir. Maymunlarin elektron kavramina kapali olmalari, farelerin trigonometri
problemlerini ¢dzememeleri veya kopeklerin politik problemler iizerinde
diisiinememeleri sasirtict degildir, ¢linkii bu vakalarin hicbiri onlarin diinyasinda

problem olarak yoktur.

Dennett (1991, 1995) ve Kriegel (2003, 2009) da hayvanlar ve insanlar arasindaki bu
ayrima dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Onlara goére McGinn, insan zihni ile hayvan zihni
arasindaki en 6nemli fark olan dilsel yetenegimizi géz ardi etmektedir. Kriegel, “bir
soruyu anlamak ile onun olasi yanitlarini anlamak arasinda kavramsal baglantilar
oldugunu” vurgular (2003, s. 184). Yani, bir problemin kendisini anlamak igin
dogustan gelen siirlamalarimiz yoksa, bu durumda bu problemin olas1 ¢oziimlerine
de biligsel olarak agik olmak durumundayiz. Bir problemi anliyor olmak onun olasi
cozlimleri arasinda hangi ¢ozliimiin dogru oldugunun bilgisine dogrudan ulagmay1
zorunlu kilmaz. Yalnizca ¢6ziimiiniin ne olacagini anlayabilmeyi, dogru arastirma ve
gelismelerle nihayetinde dogru ¢o6ziime ulasabilecegimiz gosterir. Problemi
kavrayacak kadar gii¢lii olan biligsel kapasitemiz ile problemin ¢dziimiiniin bizim
icin anlagilamaz oldugunu varsaymak pek mantikli goriinmemektedir. Biitiin bunlar
g0z Oniine alindiginda, insanin biling probleminin ¢éziimiine bilissel olarak kapali
olma durumunu insan ve hayvan arasinda kurulan bilissel bir analojiyle agiklamak

oldukca zay1f goriinmektedir.

Bunun 6niine gegmek i¢cin McGinn, insanligin biling sorununun ¢dziimiinii anlamak
icin gerekli biligsel yetiye sahip olmadigini iddia ederek biligsel kapalilik ihtimalini
insanlik i¢in gii¢lii bir gerceklige doniistiirmeye ¢alismistir. Yukarida ayrintili olarak

aciklandig1 gibi, kavramlarimizi olustururken baglh oldugumuzu iddia ettigi ve P ile
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ilgili kavram olusturamayacagimiz hususunda ileri siirdiiglii temel argiiman
homojenlik ilkesidir. McGinn, homojenlik ilkesini kavram olusumuna iligskin bir tiir
koruma prensibi olarak kullanir. Fakat ne yazik ki bu ilke kavramsal ¢ikarimlarin
alanini yalnizca en basit ve en dolaysiz baglanti tiirleriyle sinirlayarak caligir. Yani
beyni gozlemleyerek ancak uzamsal beyin durumlar1 arasindaki baglantilar1 bulabilir
ve bu verilerle ilgili teorik kavramlari ortaya koyabiliriz ve i¢ gézlem yoluyla ancak
kendi bilingli durumlarimiz hakkinda yorum yapabilir ve bunlarla ilgili teorik

kavramlar1 ortaya koyabiliriz.

Bu kuskusuz dogru gibi gortinmektedir, ancak gozlemsel verilerimizle ilgili teorik
kavramlari ortaya koyarken davranisi ligiincii sahis yoluyla gozlemlemek ve bilince
iligkin akil yiiriitme yoluyla dogrudan olmasa bile dolayli olarak bilinci arastirmak
gibi iiciincii bir yola bagvuruyoruz. ige bakis, biling kavramimizi sekillendirmede
onemli bir role sahip olsa bile, bilincin kendisini yalnizca i¢ gbzlem yoluyla ortaya
koymadigr agiktir; Ornegin  diger canlilarda bilincin  varhigit  durumunu
davraniglarindaki tezahiirii ile inceleyebiliyoruz. McGinn, gézlenen fiziksel verileri
aciklamak ve bunlara dair kavram tretmek i¢in yalnmizca bu verilerle ilgili teorik
ozelliklere ihtiyacimiz oldugunu iddia etse de (1989, s. 359), baz1 gbzlemlenebilir
verilerde hem biling durumlarini hem de beyin durumlarini es zamanli inceleyerek
kavram {iretiyoruz. Flanagan bunu kor gorlis olgusuyla aciklar. Kor goérme
hastalarmin birincil gorsel korteksinde (V1) lezyonlar1 vardir, ancak gorsel
uyaranlara bilingli olarak goéremedikleri halde istatistiksel olarak anlamli tepkiler
verebilirler. Yani bu hastalara nesnelerle ilgili sorular soruldugunda baktiklari
yondeki nesnelerle ilgili sorulart1 dogru yanitlamaktadirlar. Ayrica, higbir sey
gormediklerini  sOylemelerine ragmen, bazi eylemleri dogru bir sekilde
gergeklestirebilir ve baktiklar1 yondeki nesnelerin 6zelliklerini tanimlayabilirler. Bu
durumda, McGinn'in iddiasinin aksine, gozlemlenen verileri agiklamak i¢in hem
bilincin niteliklerine (veya eksikligine) hem de gorsel korteksteki lezyonu ortaya
¢ikarmak igin beynin niteliklerine bagvurmamiz gerekir (1993, s. 114). Goérme bilinci
acisindan tam goren kisiler ya da gorme engelli hastalar ile gérme bilincinin eksik

oldugu kisiler arasindaki fark salt fiziksel verilerle a¢iklanamaz. Bu tlir durumlar i¢in
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teorik aciklamalar hem sinirsel 6zelliklere hem de bilingli 6zelliklere ayni anda

basvurmay1 garanti eder.

Bunun yani sira insanmn belki de higbir zaman algilamadig1 varliklar hakkinda
diistinebilen ve kavramlar sunabilen bir varlik oldugu gercegi de g6z ardi
edilmemelidir. McGinn, teorilerimiz olustururken algimizin nesneleri olmayan
Ozelliklere atifta bulundugumuz gergegini de kabul ediyor. Ancak vyine de
homojenlik ilkesi prosediirine uyan varliklar hakkinda teorik kavramlar
olusturabilecegimiz konusunda israr ediyor. Gozlemledigimiz fiziksel verilerden
analojik bir uzanti yaparak bu tiir varliklar hakkinda teorik kavramlar
olusturdugumuzu, ancak P gozlemleyebilecegimiz uzamsal bir nitelik olmadigi i¢in
P hakkinda herhangi bir teorik kavram olusturamadigimiz1 iddia ediyor. McGinn'in
homojenlik ilkesi asir1 derecede kisitlayic1 goriinmektedir. Gozlemlerimizden bir
cikarim yaparak gozlemlenemeyen nesneler hakkinda kavramlar olusturuyoruz,
ancak c¢ikarim yontemimizin ve kavram olusturma yontemimizin yalnizca
gozlemledigimiz fiziksel nesnelerle analojiye dayandigini sdylemek bilimi karanlik
caglara geri gotiirmekten baska bir igse yaramayacaktir. McGinn'in homojenlik ilkesi,
goreceli olarak makro diizeyde gdzlemlenemeyen nesnelerin teorik kavramlarinin
olusumu i¢in basarili olabilir ancak enerji gibi gézlemledigimiz uzamsal varliklarla
herhangi bir analojiye dayanmadan olusturdugumuz mikroyapisal diizeyde kuantum
fizigi alanindan teorik kavramlar da vardir. Kavramlar1 yalmzca McGinn'in iddia
ettigi gibi analojik uzant1 yoluyla iiretiyor olsaydik, bugiin sahip oldugumuz birgok
bilimsel kavrama kapali olurduk. Bu nedenle, McGinn'in biligsel kapanis tezinin
temeli olan homojenlik ilkesi oldukca yersiz gorinmektedir. McGinn'in bilissel
kapasitemizin sinirlarina ve homojenlik ilkesine dayandirdigi kapalilik tezi yalnizca
sonugsuz bir varsayimdir; biling sorununun biligsel giliciimiiziin disinda oldugunu

kabul etmemiz i¢in bize hi¢bir kanit ya da makul bir neden sunmaz.

McGinn'in bilissel kapalilik tezini israrla savunmasinin ve altinda baska bir neden
olmalidir. McGinn'in kabul edilebilir herhangi bir veri veya bilimsel kanit olmadan
kurguladigi kapalilik tezinin, insan zihninin yetersizliginden kaynaklanan bilissel bir

kapalilik degil, McGinn'in problemi sonlandirma arzusunun sonucu olan bir
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‘psikolojik kapalilik' oldugunu diisinmekteyim. Bir kisi bir sorunla karsilastiginda ve
bilissel sistemi i¢inde bu konuyla ilgili bir sonuca varamadiginda rahatsiz
hissedebilir ve bu konuda bilgi toplama, arastirmasini durdurma ve sonuglandirma
istegi duyabilir. Yani psikolojik kapaliliktan kastettigim, bireyin belirsizlik veren

konuyu kapatma ve sonuglandirma ihtiyaci ve istegidir.

Oyle goriiniiyor ki, McGinn, biling sorunuyla ilgili olarak konuyu kapatma ihtiyaci
tim insanlhigin bilissel yetersizligi lizerine ortaya atilan bir hipoteze donligmiistiir.
McGinn, 1989 ve 1993 tarihli ¢alismalarinda biling-beyin sorununu, oldukca
mucizevi ve Urkiitiicii olan, beyin sivisinin biling sarabina doniistiigii hissi veren,
yogun bir kafa karisikligt birakan ve oldukca sasirtan bir kargasa olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Bu tanimlamalardan da c¢ikarsanabilecegi tizere McGinn’in asil
amaci biling sorununun yarattigr yogun kafa karisikligini ortadan kaldirmak ve bu
sorunla ilgili bir an 6nce kesin bir sonuca varabilmektir. Bu amagla, sorunun olasi
¢oziimlerine katkida bulunmak yerine, biling hakkinda diisiinmeyi birakmay1 tercih
etmis ve kisa yol olan biligsel kapalilik tezini 6ne siirmiistiir. Bu tartismalarin
1s18inda, McGinn'in herhangi bir delile dayanmayan biligsel kapalilik tezinin, onun
hizli bir sonuca varma ihtiyacinin bir sonucu olan yaniltict bir tez oldugunu ve
kapalilik tezi iizerine inga ettigi epistemik gizemciliginin de sozde-gizemcilik

oldugunu diisiintiyorum.

Basindan beri bu tezin amaci, McGinn'in epistemolojik gizemciliginin asir1 oldugunu
ve fenomenal bilinci fiziksel temelde agiklayabilecek umut verici bir yaklagimin
oldugunu ortaya koymaktir. Biitiinlesik Bilgi Teorisi (BBT) olarak adlandirilan bu
yaklagim, bilincin 6znel, dogrudan ve dolaysiz olduguna dair sezgisel verileri
korumakla kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda bilinci bir sistemin bilgi entegre etme kapasitesi ile

Ozdeslestirerek fiziksel bir temelde agiklanabilecegini gostermeyi amaglar.

BBT modelinin bilincin 6znel karakterini fiziksel sistemde nasil agikladigini
tartisgmaya gegmeden Once bilincin diinyanin uzay-zaman birlikteligi icindeki yerini
kisaca analiz etmek bu calisma icin faydali olacaktir. Einstein'in Gorelilik Teorisi

bize zaman ve uzamin birbirinden ayrilamayacagini soyler. Bagka bir deyisle,
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gorelilikte uzay ve zaman arasinda yeterince net bir ayrim yoktur Sadece zamanda
olamadiginiz gibi sadece uzamsal olamazsiniz, ¢iinkii bu goriiste uzay-zaman
birlikteligi sadece yapay olarak ayr1 boyutlara boliinebilir ve bu yiizden ya tamamen

onun i¢indesiniz ve dolayisiyla uzay ve zamandasiniz ya da hi¢ i¢inde degilsiniz.

(Lee, 2007, s. 341)

Klasik Kartezyen teori, zihnin zamanda var oldugunu kabul etse de uzamsal olarak
varligini inkar eder. Ancak zaman ve uzam birbirine gore i¢ ige gecmis bir siireklilik
gibidir ve bu agidan bilingli durumlar uzam-zamansal olmalidir. Zaman ve uzay
arasinda net bir ayrim yoktur ve bu nedenle bir seyin uzayda degil, yalnizca zamanda
var olmasi veya bunun tersinin olmasi makul degildir. Gorelilik bize bilincin
uzamsal-zamansal olmasi gerektigini sOylese de bize onun uzay-zamana nasil
entegre edilebilecegini sdylemez. Bilincin uzamsal olarak var oldugunu kabul etmek,

geleneksel anlamda fizikalizmin dogru oldugunu kabul etmek anlamina gelmez.

Nagel'e gore, mevcut nesnel kavramlarimiz bilincin 6znel yoniinii igermediginden ne
0znel ne nesnel olarak tanimlayabilecegimiz yeni bir kavram tiiriiniin olusumu ile
zihinsel ve fiziksel arasindaki ugurumu kapatabilir ve fiziksel diinyada bilince bir yer
bulabiliriz. Ancak bunu bir adim daha ileri gétiiriip su sekilde sdylemek daha dogru
olacaktir: Gelisen teknoloji, yapilan arastirmalar ve bilimdeki ilerlemeler 1518inda
fiziksel diinya anlayisimizi ya da fiziksel varlik denilen seyden ne anladigimizi
revize edersek fenomenal biling i¢in sorunsuz bir fiziksel ve bilimsel agiklama
tiretebilir duruma gelebiliriz. Aslinda Nagel'in bilincin 6znel karakterini igerecek bir
kavramsal degisiklik oOnerisi, fiziksel ve uzamsal dedigimizde anladigimiz seyin

degisimine de bagli goriinmektedir.

McGinn gibi biling sorununun sonsuza kadar ¢6ziimsiiz kalacagini diisiinmek yerine
‘fiziksel’ kavramiin ne oldugunu diisiinmek, ‘fiziksel diinya’ ve ‘fiziksel olan’
hakkinda sahip oldugumuz bilginin yeterli olup olmadigi sorgulamasinin pesine
diismek daha makul olacaktir. Bizim anladigimiz anlaminin disinda, mevcut
bilgilerimizin 6tesinde “gercekte var olan” fiziksel diinyanin smirlarinin ne oldugu

bu tezin konusu degildir ve fizikgiler ve bilim adamlari i¢in bir arastirma konusu
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olarak simdilik bir tarafa birakilmalidir. Ancak bizim ig¢in 6nemli olan sudur ki,
fiziksel diinyaya ve onun nesnelerine dair bilgimiz, yeni arastirmalar, gelisen
teknoloji ve bilim diinyasindaki ilerlemeler ile gelistik¢e ve degistikce biling fiziksel
diinyanin bir nesnesi olarak bilimsel olarak agiklanabilir hale gelecektir. Bu nedenle,
varolusun tek bir tiir temel kategorisi oldugu kabul edilse bile, eger bu kategorinin su
anda bildigimiz anlamiyla fiziksel olmanin 6tesinde, gergek manada fiziksel oldugu

ortaya ¢ikarildiginda bilincin agiklanmasi bizim igin hi¢ de gizemli olmayacaktir.

McGinn, asilsiz bir iddiayla biling probleminin ¢6ziimiine dair tiim kapilar1 kapatip
insanlar1  gereksiz umutsuzluga sirikler. Bu ¢alisma sadece McGinn'in
gizemciliginin ¢iiriitiilebilir oldugunu gostermekle kalmayip bir adim daha ileri
giderek bilincin zor probleminin yapici ve dogalci bir ¢oziimiiniin olabilecegini
savunur ve bu iddiay1 bilincin agiklanmasinda umut vaat eden bir yaklasim olan
Giulio Tononi'nin Biitiinlesik Bilgi Teorisi ile destekler. Bilincin agiklanmasina
iliskin basarili bir teori, 6ncelikle bilincin dogasina dair bir analiz ortaya koymay,
ardindan da bu dogay1 gormezden gelmek yerine onu koruyan fiziksel temellerin
arastirtlmasini hedeflemelidir. Tononi tarafindan 2004 yilinda bilinci agiklamak igin
gelistirilen Biitiinlesik Bilgi Teorisi, boyle bir teorinin destekleyici bir 6rnegidir. Bu
teori, fiziksel temelden yola ¢ikmak yerine, biling hakkinda bildiklerimize dayal1 bir
yaklagim gelistirmeye calisir. Tononi, bilincin igsel varligini kabul eder; herkes kendi
bilincini deneyimleyebilir, biling kesinlikle 6zneldir ve boliinmez bir biitlindiir.
Tononi bu ger¢eklerden yola ¢ikar ve insan bilincinin salt néron ateslemesinden daha
fazlas1 oldugunu diisiindiigiinii belirtir. Esas olan noronun kendisi degil, bu aglardan

gecen bilgidir.

BBT i¢in iki 6nemli kavram enformasyon (bilgi) ve entegrasyondur (biitlinlestirme).
Tononi, iretilen bilginin Onemini Oncelikle “fotodiyot diisiince deneyi” ile
aciklamaya koyulur. Bu deneyde hem fotodiyota hem de kisiye bos bir ekran
gosterilir ve ekran agikken “aydinlik”, kapaliyken “karanlik” demeleri istenir. Kisi
ekranin acik ve kapali oldugu durumlar bilingli olarak ayirt edebilirken, fotodiyot bu
ayrimi 1s18a duyarl bir sensér ve bu sensore baglt olarak 15181 karanliktan ayiran bir

dedektor ile yapar. Bu diisiince deneyine gore kisi ile fotodiyot arasindaki temel fark,
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ayrim yapilirken iretilen bilgi miktariyla ilgilidir. Bagka bir deyisle, bir fotodiyot ve
bir kisinin ekrandaki “aydinlik” veya “karanlik” durumlarini algiladiginda tirettikleri

bilgi aralarinda temel bir fark olusturur.

Klasik bilgi teorisi kavramlarina gore her iki durumda da sonuglar ayni ise fotodiyot
ve Oznenin Urettigi bilgi ayn1 yani bir bit bilgi olacaktir. Ancak BBT modeline gore
bilgi miktarim1 6lgmek igin kullanilan entropi hesaplamasi igin farkli bir yol
izlenmektedir. Fotodiyot iki seg¢enekten birini secer: “aydinlik” veya ‘“karanlik”.
“Aydmhik” ve “karanlik” durumlar esit derecede olasi oldugunda, fotodiyotun
logaritma tabanina gore ortalama bilgi entropisi, bir bit bilgiye karsilik gelir. Ancak
bir kisi ekrana baktiginda sadece bir fotodiyot gibi 15181 algilamakla kalmaz, farklh
birgok deneyime de sahip olur. Bir fotodiyottan farkli olarak bir kisinin ‘aydinlik’
deneyimini yasamasmin nedeni, ekranin aydinlik olmasi durumunun bir kiginin
deneyimleyebilecegi sayisiz alternatiften sadece biri olmasidir. Ornegin, ekran
sadece “aydinlik” veya “karanlik” degil, ayn1 zamanda yesil veya kirmiz1 da olabilir;
ekranda su ya da bu film, ¢igek, dag ya da manzara gibi birgok farkli kare olabilir.
Aslinda ekranda goriilebilen karelere karsilik gelen olagantistii sayida olasilik vardir.
Kisi sadece “aydmlik” ve “karanlik” arasinda se¢im yapmakla kalmayip aym
zamanda ¢ok daha genis bir alternatif yelpazesinden se¢im yapmaktadir. Bu nedenle,
kiginin “aydilik” veya “karanlik” ifadesi bir bitten daha yiiksek bilgi tagir. BBT
modelinde bilgi aslinda ¢ok sayida alternatif arasindan ayrim yapabilme yetenegidir
(2008, s. 218); kisinin 1518a bilingli tepkisi ile fotodiyotun tepkisi arasindaki fark,
bir¢ok alternatif arasinda ayrim yapabiliyor olmaktir. Fakat daha sonra Tononi
“dijital kamera” 6rnegi ile ¢cok fazla alternatif arasindan ayrim yapabilmenin biling
igin tek basina yeterli olmadigin1 bizlere gosterir. Bir dijital kamera sahip oldugu
milyonlarca fotodedektér sayesinde bir insana kiyasla ¢ok daha fazla alternatif
arasinda ayrim yapabilir, fakat bu durum dijital kameranin bilingli bir varlik
oldugunu gostermez. Bu durumda bilgi miktar1 bilincin varligr i¢in gerekli olsa da
yeterli bir kosul degildir. Ve bu noktada entegrasyonun, yani bilgiyi
biitiinlestirebilme kapasitesinin énemi ortaya c¢ikar. BBT ye gore bilingli bir sistem
bilgiyi biitiinlestirebilme kapasitesine sahip bir sistemdir ve biling biitiinlesik

bilgiden ortaya cikar.
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BBT modeline gore bilinci agiklamak icin iki ana problemi ¢zmemiz gerekir. Ilk
problem, bir sistemin bilince sahip olabilmesini belirleyen kosullarin ne oldugu ile
ilgilidir (2004, s. 2). Nitekim bu sorunun ¢6ziimii bize bilincin ne menem bir sey
oldugunu ve hangi kosullar altinda bilingli bir varliktan ya da biling durumlarindan
sOz edilebilecegimizi gosterir. Bu problemin ¢6ziimii ile bir sistemin iiretebilecegi
biling miktarmi bilebilecegimiz gibi bilincin niceligini de 6lgmiis olacagiz. Bu
sebeple bu problemi “bilincin nicelik problemi” olarak adlandirabiliriz. Ikinci
problem, bir sistemin {irettigi bilincin niteligini belirleyen kosullarla, yani bu tezin
ana konusu olan bilin¢gli deneyimin 6znel karakterini olusturan kosullarin nasil
anlagilacagiyla ilgilidir. Bu soruna “bilincin nitelik (veya qualia) problemi”
diyebiliriz ve bu problemin ¢éziimii, bir sistemin bilincin niteligini ya da baska bir

deyisle 6znel karakterini nasil lirettiginin aciklamasini saglayacaktir.

BBT fenomenoloji ile baslar. Fiziksel agiklamasini fenomenal olanin karakteristik
ozelliklerinden yola cikarak yapmaya calisir. Ozetlemek gerekirse, bu teorinin iki
temel iddiasindan ilki, bilincin, beynin karmasik dedigimiz sinir sisteminin bilgi
biitliinlestirme kapasitesine tekabiil ettigi ve biitiinlesik bilgi miktarinin da
oOlgiilebildigi ve @ (fi) sembolii ile gosterilebildigidir. Bizler pek ¢ok seyin bilincine
sahip olabilen organizmalariz: Bir tiyatro sahnesini izlerken duvarda resmedilmis
olan figiirleri gorebilir ve disaridan gelen her sesi ayirt edebiliriz. zledigimiz veya
izleyecegimiz tiim film karelerini diistindiigiimiizde her karenin bizim i¢in belirli bir
biling durumu vardir. Bu, beynimizin mekanizmasinin i¢sel durumu sayisiz olasi
alternatife ayirdigr ve bu bilginin bilingli deneyim iiretmek igin beyin sistemiyle
yiiksek oranda biitiinlestigi anlamina gelir. Beynimizin ilgili boliimleri arasindaki
sebep-sonug etkilesimi nedeniyle biitliinlik halinde bir biling deneyimi yasariz.
Ornegin ne kadar ugrasirsak ugrasalim, icinde bulundugumuz bolgenin sadece sag
tarafin1 bilingli olarak algilayamayiz ve sol tarafini gérmezden gelemeyiz; ya da
kahkaha atan bir arkadagimizin yiiziine baktigimizda onun giiliisiinii fark etmememiz
pek olas1 degildir. Bilincimizde olan bilgiler alt boliimlere ayrilamaz; tam bir biitiin
olarak verilir. Boliinmiis beyin denilen sendromu diisiinelim. Bu sendrom kontrol
edilemeyen epilepsi tedavisi i¢in iki yarim kiireyi birbirine baglayan korpus

kallozumun cerrahi olarak kesilmesi sonucu ortaya ¢ikan bir tablodur. Bu
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ameliyattan sonra hastalarin bilinglerinin ikiye ayrildigi goriiliir; deneyimleri
eszamanlidir, ancak bir biitiin degildir. Hastalar sag ve sol gdérme alanlarindaki
uyaranlari farkli algilar ve bir biitiinliik olusturamazlar; hastanin sag yarim kiiresi sol
gdrme alaninin farkindadir ve sol yarim kiire sag gérme alaninin farkindadir. Ancak
hasta kendisine sunulan uyarandan bir biitiin olarak habersizdir. Bu durumda,
boliinmiis beyin hastalari, "iki kortikal yarikiireyi birbirine baglayan 200 milyon tel"
kesildigi i¢in olaganiistii bir biitiinliige sahip degildir. (Koch, 2009). Bu 6rnek ayni
zamanda bilin¢li olmak icin beynimizin noéral kompleksindeki Ogeler arasinda
iletisim olmas1 gerektigini de ortaya koymaktadir; yani biitiinlesik bir varliga

ihtiyacimiz var.

Bu ¢alismada yanitlamaya c¢alistigimiz asil problem bilincin 6znel yaninin bilimsel
olarak aciklanip agiklanamayacagi sorusudur. Tononi, BBT teorisi ile bunun bilimsel
olarak aciklanabilecegini savunur ve bunu, beyindeki kompleks adini verdigi
sitsemin i¢indeki elementlerin birbirleriyle olan bilgi iliskilerinin yapisi ile tanimlar.
Tononi'ye gore, iki farklt kompleks i¢in veya farkli zamanlardaki ayn1 kompleks igin
tiim deneyim nesneleri ve bilgi entegrasyon degerleri ayni olsa bile, her iki kompleks
icin veya farkli zamanlardaki ayn1 kompleks igin bilgiyi biitiinlestirme sekli ve yolu

farkl olacaktir ve bu durum bilincin 6zel ve 6znel yonii yansitmaktadir.

BBT sorunlar1 olan bir teori olabilir, ¢iinkii bilincin niceligini 6l¢gmek oldukga
karmasik olarak kabul edilebilir. Ancak teorinin eksikliginden ziyade avantajlarina
baktigimizda BBT, bilingli deneyimlerin 6znelligini gbz ard1 etmeden bilinci fiziksel
sistemde agiklamaya galistig1 ig¢in biling sorununa biitiinciil yaklasan bir g¢alisma
olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ikinci avantaji ise bilincin sadece insanlar i¢in degil, insan
dis1 varliklar ve cansiz varliklar i¢in de kapsayici bir sekilde ele alinmas1 gerektigini
savunmasidir. BBT igin, biling sadece bir sistemin bilgi entegre etme kapasitesine
baglidir ve bu demektir ki bir sistemin biling sahibi olabilmek icin gii¢lii bir benlik
duygusu, dil yetenegi, duygu veya cevresel kosullara baglilik gibi kosullara sahip
olmaya ihtiyac1 yoktur. Dil ile ilgili olmadig1 igin sozlii bildirimin olmadigi
durumlarda bilincin varligindan s6z etmek miimkiin hale gelir ve bu iddia ile

hayvanlarda ve bebeklerde bilincin varliginin yani sira koma veya uyurgezerlik gibi
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bazi norolojik olgulart da agiklar. Ayrica bu teori, REM uykusunda giris ve ¢ikis
sinyallerinin zayiflamasina ragmen bilincin korunmaya devam ettigini iddia
etmektedir (2004, s. 20). Bu ornekler fi degerinin diisiik oldugu durumlar olarak
tanimlanabilir. Diger bir deyisle, BBT’ye gore bilingli deneyim, fi degerinin
maksimum oldugu durumunda gerceklesir. Sistemin entegrasyon kapasitesi arttikca
sinerji ve biling de artar. Kisiler fi degerinin maksimumun altinda oldugu durumlarda

deneyimlerini bildirmezler ancak bu fi degerinin sifira ulastigi anlamina gelmez.

Bunlarin yani sira, matematiksel bir kavram olan bilginin Ol¢iilebilir bir fiziksel
varlik oldugunu kanitlamaya g¢alisan 6énemli fizikgiler vardir ve bilginin fizikselligi
bize fenomenal bilinci, hurafelere ya da umutsuzluga yer vermeden, agiklama sansi
verir. Ornegin, Landauer 1961 tarihli calismasinda termodinamik ve bilgi arasindaki

baglantiy1 vurgulayarak 6l¢iilebilir bilginin fiziksel bir varlik oldugunu savunur.

Vopson, 2019'da yaymlanan bir makalede Einstein'n genel gorelilik teorisine
dayanarak teorisini kurar ve bilginin fiziksel bir varlik oldugunu 6ne siiren yeni bir
kiitle-enerji-bilgi denkligi ilkesi formiile eder. Teori, her bilgi par¢asinin sonlu ve
Olgiilebilir bir kiitlesi oldugunu 6ne siirer (2020). Vopson'un teorisi, bilginin
maddenin besinci hali oldugu anlamina gelir ve bu fikir fizigin eksik olan kismim
yeni ve heyecan verici bir sekilde tamamlar. Su anda tanimlayamadigimiz anlamda
bilginin fizikselligi fiziksel diinyaya ait mevcut bilgimizin ve anlayisimizin gelisip

degismesine katkida bulunmaktadir.

Vopson'i yant sira iinlii fizik¢isi Max Tegmark da bilincin biitlinlesik bilgi kuranu
cercevesinde ifade edilebilecegi goriisiinii paylasiyor. Kuantum mekanigi ve bilgi
teorisini birlestirerek, bilingteki gercekligin dogas1 hakkinda bazi sorularin bilimsel
deneysel yontemlerle arastirilabilecegini diisiiniiyor. Landauer ve Vapson gibi

Tegmark da bilgiyi dl¢iilebilir fiziksel bir varlik olarak agiklar.

Fiziksel bir varlik olarak bilginin a¢iklamasini ve ispatini fizikg¢ilere birakip boyle bir
bilginin bu caligmaya katkisina geri donersek, bilginin su anda anladigimizdan farkli

bir anlamda fiziksel bir varlik oldugu iddiasi bize fiziksel teorilerle ¢elismeden
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fiziksel diinyaya ve uzamsal olana dair algimizi genisletmenin miimkiin oldugunu,
temelde maddenin dortten fazla hali oldugunu ve bilincin boyle bir fiziksel varlikla

aciklanabilecegini sdyler.

Biitiinlesik Bilgi Teorisi'nin bilince karsilik gelen belirli bir niceligin
hesaplanabilirligine dair olan iddiasinin sonugsuz oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Zaten
BBT'nin bilincin agiklanmasina dair nihai bir teori oldugunu iddia etmek de bu tezin
amaglar1 arasinda degildir. Ancak BBT'nin bilin¢ sorununu biitiinsel olarak agiklama
cabasi oldugu agiktir ve bilingli deneyimlerin &znelligini yok saymaz. Ayrica
bilginin fiziksel olduguna dair son yillarda artan g¢alismalar ve ortaya koyulan
hipotezler fiziksel diinyaya ait mevcut bilgilerimizin degisip genisleyebilecegine ve
bu dogrultuda bugiin fiziksel diinyaya ait olmadig1 diisiiniilen fenomenal bilincin bir
fiziksel diinya nesnesi olarak tanimlanabilecegine dair umutlarimizi yesertir. Yapilan
arastirmalarla ileriki donemlerde BBT teorisinin yanlis oldugu kanitlansa bile,
McGinn gibi bilincin agiklanamayacagina inanan gizemcileri ¢liriittiigli ve yeni nesil
aragtirmacilarin bilincin agiklanmasi konusunda izleyecegi dogru yolda onlara

katkida bulunacagi ve 151k tutacagi agiktir.
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