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Preface


     Informational ontologies more and more
envelop the natural sciences. The growth of communication
technologies and social networking characterize our age. Instead of
seeing our world solely as matter in motion, as did Democritus, we
now imagine living in a world composed of flowing information. Bits
of information have since replaced atoms of matter, and the
space-time movement of bits is now called communication. This work
is partly a criticism of the materialism and idealism that gave
birth to today’s worldview, and especially a criticism of the
concepts of communication and information as they arise in science
and language. Not that I have any interest in proving these
concepts false; I agree that each is useful in its domain. Rather,
these criticisms may open one up to a less confined communication
that is not bounded by science or language but perfuses each. This
communication nourishes the paradoxical connection between
separated things, and helps one understand one's self. 

 



 

Long stood the walls of knowledge, holding a
mountain of unknown weight.  How easily we now peer through
those cracked walls.  How painfully we eat the fallen debris,
hoping to feel satiated by what used to make us full. Light shines
through, but it does not illuminate.  Light shines through
only to reveal a darkness that glairs back in laughter, in anger,
in hate.  Love is lost for now.  Love went into
hiding.  Courage is lost for now.  Courage stood its
ground and crumbled.

 

A vortex of dark, undulating light is within
me.  It throws its tentacles against my tubular walls,
supporting itself from my inside, fearful of falling into a greater
abyss that is also part of me.  Gray spikes protrude out of
the tentacles and retract back in.  They protrude in unison,
swiftly, with a crack.  Out and in.  Out and in. 
The spikes grow bigger, too big to be contained by the tentacles,
and they thrust out again and again.  Crack. Crack.
Crack.  Each crack louder.  The spikes grow larger with
each protrusion.  My tubular walls hold despite repetitious
piercings.

 

The spikes calm and transform into the thorns
of an ancient tree.  The tentacles become wooden branches and
limbs, leaves sprout, and the thorns become too small to be
noticed.  Fruit blossoms on the tree and falls down into the
abyss of light.  With gratitude the fruit enters.  A God
arises from the bright abyss and swallows the tree whole.  A
sacrifice is accepted.

 

 

 

 

 










Introduction


     Suppose your insides were
shrinking.  Imagine that your heart began contracting in
size—not just squeezing as it is supposed to, but actually
shrinking in total size while still attached to your arteries and
veins.  Your heart is shrinking from the size of a fist to
that of a golf ball and smaller.  Soon your heart will no
longer be able to circulate blood throughout your body, and all of
the physiologic processes that depend upon this circulation will
fail.  Since the body lacks a contingency response for the
gradual shrinkage of the heart, you will die without acute
intervention.

     Now let us imagine an even more
fictitious situation in which everything within your body is
shrinking except for your skeleton which holds its form and your
external skin covering and eyes.  Let us further imagine that
this process is extremely slow, so slow that your body as a whole
is able to partially compensate for your slowly contracting
insides.  Although you will not die from this process, at
least not immediately, you will certainly be altered by it. 
You will lose many abilities and possibilities that you possessed
as a person with non-contracting insides, and those things which
previously had been easy and taken little effort will soon exhaust
you.  Even putting on clothing, which you once did without
thought or effort, now becomes a chore that leaves you bedridden
the rest of the day.

     Your body will do its best to
compensate for its shrinking insides—as it does for those of us
without shrinking insides—but some of those compensations will
cause other, more acutely dangerous situations that will put your
life in immediate danger, a danger that may outweigh the danger due
to slowly contracting insides.  Today’s medical science will
often be able to intervene, offering surgical revisions and
pharmacological interactions that will stave off the immediate
danger.  Medicine can potentially extend and improve the
quality of your life, but as for the primary problem, the shrinking
of your insides, it can do nothing about.  The internal
contraction is neither due to a genetic flaw nor an environmental
contaminate.  You can only be cured by transplanting your self
into a new body that is not contracting, and hope that the new body
will not be similarly affected.

     Now suppose that it is not the insides
of your body that are contracting, but you yourself are contracting
from the inside.  Whatever you are, whatever you take
self-hood to be, that is what is shrinking.  If you consider
yourself a material body only, then this consideration will not
change what I have said above, and you can continue to take your
internal organs as contracting.  If you believe that you are
your brain, then it is your brain that is slowly shrinking—which
interestingly happens as we age anyway.  For those of you who
see more than material bodies, such as mind or soul or spiritual
essence, then those things are contracting.  The essence of
yourself is closing in, contracting.

     What would contraction of the self be
like?  This is a difficult question that requires us to
specify what the self is, a specification that will depend upon
your theoretical leanings as I noted above.  I imagine that
whatever self-contraction is, it will be experienced—if it is
experienced at all—as though one were enclosed in a ten foot steel
cube whose walls were slowly closing in on all sides.  There
is a dim light on within the cube so that you can feel and see the
walls closing in, and for some reason you know that nothing exists
outside of the shrinking cube.  Or, self-contraction reflects
your awareness of slowly losing your awareness, bit by bit, where
you are constantly aware of everything that you are losing, until
the only awareness you have left is that of pure loss.

     If we realize that we are contracting
on the inside and believe that we can do nothing about it, or if we
deny and avoid the contraction of our internal organs because the
truth is too much to bear, then how do you suppose the typical
person would react?  The person who avoids the truth of
internal contraction would of course best be served by looking
outward.  Let him focus upon his skin and hair, and upon those
things in the external world.  Let him be distracted by
political drama and focus more upon others than his self.  Let
him see the universe as externally expanding, for this is a
necessary and true dual for one who turns away from his contracting
insides.  And what of the person who knows that she is
contracting on the inside but believes she is impotent to slow or
reverse the process?  Won’t she lose sanity, pray for
salvation, or marshal whatever knowledge she can to at least patch
up the devastation left behind by internal contraction?  Or
worse still, won’t she perhaps gleefully accept her internal
destruction and playfully devise means to hasten the
process? 

     There is a connection between the
internal contraction of the individual and the spatial expansion of
the universe.  These processes are duals of one another, and
suggest that within a larger understanding could be unified if
taken seriously.  For example, the expansion of space is
likely accompanied by the contraction of time, but it is not clear
that a universal contraction of time could ever be noticed in the
same way as the expansion of space.  Does time contract at
every point of time as space expands at every point in space, and
does time contract across space as space expands across time? 
The latter is not an appropriate comparison for the apparent
ordering of time allows us to determine a meaning of acrossness,
while space is not clearly ordered, or ordered in many equally
compatible ways without natural preference.  Expansion is
fundamentally understood temporally—because it is a dynamic
process—but contraction need not have anything to do with
space.  And if time contracted equally for everyone and
everything, then it seems that we could not notice this through
empirical methods, although one might infer such a thing from
things measured and theories proffered.

     To the extent that we are temporal
things, it is conceivable that we are contracting in some way, and
that this contraction binds us to the spatial expansion of the
universe.  On a common understanding of time, time contraction
would be experienced as the speeding up of things, consistent with
the experience that time goes by more quickly as we age.  The
personal age-related contraction of time cannot, of course, be
found in the geometric spacetime metric tensor of relativity
theory; at least not unless someone determines the individual’s
contribution to the metric.  Still, the speeding up of time
with age is an empirical phenomena, but it is a personal phenomena
associated with keeping-track of the events around us.  From
an external perspective it would, in contrast, seem that people are
‘maturing’ at slower rates, by which I mean taking more time to
develop intended, nuanced, and natural identities.   Just
as seeds follow paths to mature plants, and reproductive cells grow
into adult bodies, the self goes from a near undifferentiated
infant awareness to an adult identity.  The fact that children
are reaching puberty at earlier ages does not refute my claim, but
rather demonstrates the body’s physiologic compensation for the
slowing development of self.

     The development of the self—where self
is some vague sense of identity as a self-object, a fusion of form
and content within being—appears to be slowing down, and at times
halting entirely, although it is unlikely that this slowing down is
caused by a temporal disturbance as much as by other things
surrounding the self.  A plant does not reach maturity and
fruit for many reasons, and it would be ridiculous to accuse time
itself for not seeing the process to its end.  Many things
influence the rate of development and most of them are not likely
law-like.

     If the rate of development of one’s
identity were only slowing down, or static, then it is unlikely
that we would experience this as much of a problem.  Who shall
rightly claim that there is proper or natural rate of the
development of anything?  Surely we should develop at our own
pace, dependent upon our environment and what have you.  If
the modern world is a place such that personal development is
slowed, then so be it.  Take whatever time you need to find
yourself; our world is complicated.  The problem arises,
however, in that not only has development slowed and sometimes
stopped, but now the self is regressing well before its time. 
While it is natural for the self to regress with age or injury or
disease, now the self is devolving prematurely apart from these
causes.  Something else is acting upon us from within. 
We feel it closing in within us, contracting us.  If you
imagine the self or your identity as an eloquent space, then you
may see this space contracting within you.

     Kierkegaard spoke of this contraction
as inclosing reserve, but whereas our sense of
self-contraction is a physical process in which the fabric of the
self contracts upon itself, Kierkegaard saw inclosing reserve as a
state of un-freedom that makes itself a prisoner.  I intend no
opposition to Kierkegaard and see us as trying to talk about the
same thing using similar metaphors in different ways.  In the
end, self-contraction and inclosing reserve are both attempts to
understand suffering.

     While I have suggested that something
in the world is causing the contraction of self-space, it is not
clear to me what that source might be.  I cannot assume that
it is a particular molecule or virus.  I cannot assume that it
is our culture, moral landscape, or philosophy; and it appears that
a similar process was occurring in 1844 as it is today.  More,
the process appears to be acting directly upon self-space, whatever
self-space might mean, and it seems that everyone is affected to
one degree or another.  In this sense it is process that
extends across space and time that makes contact with our
identities to differing degrees.  I envision the cause of the
process to be analogous to a black hole in that it contracts space
and closes in upon itself, yet not a black hole in the sense of a
geometric singularity of geometric space-time, but rather a
singularity of self-time space that collapses each of us from the
inside.

     The primary means of combating internal
contraction has typically been external expansion.  By
external expansion I imply many things.  Nations try to expand
their territory in war.  Religions send missionaries to
increase their numbers.  Academics preach their theories to
try to dominate intellectual space.  Bullies threaten on the
playground to extend their domain of fear.  Companies seduce
or frighten us to increase their market share.  Spreading
these words with fear is a type of expansion.  Each of these
methods of external expansion, of course, fails to counter internal
contraction in the long run, for none address internal contraction
in the first place.  However, to the extent that we measure
ourselves according to external metrics, we may be able to, at
least temporarily, quell the dread of internal contraction by
looking outward and by believing that we are the measure of our
external domain and not that which shrinks from the inside.  I
suspect that the practice of looking outward only accelerates
internal collapse, and that as we contract more quickly, the more
we attempt to compensate by measuring ourselves by external
metrics, and so on.  From this perspective, the scientific
theory of an expanding universe appears to reflect the human
opposition to self-contraction.

     Through another method we have opposed
internal contraction by reaching outward.  When we honestly
reach out for help and assistance we extend ourselves.  When
we attempt to do things outside of our comfort zones we extend
ourselves.  When we engage in communication with another
person for the sake of communicating we extend ourselves. 
When we help other people in need we extend ourselves.  Each
of these processes opposes internal contraction, and more, the
internal expansion can occur mutually between two people in the
process of communication and offering assistance.

     Honest communication has saved many
people from internal collapse, and science, perhaps noticing this
benefit, has sought to extend the range and efficiency of
communication.  We have since created technologies that
facilitate communication, but we have done this without precisely
understanding the nature of communication itself.  Although
some aspects of communication technology are helpful in opposing
internal contraction, other aspects appear to be facilitating
collapse.  For example, to the extent that we conceive of
communication as the movement of words or information across
geometric space, we cannot be talking about something that is
internally helpful.  This sort of communication is measured in
bits, and the growth of this communication is a form of external
expansion, the very thing that often accelerates internal
collapse.  External communication of this sort will turn
against itself.  It would, for example, be undesirable for
every cell in the body to begin communicating with every
other cell externally.  It is unproductive for every
person in the world to communicate with every other person
externally—less there be no actual communication at all.  I am
not advocating un-freedom of communication, or the silencing of
speech, but I am pointing out that the expansion of external
communication can be dangerous.  Nor do I feel that forceful
suppression of external communication can do any good, for this too
is a form of external expansion by something else.

     What I am advocating is the growth of
communication, the type of communication that directly opposes
internal contraction, and so makes some connection to one’s insides
and expands self-space.  I cannot call it internal
communication, for this communication connects inside and outside
as all actual communication does.  It is the only
communication that is, which implies that external communication,
when understood as the transfer or movement of information across
space-time, is a misnomer; or rather, external communication is a
non-physical process, metaphysics.  In this work I try to say
what physical communication might be with an eye upon a means of
opposing internal contraction.  We will not escape the
metaphysical in the process.

     Most readers will find my perspective
confusing or downright contradictory in that I begin by assuming
that attention, although personal, is not a mental phenomena. 
One might call this assumption a form of epoché in which we suspend
judgment about the existence of mental phenomena in addition to
external objects.  It is an ontological skepticism that
accepts first a concept of physical attention while being
suspicious of physical and mental objects.










Part 1









1.1 Attentional directedness


     What are you looking at right
now?  You read these words—therefore we assume that you are at
least directing your attention at this sentence.  But is there
attention without purposeful direction of attention?  As I
type, I can hear sounds in the background and see objects beyond
the confines of this page.  I was not purposefully directing
attention to these other things prior to writing about them, but
they are part of my attentional field nonetheless.  There are
also thoughts and ideas that fly by like ghosts, almost too faint
to be noticed, but they are part of my attention as well.  I
can potentially and purposefully direct my attention to these
things, and further, other things may enter attention de novo that
I insist were not there in the moment before.  A loud knock at
the door may enter my attention.  A memory or fear may emerge
into attention that was not there prior.  It is common to call
a memory or thought that one directs attention to presently, but
was absent from attention the prior moment, a subconscious or
non-conscious or unconscious thing, but these labels are not
immediately necessary.  Few would consider the knock at the
door as arising from the non-conscious, and likewise we will not
consider the non-present memory or belief or fear that enters
attention as non-conscious prior.

     The metaphorical picture I am painting
is of an attentional field in which every object (within attention)
is associated with a scalar magnitude that represents the intensity
of the attentional field at that object.   My notion of
an attentional object is very loose at this point.  An object
may be a computer, keyboard, or mouse; a region of space or
interval of time; or a memory, smell, pain, belief, thought,
concept, theory, or idea.  Any topic or thing that we
can talk about can be an object of attention.  This notion of
object may create philosophical puzzles.  How can we focus our
attention on say, a unicorn, when unicorns presumable do not exist
in nature?  But on our loose view this is not a problem. 
A unicorn, as a topic of discussion, demarcates an object that is
separate from other objects.  We may not be able to say
positively what a unicorn is, where the idea came from, what it is
fundamentally composed of, or its conditions for existence; but
neither can we say this definitively for most things.  I am
now, for instance, focusing my attention upon attention without
knowing precisely what attention is or if it exists at all. 
Without any further argument I will take an object of attention to
be a subject of discussion.

     Why, then, do we call it an object of
attention at all?  Part of the reason is historical.  We
have always spoken of attention and its objects, not its
subjects.  The other reason follows from the directedness of
attention.  Attention is directed to or at something. 
Linguistically, S directs attention at O; so in a sense we are
always talking about predicate objects when we speak of attentional
objects.  But we also assume that attention is more than
linguistic structure.  When conceived of as a physical
process, we can imagine the flow of attention as it moves toward a
destination, the destination being the goal or object of that
flow.  A logical analysis of the structure of the attentional
relation supports the use of object, and we will continue to use
object language, remembering that these objects are being
understood as topics or subjects.

     Although the cognitive scientific study
of attention focuses upon objects of sensory attention, it remains
that we can focus our attention upon non-sensory objects.  I
may direct attention to the idea of God, to the feeling after
completing Lolita, to the concept of the column-space of a matrix,
to the general theory of relativity, or to a story that has never
been written but plays out in my thoughts.  These and many
more things are objects of attention.

     The object space of the attentional
field has a complicated form.  Objects from each sensory
modality, and objects from each non-sensory category, are all
accessible to attention; and more, these disparate objects may be
combined in perhaps every imaginable way to create the object space
of the attentional field.  Some objects may be related, such
as a region of visual space in front of me and a particular thing
in that space such as a computer.  Attention may focus upon
the region or the computer, and both are within the attentional
field.  These objects are related by a containment
relation.  Other attentional objects, such as the smell of
roast pork and the thought of pi, may both be in the object space
of the attentional field, but the relation between these objects is
unclear, and the fact that they are categorically distinct presents
a problem for attention.  How can attention be directed
similarly to such disparate objects?  We will not answer this
question presently, if ever.

     The attentional field is in constant
flux, in part under our control and in part out of our
control.  Under conditions when I am quietly reading, a knock
at the door will reflexively distort my attentional field, causing
high values of attention to be associated with knocking sounds, and
lower values of attention to be associated with the story in my
book.   I can also control, to some extent, the magnitude
of attention associated with particular objects.  For
instance, at any moment I hear multiple sounds, but it is possible
for me to focus upon the sound of a car moving past my house, or
the wind outside, or the sound of my breathing.  Each of these
objects is associated with some attention, and I can systematically
modify the magnitude of attention at each object.  We
typically call this focusing attention or directing attention, but
this language betrays a binary way of conceiving all
attention.  Directing attention upon an object involves
increasing the value of the attentional field at that
object.  Attentional field values are continuous, or at least
quantized but not binary.  Attention is not only on or
off.  If the attentional field value of an object is zero,
then that object is not a part of the attentional field at
all.  A binary way of viewing attention would be appropriate
if we typically had only one object in the attentional field at any
particular time, but that is far from everyday
experience.   Granted, a singular attentional field may
arise in extreme obsessional states or within someone who is a
master of meditation, but within most of us a multiplicity of
attentional objects, with varying degrees of attention to each, is
the norm.

     Given the idea of an attentional field,
there is still the problem of selecting a particular
object within the field, which does suggest an all-or-none
phenomenon.  The value of the attentional field at the
selected object increases, but it is not clear if selection itself,
acting outside of attention, consequentially increases the value of
the field, or if an increase of the attentional field at a
particular object is equivalent to selection.  Selection and
attentional increase happen near simultaneously, and I cannot
conceive of a situation where attentional selection occurs without
attentional increase.  Sometimes I control the attentional
object that is selected, at other times I reflexively ‘select’ or
‘orient-to’ an object—in both situations the value of the
attentional field at that object increases. 

     We can also ask if the selected object
of attention is associated with the largest value of the
attentional field.  Immediately, it does not make sense to say
that another object in the attentional field has a larger value of
attention than a presently selected object.  But we also said
that selection cannot be easily distinguished from quantitative
increases in attentional field values.  Combining these two
constraints, we conclude that selection is associated with the
process of increasing to the relative maximum value of the
attentional field among all objects within the attentional field,
or of the attentional field undergoing a qualitative transformation
during selection.  This picture of attentional selection is
somewhat analogous to the onset of an action potential where the
attentional field value of an object can be compared to the change
in electrical potential across the membrane of a neuron.  Once
the attentional field value begins to increase beyond a certain
value, it may continue to do so in a stereotyped pattern until
reaching a maximum.  Despite the analogy, we are not assuming
that attention need have anything to do with neurons or action
potentials.

     If we assume that selection is
analogous to being the maximum value of the attentional field, then
one or more objects of the field will always be selected.  In
some situations, the magnitude of separation between the maximum
field value and other field values may be small, in which case the
maximum will shift quickly between objects, much like waves in the
ocean.  In other situations, a prominent peak of the
attentional field may stand out like a mountain relative to the
field values of the remaining objects in the field.  We may
speak of the degree of selectedness as the relative peakiness of
the attentional field.

     Can the attentional field value of an
object increase without that object being selected (becoming the
relative maximum field value or undergoing qualitative
transformation)?  I will answer yes to this question because I
see no reason to constrain the attentional field values in this
way, and my experience suggests that attentional field values
change apart from purposeful or reflexive selection.  
The aggregate attentional field is dynamical even apart from
selection.

     It is well known that directing
attention to one object withdraws attention from other
objects.  In other words, when we increase the attentional
field value at one object, the values of the field at some other
objects tend to reciprocally decline, although it is also possible
that certain other field values increase.  These changes may
occur reflexively as in the door knocking example, or purposefully
when I select a particular sound among many.  When purposely
changing attentional field values, it is still possible to maintain
the value of the attentional field at one object, and then to
carefully increase the attentional field value at a second object
while holding the value of the field of the first object relatively
constant.  Perhaps we can call this multitasking. 
Nonetheless, we assume that increases in the values of the
attentional field reciprocally decrease values of attention at
other objects.  These considerations lead to the belief that
the attentional field is finite in some sense.  For instance,
we might assume that a summation of attentional values over all
attentional objects will be finite.  However, this assumption
does not immediately follow from the observation of reciprocal
declines in attention with increased attention elsewhere.  The
summation of the attentional field may be infinite, but it still
may be possible that increases in attention cause reciprocal
decreases elsewhere. 

     The finiteness of the attentional field
is suggested from other observations as well.  On some days, I
wake up and feel particularly alert.  On others I am sluggish
and have difficulty focusing on anything.   Certain
drugs, like caffeine and other stimulants, can increase attentional
abilities or simply make attending easier, while others can
decrease overall attention.  Some people appear to have more
attentional capacity than others.  Overall attentional
capacity varies, and it would be difficult to account for this
variability if attentional capacity were infinite.  One might
still argue that the attentional field is infinite, but that the
ability to make use of this field is limited and varies between and
within individuals.   At least some aspect of attention,
either the attentional field or our use of it, is finite.

     Certain objects are, within an
individual, intrinsically or automatically associated with large
attentional field values.  Pain, for instance, typically has a
large field value within most people, and consequently, this is one
of the reasons why pain is so functionally debilitating.  If
pain did not have a large attentional field value, then it would go
on ‘in the background’ like many other objects of attention with
low field values.   Conversely, it is well known among
pain specialists and psychiatrists that the more one focuses
attention upon a pain, the more unbearable and debilitating that
pain becomes.

     Sensory changes, especially sudden and
intense sensory changes, are associated with large attentional
field values, and typically become attentional field maxima, at
least transiently.   For experts and specialists, certain
objects are also automatically associated with large field
values.   A radiologist may look at a plain x-ray of the
chest and notice a patchy area of whiteness that stands out like a
sore thumb, while you or I see nothing particularly salient. 
While the radiologist and I see similar images, the radiologist,
through training, has associated particular patterns on the x-ray
with large attentional values.  Just as the presence of pain
automatically attracts attention, one can also learn to have
particular objects associated with high attentional values.

     It should be clear that experts are not
the only people that learn to associate particular objects with
large values of attention.  It is rather quite common for all
of us to make these associations.   Each of us takes
notice to different objects with differing attentional
intensities.  These differing associations are based upon our
history of learning and our compositional differences.  For a
given individual, each attentional object may have a tendency to
distort the attentional field to differing degrees.  
This idea can be understood as the metaphorical rest mass
of an attentional object.   Some objects, like pain and
abrupt sensory changes, naturally have large attentional rest
masses and thus tend to cause large values of the attentional
field.  Other objects, like a patchy pattern of white on a
chest x-ray, can acquire a large attentional rest mass with
learning.  Note that the rest mass of an attentional object
does not in itself determine the value of the attentional field at
that object.   One can purposefully direct attention to
an object regardless of its attentional rest mass, and this process
tends to decrease the attentional field value at other
objects.  Further, many other factors determine the values of
the attentional field, most of which are unknown to us.  For
instance, the attentional field may be an object of attention, and
changes in the attentional field may be a function of the field
itself, or a function of previous maxima, or a function of the
particular objects within the attentional field.

     We have so far described attention as a
field associated with objects where each object has a field value,
but we can also describe attention as a distance between a
person and that person’s attentional objects.  Pain, for
instance, is typically attentionally close to the person
experiencing that pain, while a background noise may be
attentionally far.  One can bring the noise attentionally
closer, and this process is associated with attentional selection
and increasing the attentional field value of the object.  The
attentional distance of an object is obviously not the space-time
distance between material objects in everyday understanding. 
Pain does not have a space-time distance at all, nor does the idea
of black, yet each of these may have an attentional distance, where
the distance is relative to a referential center, a center
analogous to the I or self or identity.  Large attentional
field values correspond to small attentional distances, and much of
what we have said about field values can be taken as about
distances.  Thinking in terms of field values may be useful
when we want to avoid referring to an I; the concept of attentional
distance is undefined without it.

      To summarize our picture of
attention:  There is an attentional field occupied by objects,
where an attentional object is any subject at all.  The field
is dynamical.  Each object is associated with a value that
represents the magnitude of the attentional field at that object,
or similarly, the distance between the object and the
self-identity.  Values of the attentional field are not
necessarily binary.  Each object is also associated with an
attentional rest mass that distorts but does not determine the
value of the attentional field at that object.  The magnitude
of an object’s attentional rest mass may be changed with learning
or unlearning.  Selecting (reflexively or purposefully) a
particular object of attention corresponds to the attentional field
becoming a relative maximum or to the attentional distance between
the object and the I becoming minimal.  Changes in the field
value of one object tend to change the field values at other
objects.  The attentional field is finite in some sense, and
overall attentional capacity varies between and within
individuals.  This description, and it is only a description,
communicates a working understanding of attention.  Physical
and quantitative analogies were chosen for their conciseness and
clarity, not for their truth or for their amenability to future
scientific measurement.










1.2 Limitations of classical
communication


     You may be an object within your
attentional field.  This is called self-reflection,
introspection, self-analysis, and many other things.  You may
be an object of your attention as a biological organism, as a
thinking thing, as a brain, as an attentional field, as a set of
beliefs, as a set of desires, as a physical structure, as a
creature of God, etc.  The nature of you as an attentional
object depends upon what you think you are.  Regardless, when
you are an object of your own attention, you are both the source
and object of attention.  Attention begins and ends at
you.  Since attention is a natural phenomenon with a source
and objects, we will often pretend that attention flows from its
source to its objects.

     Attentional self-objects are likely
important, and perhaps we will have more to say about them later,
but for now, we have only mentioned them as a contrast to a more
common sort of self-object taking—communication.  When I am
communicating with another person, I take myself as an object and
the other person as a source.  Of course, during
communication, I also take the other person as an object and myself
as a source, but the distinction I want to focus upon involves
taking oneself as an attentional self-object in self-reflection
versus taking oneself as a self-object for receiving
communication. 

     To better define oneself as a
self-object in communication, we must say something about our
understanding of communication.  The classical structural form
of communication suggests a source (S) and a receiver
(R), and something that is sent (s) and received
(r).  Within this structure, it is not clear that
what is received by the receiver need be the same or a similar
thing that is sent by the source.  Still, if no relation
exists between what is sent and what is received, then we have
little reason to call this process communication at all.  One
might argue that only the parts of s and r that
are identical constitute communication, but there is no way of
matching these parts together.  The receiver has all of
r but none of s and no infallible way to separate
the parts of r that are identical to s from those
that differ.  Further communication between R and
S may help clarify previous communication, but we are
stuck in an infinite regress, and precise communication of this
sort is impossible.  Claude Shannon’s mathematical
communication theory, when applied to known models of
source, noise, and received signals; can be used to construct
minimal error communication.  This sort of modeling does not
apply in the non-engineered setting when the source and noise are
unknown.

     On a physical understanding of the
communication model, S represents physical properties or
substances according to currently accepted scientific theory,
s are likewise physical properties or substances that
‘travel’ from S to R that are transformed into
r for reception by R, and R is a human
being.  We may also speak of s causing r
with little change in our argument.  On this model, s
is transformed into r within R, which implies
that the s-r transformation is dependent upon
R.  This dependency leads directly to a concept of
possible errors in perception and Cartesian skepticism about the
external world.  The s-r transformation may go wrong
in the sense that the r that R receives does not
correspond to the s that S sent, or that a demon
or scientist may instantiate r’s within R that
make little connection to the presumed surrounding world of
S.  Since we cannot infallibly determine whether the
s-r transformation went wrong—because we presumably do not
know S or s to begin with—we cannot say anything
definite about S or s based upon r.

     Philosophers who subscribe to this
model but reject skepticism may attempt to establish a set of
conditions that determine when an s-r transformation is
correct or in error, but this search for conditions cannot succeed
within the above model.  Without knowledge of S to
begin with, establishing conditions for true s-r
transformations cannot be more than speculative theorizing, for we
have no way of directly testing if our conditions work. 
Science has advanced, where philosophical speculation has stalled,
by abstaining from any direct attempt to know S or the
nature of s-r transformations.  It has done this by
creating theories and models and practices T that unite
collections of r’s and that determine other r’s
from accepted r’s.  With guidance from T’s, specific
r’s are chosen as the conditions that lead to subsequent
r’s.  These T’s have also created the
possibility of r’s that would have been otherwise
impossible without T.    But science has
not solved the communication problem between world and human
beings; it has denied a logical premise of classical communication
altogether.  An optimistic science now ventures to comprehend
the essence and conditions of possibility for r and
T, even though the beginnings of science arose from the
suspension of this very sort of questioning.

     It remains that some form of
communication exists, the most obvious example being between two
people talking with each other.   When I talk with
another person, I may instill something within that other person
for a purpose.  Many times I am not aware of that purpose, and
I do not intend that a purpose necessarily has something to do with
my goals, desires, beliefs, or any part of me that I identify
with.  Purpose in communication does not always mean ‘my
purpose.’  The purpose may have little to do with what I am,
even though that purpose may travel through me during my
communication. 

     Often the purpose in communication is
explicit, at least on the surface.  For instance, when I give
an order to another person to perform a task, in some way the
purpose of that communication is for the person to accomplish the
task, even though giving commands often has other purposes, many of
which are more important than the surface purpose of the
task.  Nonetheless, giving commands is an impoverished sort of
communication in that the communication is not intended to be
bi-directional.  One who gives commands does not typically
desire any response other than performance of the task
requested—any off-task response is ignored or redirected back to
the task.

      Humans often communicate for the
expressed purpose of being understood by each other, and get angry
or frustrated when this purpose is not fulfilled.  Being
understood in this sense does not mean that someone acquires the
semantic meaning of verbal/written language originating from a
particular person.  One could understand all of the words and
still not understand.  The meaning of being understood is
closer to acquiring knowledge about what the person is, or grasping
the essence of the person, but even these interpretations are
naïve.   If we take knowledge to be, classically,
justified true belief, then being understood would mean to acquire
justified true beliefs about another person solely through the
language of that person.  But comprehending the language of
another person, by itself, could not provide this sort of
knowledge, at least no more so than an arbitrary robot speaking the
same sentences.  Additionally, understanding requires the
cooperation of the receiver apart from language.  If
S communicates with R for the purpose of being
understood by R, then S’s communication cannot
succeed unless R communicates with the purpose of
understanding S.  If R has no purposeful
interest in understanding S—or at least is not ready to
acquire belief—then no matter how loud or long S shouts,
R will not understand S and communication will
remain unfulfilled.  

     In the linguistic situation,
communication is more than simply hearing sounds, more than hearing
words, and more than understanding words with meaning.  One
could have all of these happen yet not be communicating with
another person in the sense of understanding something about the
person or the world.  The fact that Wendy says to you ‘I like
apples’, and that you speak the same language and understand the
meaning  of this sentence, does not imply that you understand
anything about Wendy, at least nothing more than the fact that
Wendy produced that sentence.  It is possible that Wendy was
planning to say that sentence to you at that time regardless of her
inclination toward applies, or that Wendy thought you wanted to
hear that sentence, or that an evil genius was controlling her
speech production from afar, or that Wendy nervously talks about
apples when meeting new people, or that you remind her of someone
who gave her an apple in the past, or that it was a random
utterance.   Philosophers spend precious time trying to
determine the conditions which make Wendy’s statement ‘I like
apples’ true, not seeing that a sentence exists for a purpose and
is tied to the world in innumerable ways.  There are reasons
why a sentence is spoken, reasons that far outpace the surface
semantic content of a sentence in providing knowledge about the
speaker and world.   Even if a sentence is true, the
truth of the sentence does not explain why the sentence exists for
us at that time and place.

      Philosophers have long argued how
sentences connect to the world in terms of truth or how sentences
can accurately describe the world.  All of us are interested
in such things—who has not accused another person of lying at some
point?  But connecting via truth is not the only way that
sentences may be connected to the world, nor is it obviously the
most relevant.  Sentences are spoken for reasons, reasons that
may have nothing to do with the truth of the sentence.  I may
tell you that ‘my computer is composed of atoms,’ and you may take
that sentence to be true, but the reason I wrote that sentence just
then may have little to do with the truth of it. 

     Again, command sentences are the most
salient example.  When someone gives us a command, we do not
ask if that command sentence is true (although we may ask if she
really wants us to perform the command task); rather, we
assume that the person desires the command task to be done—and that
is a reason for the sentence.  Propositional sentences,
although more amenable to truth-type wondering than commands, can
always be given reasons as well.  Who has not explained
another person’s propositional speaking with reasons independent of
the truth of the speech?  He’s just angry, he’s trying to get
something from you, he wasn’t listening, someone told him to say
that…  And many propositional sentences are in fact
command-like in that they are spoken for the purpose of getting you
to do something.  Consider most of advertising, which is the
science of fabricating propositions that lead you to buy
things.

     Sentences are spoken for reasons, yet
reasons are also sentences, and we may be inclined to ask if the
reason sentence, the sentence meant to explain the original
sentence, is true.  If my reason sentence is not true of the
world, then on what ground should I take it as an explanation for
the presence of the original sentence? But again, we may interrupt
this search for truth, for it is similar to the truth-seeking in
the original sentence.  My reason sentence, the sentence meant
to explain, was also spoken for reasons independent of the truth of
the reason sentence.  If I am a Freudian
psychologist, I may give you reasons associated with childhood
complexes; if I am a materialist, I may provide reasons about
atoms; if I don’t like the person who is speaking, I may give
reasons for his speech that demean and attack the person; if I want
you to like me, I may give reasons that flatter you; if I am tired,
I may give reasons that I think will quiet you.   I may
hope that my reason sentence is true, but the reason I gave that
reason is not truth, or at least not only and not most relevantly
truth.  A philosopher may find this hard to believe, but I
often provide people with reasons that I do not even believe
myself—and I am being honest when I do so.

     A sentence is spoken for a reason, and
that reason involves the speaker; it is a reason for the speaker’s
words rather than someone else’s words.  However, if I am
communicating and I wish to understand the speaker, then I must
have a reason for the speaker’s sentence, but the reason
sentence—if it is in the form of a sentence—is my sentence, and my
reason sentence is spoken for reasons related to me.  Thus, a
reason in communication potentially involves or explains two people
as a unit, especially when I consider the reasons for my reasons,
which is what we might expect from the concept of
communication. 

     In talking about reasons, I worry at
this moment that we have confused justification with
explanation.  I see it as follows.  Justification of a
sentence is about giving reasons that support the truth of
the sentence, while I am suggesting that we focus upon giving
reasons that explain the token presence of the sentence
for that person.  In the same way we give reasons for the
existence (presence?) of the moon, we ought to give reasons for the
presence of a sentence.  I am not suggesting that we give only
material reasons for sentences, although one may choose to do
so.  Nor am I saying that the meaning of a sentence is the
best explanation of its presence, although one may say that as
well.  Rather, I suggest that we take an empirical attitude
toward the presence or absence of a sentence and work from
there.

     You may have noticed that the practice
of giving reasons for the presences of sentences in communication
leads one down a potentially infinite regress, just as it does in
the justification of beliefs.  A sentence is spoken, a reason
for the sentence is given, a reason for the reason is given,
etc.  Materialist explanations face similar problems in that
the materialist assumes a never terminating history of causes that
may all claim to be the cause of X.  Of course, the
materialist cannot and never does experimentally examine the entire
alleged history of causes.  Rather, she selects something
specific and repeatable to focus upon, and tests it
accordingly.

     From a materialist perspective, the
reason that a sentence is spoken follows from the mechanical
workings of the organism, and we can, in theory, follow the
movements of the mouth, tongue, and larynx to electrical impulses
on nerve fibers back to the brain tissue.  When we ask, ‘why
is the brain tissue such that it leads to this sentence,’ we can
trace it back to previous material arrangement in the brain, and to
external conditions that physically impacted the particular
organism over the course of its life.  Reasons, on a
materialist account, are replaced by the history of ‘physical
states’ of the organism and world.  Nonetheless, the reason
for a particular sentence, whether material or otherwise, is
connected to the world through elaborate routes, independent of the
truth of the sentence. 

     As much as I wish to interrupt our
focus upon propositional truth, there is a sense in which this
truth plays a role in our search for reasons.  Propositional
truth-taking presumably both begins and ends our reasoning. 
The presence and absence of propositional truth-taking, even when
unknown, influences our reasoning, and influences what we reason
about and how we reason.   Unfortunately human beings are
not sensitive to the presence and absence of propositional truth,
nor has there been any progress in developing an instrument that
would aid in the detection of it, and we would not likely recognize
propositional truth if we found it.  Truth is always
unknown.  I realize that this reason is foundational, or at
least blocking in that it attempts to block off our request for
further reasons.  As well, I realize that the reason I give
this reason has nothing to do with the truth of this reason.

     These considerations lead to at least a
negative understanding of communication.  When you are talking
with someone, if you spend the majority of time judging the truth
or falsehood of that person’s statements, then you are not
communicating with that person.  Why is that?  Because
spending time on propositional judgments presumes that you are
ignoring the countless reasons why the sentence was spoken in the
first place, reasons that would provide knowledge about the speaker
yet have little to do with propositional truth.   Nor
should one try to determine the true reason why something is spoken
during communication.  Judging your reasons as true
or false equally shuts down communication—if any reason occurs
within you during communication that explains what the other person
is saying, then that reason plays a relevant part of the
communication and must be understood in the same way as the other
person’s speech.  That is, you came up with a reason that
explains the other person for reasons of your own.  Judging
your own reasons as true or false prevents you from understanding
yourself in addition to understanding the other person. 
Communication demands an openness to a cascade of reasons without
propositional judgment, and occurs when the maelstrom of reasons
congeal into understanding, a process which may not occur until
long after the talking has ceased.  Judgment becomes
important, but it is quite distinct from communication.

     On a similar negative line, if you
spend the majority of time agreeing or disagreeing with another
person’s statements, then you are also not communicating. 
Agreement and disagreement serve a purpose, but that purpose has
little to do with the goal of communication.  If Wendy says
that ‘I like apples’, and you agree that ‘I like apples, too’, then
it is still possible that you have said the same things for wildly
disparate reasons, that both of you are controlled by evil demons,
or that each of you understands liking and apples in different ways
and do not really agree upon anything at all.  With regard to
communication, expressing agreement does not confirm successful
communication, but is rather a methodological technique that opens
up the beginning of communication.  We can see this most
clearly when agreement is contrasted with disagreement.  Those
who ostentatiously disagree rarely begin communicating at all.
 As well, those who try to communicate with the purpose of
reaching agreement often fail to communicate, for they are too
focused upon disagreement at the start.  If reaching agreement
is taken to be the goal of communication, then the involved parties
will almost surely not be able to communicate.










1.3 Introduction to intentional
directedness


        We began discussing
communication with the hope of clarifying what it means to take
oneself as a self-object for receiving communication.  With
regard to spoken language, we have suspected that there is more to
communication than focusing attention upon the words that are
spoken by another, for I can clearly focus upon words without
engaging in communication.  I can even focus upon another’s
words, then reply with words of my own with consideration
of the words that were spoken to me, but this still is not
communication.  People in the midst of passionate argument
often perceive the words that are spoken—they can even take turns
speaking—but the words bounce off each other without leading to
communication.  To communicate, I must assume that another
directs something at me, but more than just assumption, I must
become something that can receive communication.  Although I
can assume that someone is talking to me, unless I open myself up
to communication, communication will not be taking place.  On
our understanding, opening oneself to communication and taking
oneself to be a receptive self-object are roughly equivalent.

     Becoming a receptive self-object and
focusing attention upon oneself are not equivalent.  In
focusing attention upon myself, I am both the source and object of
attention.   As a receptive self-object I am also an
object, but rather than an object of my attention, I am an object
of communication where the directedness of communication flows from
a source that is not me to the receptive self-object.  Whereas
the attentional field is composed of objects that are directed away
from me, there is also a field in which sources are directed to
me.  Sources constitute this field just as attentional objects
constitute the attentional field, and the values of the field at
each source represent the magnitude of field.  To make the
difference concrete, from now on we will differentiate the
at-tentional field of objects from the in-tentional field of
sources.  The ‘at’ of at-tention corresponds to pointing at
objects while the ‘in’ of in-tention corresponds to the inward
pointing of sources.

     Our understanding of in-tentional
should not be confused with the philosophical concept of
intentionality.  Intentionality is said to be the property of
mental states that they are directed upon objects or about
something.  At first sight, the philosophical definition of
intentionality appears similar to our usage of at-tentional; both
are at least concerned with directedness at objects, however, the
similarity does not go much beyond.  We use at-tentional to
describe an attentional field that is metaphorically analogous to a
dynamic physical field composed of objects as described
above.  The attentional field is a natural phenomenon in part
under our direct control and measured in degree. 
Philosophical intentionality is a logical property of so-called
mental phenomena or states.  For example, if I have a belief,
that belief must be about something; if I have fear, I must have a
fear of something.  Beliefs and fears are said to be mental
phenomena, and it is said that it makes little to sense to say, for
instance, that ‘I have a fear’ without having an object of that
fear—like a fear of clowns. 

     The philosopher accustomed to
intentionality may claim that our use of attention is a special
case of intentionality in that at-tention is directed at
objects.  Firstly, it is difficult to see how our description
of the attentional field is a special case of a logical property of
mental phenomena since we have not acknowledged the category
mental, and since the logical property alone does not entail the
completeness of our description.  Nor are the objects of
attention the objects of intentionality.  The fear-of-clowns,
taken as a whole, and simply clowns or a clown can all be objects
of at-tention.   The objects of philosophical
intentionality always occur within mental states like fear and
belief.  Distinguishing between mental and physical states is
unnecessary within attention, while this is the defining
characteristic and puzzle of intentionality.  More,
intentionality is closely connected with the problem of the mind’s
ability to represent the world, while attention has, thus far,
little to do with representation or minds.

     An in-tentional field is even further
removed from the philosopher’s intentionality.  Sources in the
in-tentional field are always directed toward a receptive
self-object—there is only one thing that is pointed-to within
intention.  The sources within the intentional field are often
a subset of the objects within the attentional field, but this is
not always the case.  Something may be an intentional source
but not be an object of the attentional field, as we will discuss
later.  An example of an attentional object that is often an
intentional source is another person, although every person within
the attentional field is not automatically an intentional
source.

     Everyday communication requires both
attentional directedness at an object and intentional directedness
into the self-object, but we have yet to say what intentional
directedness is.  We have begun by assuming that the
intentional field is composed of sources, and that each source
within this field is directed to the self-object.  We will
discuss the nature of intentional sources later on; for now, we are
concerned with the understanding of intentional directedness,
knowing that a full understanding will not be possible until we
clarify the nature of a source.

     We have already discussed how directing
language at the self-object and understanding meaning are not
jointly sufficient to establish communication, and that
communication requires an openness to a cascade of reasons without
judgment, agreement, or disagreement.  In the language of the
intentional field, openness means that the self-object is
receptive to the source.   Intentional
directedness cannot exist without this receptivity, but we also
assume that the self-object may manifest particular receptivity
without a source present to fulfill that receptivity. 
Metaphorically, intentional receptivity is a measure of the natural
efficiency or ease in which an entity becomes a source for the
self-object.  Some entities will perturb or influence the
self-object with ease, while others will have no
influence.   Once an entity becomes a source for the
self-object, we say that intentional directedness is established
between the source and self-object.

     When discussing the attentional field
we questioned whether the field values were binary or
multiple-valued, and if it made sense to speak of the magnitude of
attentional directedness at an object.  The same question
arises for the intentional field—once intentional directedness of a
source is established, can we talk about the magnitude of that
directedness?  Are all intentional sources related to the
self-object with the same intentional strength?  We have
already assumed that the receptivity associated with different
sources can vary in magnitude, but receptivity is distinct from
intentional directedness.  Nonetheless, we might assume that
magnitudes of receptivity covary with magnitudes of
directedness.

     In everyday language, the concept of
influence is perhaps closest to intentional directedness.  If
we consider people as sources, we notice that different people have
varying degrees of influence upon us—not in the sense of control or
in getting us to agree with them—but in how they shape our
understanding of the world.  To be influential, the other
person need not be trying to get you to believe anything in
particular or to manipulate your actions for a specific goal; in
simply communicating, some people change how we are, and in ways
that are often mutually unexpected.  A newborn infant, for
instance, can be highly influential but presumably lacks the
ability to purposefully manipulate anyone.  While influence is
not intentional directedness, just as focus is not attentional
directedness, these more common concepts are related to
directedness and suggest magnitudes of degree.

     It will be helpful to continually
contrast the attentional and intentional fields to gain a fuller
understanding of both.  Recall that attention is associated
with the force by which one is drawn to an object, mediated by what
we have metaphorically called the attentional rest mass of an
object.  Some objects attract us more than others.  An
object distorts the attentional field in the sense of the force
analogy, but the attentional field values do not represent forces
of attraction.  The attentional field values represent the
intensity of directedness at an object, or similarly, the directed
distance between oneself and an object.   One
can be strongly pulled toward an object—like pain—yet not have
attention strongly directed at that pain, and one can have
attention strongly directed at an object—like dust— that barely
pulls one at all.  Forces mediated by the attentional rest
masses of objects change the degree of directedness without
completely determining the precise value of directedness, which is
dependent upon other factors.  For example, the effort
expended to turn away from a highly attractive object demonstrates
that other factors are involved in attention.  Here, turning
away from an attractive object of attention can be understood as a
force that operates in addition to the forces generated by the
masses of other objects.  The presence of a degree of
directedness is distinct from the forces of attraction typically
associated with attention and distinct from the concept of force in
general.

     The dual of attentional rest mass
within the intentional field is receptivity.  Whereas
attentional rest mass is grasped through the gravitational
metaphor, intentional receptivity may be associated with other
physical analogies such as atomic valence, electromagnetic
permeability or permittivity, and fluid dynamical
receptivity.  A self-guided understanding of these analogies
would be helpful before proceeding further.  We have assumed
that the self-object has varying degrees of receptivity for
different entities, and that receptivity is ‘measured’ by the
efficiency by which an entity becomes a source for the
self-object.   This language suggests that the
self-object may couple to an entity, the entity thus becoming a
source, but only if the self-object is appropriately
receptive.  Receptivity is in some sense an absence
that draws in intentional directedness, whereas attentional mass is
a presence that draws in attentional directedness. 
Receptivity is associated with the self-object, while attentional
mass is associated with the attentional object.  With effort,
as in purposeful attention, I can open up or let through a degree
of intentional directedness from a source, even if my natural
receptivity to that source is low.  Some sources are naturally
disagreeable to me, but this does not completely prevent
intentional directedness. 

     The magnitude of the intentional field
upon the self-object is not wholly determined by the receptivity of
the source.   Just as some objects strongly draw our
attention yet need not be attended to, some sources we are highly
receptive to yet need not open our intention.  For example, my
wife as a source is associated with a large receptivity but my
intentional field value associated with her may be small during
angry argument.  In angry argument we may exchange words, but
neither of us feels that the other is listening, even though each
of us perceives the meaning of the spoken words.   In
anger I may not be open to intention—the intentional field value at
her as a source is small or zero—despite the large intentional
receptivity of my wife.  Of course, with repeated and
continuous argument, one might learn to associate a small
receptivity with a particular source, even if that source
receptivity was large at an earlier time.   Like
attentional rest mass, the strength of a source’s intentional
receptivity can change with learning or experience.

     When I am purposefully directing
attention to an object with a low attentional rest mass, that
direction takes sustained effort, and the attentional value tends
to quickly decrease once purposeful selection ceases. 
Intentional directedness differs.  Once intentional
directedness begins or opens, it tends to self perpetuate and does
not require sustained effort to be maintained.   Although
it does require effort to initiate directedness if the natural
receptivity to the source is low, once initiated or increased, the
intentional directedness carries on.  That is not to say it
cannot be interrupted or closed.  Certainly this may occur,
but the tendency is persistence.  Whereas the attentional rest
mass of an object is often slow to change, dependent upon learning,
experience, and time—with the notable exception of trauma—the
receptivity of a source grows with the intentional directedness of
the source, thereby perpetuating that directedness. 

     Intentional directedness, once changed
to a particular value, tends to persist at that value whereas
attentional directedness fluctuates quite rapidly, dependent upon
the other objects in the attentional field and other factors. 
Both intentional and attentional fields possess stability and
instability, although stability characterizes intention and
instability attention.  Attentional directedness requires the
concept of attentional rest mass to give constancy to the
attentional field, or else attention would be in constant
flux.  Intentional directedness is intrinsically stable or
self-perpetuating, largely mediated by the receptivity of the
self-object.  Attentional directedness can be interpreted as
the directed distance from oneself to attentional objects, while
intentional directedness as the directed distance from sources to
the self-object.  An intentional source, once made close to
the self-object, tends to maintain that distance, but an
attentional object, once brought close to the I, will typical move
away unless the object’s attentional rest mass is large or
sustained effort keeps it in place.

     The degree of receptivity tends to
follow the degree of intentional directedness of the source. 
Because of this, it is difficult to speak of the natural
receptivity of a source.   We may more appropriately call
it the initial receptivity, or initial compatibility of the source
at first meeting it.  Initial receptivity influences our
initial intentional directedness to a source, but once we
forcefully change directedness, the receptivity tends to follow
that change so that the degree of intentional directedness is
maintained through time.  A problem remains in that our
distinction between receptivity and intentional directedness is not
completely clear, especially since we have argued that they covary
together.

     It is likely that individuals vary with
regard to total intentional capacity, just as we have varying
degrees of attentional capacity.  As a societal and
statistical generalization, women are typically associated with
more intentional capacity than men—under the guise of empathy and
the ability to listen—while men are associated with more
attentional capacity than women.   This generalization
has anatomical correlates: the female genitalia, like receptivity,
are characterized by absence and the male genitalia, like mass, by
presence.  Attentional capacity has traditionally been valued
above intentional capacity, so much so that the intentional field
has been largely ignored, and similarly, men have been
traditionally valued above women.










1.4 Receptivity and compatibility


       The present state of the
attentional field is strongly coupled to present sensory perception
because sensory objects compose much of the attentional field, so
much so that many believe that only sensory objects may be attended
to, although this is hardly the case.  I was right then
focusing upon the concept of perception itself more so than any
sensory experience in the moment, even though sensory experience
was part of my attentional field.  In contrast, the
intentional field of sources is rather independent of present
sensory perception.  We each, in a sense, carry around a
relatively static intentional field wherever and whenever we
go.  This follows from the intrinsic stability of the
intentional field, and from our observation that most, but not all,
sensory perceptions have little effect upon intentional
directedness.   For instance, my intentional directedness
of a particular person does not typically change when that person
leaves the room, or when I turn my head to look the other
direction, or when I close my eyes.  Sources that are
associated with large values of intention maintain those values
despite changes in sensory perception. 

     We have some understanding of what it
means for an object to be outside of attention, or to not be a part
of the attentional field.  As above, a knock-at-the-door was
not a part of the attentional field at one time, and then became a
focus of attention as part of the field.  What does it mean
for a source to be outside of the intentional field?  Without
understanding what a source is, it will be difficult to go further
with this question.

     The example of an intentional source
that we have turned to for guidance in understanding the
intentional field is another person.  People are often
intentional sources, and we may be able to clarify what aspects of
people allow them to be sources, with the goal of better
comprehending the nature of a source itself.  At the same
time, we should also consider the characteristics of the
intentional field to help constrain what an intentional source must
be. 

     A prominent feature of intentional
sources is that they may exist outside of attention.  This
property of existing outside of attention is most commonly
associated with material objects.  I assume, for instance,
that my hair, as material, exists whether or not it is a part of my
attentional field.  Although people may be considered material
objects, the materiality of a person is not proximately associated
with the potential of a person to be an intentional source. 
Many things may be material, but we do not immediately consider all
material objects as sources of intention.  We are not
typically receptive or open to everyday material objects, rather,
material objects are foci of attention, especially within current
scientific endeavors.  Nor can materiality explain why
intentional directedness is relatively independent of the geometric
space-time.  If an intentional source depended upon
materiality, we would expect other material objects and geometric
space-time relations to influence intentional directedness, but I
may be separated from a person over a great material distance and
in different material contexts without an appreciable change in the
intentional directedness of that person as a source.

     Other entities that may exist outside
of attention, but are not necessarily material, include memories,
theories, beliefs , concepts, ideas, values, good and evil,
knowledge, truths, essence, substance, form, number, possibility,
spirit, soul, anxiety, desire, fear, emotions in general, God, and
others.  We have no immediate way to determine which
combination, if any of these, constitute intentional sources. 
The extra-attentional nature of sources does not narrow down the
field any further.  To help us proceed, we need recall that
the self-object must be receptive to the source for a source to be
a source; any object for which the self-object is completely
unreceptive cannot belong to the intentional field.

     What determines if the self-object is
receptive to another object so that it may become a source? 
In some sense, the self-object must be compatible with an object in
order to be receptive to that object, but I have just replaced the
word receptive with the word compatible and presented that as an
explanation when it is nothing of the sort.  Nonetheless,
compatibility suggests something distinct from receptivity and may
be helpful, but I have to say, if I am to be helpful, what it is
for a self-object to be compatible with another object.

     My initial thought is to look to a
physical analogy for guidance.  A pen, for instance, is
compatible with the conditions within the room I am in.  The
same pen, if instantly transported to the corona of our sun, would
quickly disintegrate.  The pen, while compatible with the
conditions near me, is not compatible with the conditions that
exist within the corona of the sun.  Compatibility in this
sense means that conditions external to the object contribute to
the continued persistence of that object, where the persistence of
the object can be understood as the persistence or stability of the
physical interactions that maintain the object. 

     For the example above, it would be more
common to speak of causes and how the heat energy of the sun causes
molecular bonds to disassociate, and that the heat energy within my
room is insufficient to ‘overcome’ the strength of molecular
bonds.  Rather than physical compatibility and
incompatibility, we often speak of sufficient or insufficient
forces and energies of destruction.   The latter language
places the positive aspect upon destruction, while the former
locates positivity upon sustenance.   For one who is
accustomed to thinking in terms of causes, compatibility is nothing
more than the absence of sufficient forces of destruction.  As
such, compatibility is empty and without power.  But it need
not be this way.  We can imagine a world of positive
compatibility where compatibility is the presence of mutual forces
of sustenance that underlie the existence of every object around
us.  The total absence of compatibility would be complete
homogeneity, void, nothing, or pure beginning or end.

      The common focus upon causes
allows us to nearly ignore the very conditions that grant human
life. We all know that without mechanical assistance humans cannot
exist in extreme cold or heat.  A physiologist will be able to
partially explain what happens to the human body during hyper and
hypothermia, and how these changes lead to the death of the
organism.   What the physiologist does not study is how
everyday, comfortable temperatures contribute to the persistence of
the human organism.  They will allude to the ‘right’
temperatures for particular chemical reactions and stable
molecules, but always lurking in the background are the
physiologist’s counterfactuals that give the right temperature
meaning.  If the temperatures were counterfactually different,
the reactions would occur at slower or faster rates and proteins
would fold differently, leading to such and such undesirable
outcomes.  Since comfortable temperatures do not cause those
undesirable outcomes, they must grant us life.  But we have
explained nothing positive about everyday temperatures. 
Attributing causal negative outcomes to particular conditions, and
then trivially noting that other conditions are not associated with
those negative outcomes, avoids assigning any positive attribute to
everyday temperatures other than an absence of bad, counterfactual
outcomes.  Condition X creates because Y destroys and X is not
Y.  This is the extent to which causal logic is used to
explain generative, everyday conditions.

     Everyday conditions cause the pen be
what it is, just as extreme temperatures of the sun cause it to be
not, but this sort of thinking has not been taught in scientific
education.  Everyday conditions are taken for granted and
given no appreciable role in the persistence of the pen, and it is
enough to study the molecular makeup of the pen in an imaginary
isolation, an isolation that is completely mysterious and
nonphysical because it assumes that nothing need exist outside the
pen for the pen to exist.  External conditions only become
relevant when they are no longer compatible with the pen, when they
destroy the molecular bonding of the pen. 

     There is something missing from the
common scientific speak when we try to talk about a pen itself, and
more specifically, about a proton or electron as an isolated
object.  These too are caused or created or sustained by
external conditions, and talking about particles without
referencing these conditions is a convenient shortcut that allows
one to envision a building-block world where everything is composed
of particles without the details of how particles continue to
be.  To say that fundamental interactions keep particles
together is not enough because those interactions persist in some
conditions and not others.  Cosmologists attempt to answer
these questions, imagining a universal origin of unified forces and
particles at high temperature.  As geometric space expanded,
the motional energy of original particles decreased, leading to
symmetry breakage, phase transition, and particle freeze out. 
We are led to believe that a decrease in the motional energy of
previous particles causes new particles to persist.  The
magnitude of heat energy sets the boundary conditions for what
sorts of entities may be.

      We are not suggesting that
material particles require an external God or mind or society for
their existence, but that these particles must be dependent upon
other natural features of our universe, things that are external to
the particle object.   Imagine an empty box.  Place
a marble within that box and then remove the marble.  The
marble and its properties are largely invariant with respect to
being inside or outside the box.  Now consider a proton within
our universe.  Take that proton outside of our universe (or
multiverse), or move it to a different universe.  This is
surely an impossible task, or at least a nonsensical one.  We
cannot move a proton outside the universe because we cannot move
anything outside of the universe by definition—because an outside
does not exist.  And if the universe has no outside, then it
has no inside either.  Protons are not within the universe
like the marble is within the box.  Protons are parts-of or
bound-to our universe, and this parthood differs substantially from
the parthood of a mechanical mechanism.  A gear may compose a
clock, yet that gear can always be removed from the clock. 
The proton cannot be removed from the universe like the gear from a
clock.  Protons may only be transformed into something else or
perhaps annihilated into nothingness.

     It was Einstein who saw the necessary
covariation between stress-energy and space-time.  Matter and
space are intimately coupled such that each is dependent upon the
other, and although Einstein’s equations are only structural
boundaries on how space and matter may simultaneously be,
they open us to the idea that matter and space continuously sustain
each other.  This is why the fundamental theory of everything
cannot consist of original objects within
space-time—original objects will be neither matter-energy nor space
but a hybrid that births the two.  So physicists have
postulated quantum spin networks, while others have speculated that
everything is information, although these suggestions, at present,
amount to little more than neopythagorean mathematical
fictions.

     These material analogies have taken us
off-track our goal in understanding compatibility as it pertains to
intentional sources.  We feel that the material analogy is
inadequate because the material conception of compatibility is
largely negative, grounded against a language of destructive causes
or incompatibility, and because material thinking presumes that it
makes sense to talk about fundamental particles (or interactions)
in isolation without considering the external conditions that
contribute to sustaining those particles.  Against this
negative view of material compatibility, the compatibility between
a self-object and intentional source means that the self-object
contributes to sustaining the source, and that a source cannot be
understood as an isolated object independent of external factors
for its persistence. 

    We must also conclude that the self-object is
not an object in-itself, but something that is sustained by other
things.  The self-object persists for multiple reasons, and we
do not completely neglect the material.  The self-object can
withstand destructive forces; it can maintain its shape when
stretched and can dissipate energetic modes without giving up its
present form.  The self-object persists also through
adaptation, by choosing to become different in form so as to become
compatible with outside objects that would otherwise strain the
self-object.  It will necessarily change, but by accepting
change, persists through a continuous, natural transformation
rather than through abrupt trauma.  The self-object also
persists by becoming mutually dependent upon other objects, where
the mutual dependency is non-dissipative and often generative.










1.5 Unknown sources of intentional
directedness


       We have until this point
missed an aspect of the intentional field that has a dual within
the attentional field.  Attention is associated with the
capacity of selection, where selection is often understood as a
purposeful choice of object, or purposefully making the attentional
field a maximum at a particular object.  In attentional
choice, one object among many is transiently placed within
a special location, or given momentarily high value.  The
occupant of that special attentional location, or the recipient of
that high value, can change from moment to moment. 

     Within the intentional field we do not
select objects, but rather, we can either purposefully accept or
reject an entity as an intentional source.  The choice in
intention is one of acceptance and not of selection.  Multiple
objects may remain accepted, or special, for extended periods of
time.  Intentional acceptance tends to persist—once an entity
is accepted intentional directedness persists, in contrast to
attentional selections which are often short-lived.  Most of
us recognize our power to select objects of attention.  It is
a power that has been subjected to rigorous scientific study. 
Most of us do not recognize our power to accept or reject
intentional sources, because most of us do not yet recognize the
intentional field.

     The self-object may be non-receptive to
an entity.  Intentional acceptance occurs when an initially
non-receptive entity is purposefully transformed into a source and
begins to participate in intentional directedness.   With
the onset of becoming a source, the self-object becomes receptive
to this previously non-receptive entity, which maintains
intentional directedness.  A source may also be purposefully
rejected which requires that the self-object be made non-receptive
to a previously receptive source.  Like focusing attention,
intentional acceptance and rejection require effort. 

     Not all sources are purposefully
accepted sources, and not all rejected objects are purposefully
rejected, just as not all foci of attention are purposefully
selected.  We are naturally receptive or non-receptive to some
sources and the issue of purposeful choice need not ever
arise.  For example, the power of a charismatic leader and a
successful advertising campaign reside within the recipient’s
purposeless intentional receptivity without purposeful
choice.  As well, we automatically reject many objects from
the intentional field without ever choosing to do
so.   

     A source may be purposefully accepted
or rejected.  This is another characteristic that may help us
clarify the nature of intentional sources.  Things commonly
accepted and rejected include propositions, theories, hypotheses,
gifts, people, God, and others.  We can accept propositions,
theories, and hypotheses as true or false; people for what they
are; gifts as possession; and God into our lives.  Intentional
acceptance involves making an entity a source as part of the
intentional field, or making the self-object receptive to or
compatible with the entity.  Intentional rejection involves
purposefully excluding a source from the intentional
field. 

     Gifts, when understood as material
exchanges, cannot be intentional sources given the lack of relation
between intentionality and materiality.  Of course, gifts may
be understood in other ways—the gift of knowledge, the gift of
love; but to go further with these would require us to analyze
every sort of gift for its compatibility with intentional
sources.  Gifts may have something to do with intentionality,
although we will not proceed at this time.

     We have assumed from the beginning that
people may be intentional sources, and the possibility that a
person may be accepted or rejected is likely connected with this
assumption.  We also assume, for previously stated reasons,
that the materiality of people has little to do with their capacity
to be intentional sources.  We suspect, without clear reason
at this point, that the acceptability of people is related to the
relation between people and other things commonly
accepted.   For instance, people may produce accepted
things such as propositions, hypotheses, and theories; although not
all people can.  The logician may consider a person or the
world to be composed of propositions.  We may also hold
theories and hypotheses about people.  We imagine what people
desire, what they feel, what they believe—we treat them as
philosophical intentional systems, mentalize about them,
or hold theories about their mental states as a matter of practical
utility.  Similarly, as physicians and armchair
diagnosticians, we propose theories about bodily states when
symptomatic problems arise.

       The theoretical nature of
the mental has been well-discussed in philosophy and
psychology.  As scientists, we treat the mind as a theoretical
entity, typically in a pejorative or negative way.  We say
that the mind is ‘just a theory’, and that this theory is not
backed by material evidence.  As philosophers, we engineer
elaborate theories about what the mind is, try to eliminate it, and
attempt to characterize the contents or states of the mind. 
As everyday people, we theorize about what other people are
thinking and feeling right now and plan our actions
accordingly.  As cognitive scientists, we are
atheorectical about the minds’ of others; we take the mind to be an
obvious determinate object and purport to study the mind directly
by assessing mental and brain phenomena, making use of a dualistic
identity theory equating brain and mind.  We attempt to evade
the theoretical nature of mind by accepting as true a theory about
the mind.  Except for cognitive scientists—who are
methodologically dogmatic—a mind is always a theory about a
mind.

     The body is not theoretical in the same
way, at least not since we have cut it open and displayed its
parts, but the problems of the body are in some sense
theoretical.  A localized pain, as a problematic symptom,
suggests a source of that pain.  The pain’s source, as a
cause, is at first unknown, and as unknown, remains
theoretical.  As commonly experienced, medical science does
not identify the sources of all bodily problems, and different
physicians often designate conflicting theoretical sources. 
Physicians offer treatments based upon theoretical speculation of
sources.  Some theories are better justified than
others.  If the bodily problem subsides after the treatment,
we may claim that the speculative source was correct, although such
conclusions do not logically follow.

     Bodily problems can also be understood
within the classical communication model.  In this medical
model, there is a source S and a problem P such that S causes or
has the potential to cause P, where S is a material object or
structure.  A problem P is a relative absence of ability, an
unwanted bodily object, an unwanted feeling, an unwanted behavior,
or some combination.  P is a message that something is ‘wrong’
with the body.  Death is—medically—the absence of all
ability.  Unwanted objects, feelings, and behaviors are
generally associated with a relative absence of ability.  Pain
in the foot, for instance, is an unwanted feeling, but is most
problematic in that it limits the ability to walk.  One’s
total ability is a function of the number of things that a body can
do and the effort it takes to perform each thing.  Effort,
although not taken seriously in today’s bodily medicine, will
become more relevant in the future.

     Within the medical model, a source S is
a material object or material system within the body, perhaps
exogenously introduced, that is imagined to cause P.  Medical
sources S are unwanted objects because they cause bodily problems,
and in this sense every S is a P, although not every P is a
S.  A wart is an unwanted object, and as such, is a problem
P.  We say that the source S of the wart is the human
papillomavirus.  The virus and the wart are both unwanted
objects and are also both problems, but the wart itself is not a
source within the medical model.  We can also ask
‘what is the source of the virus?’, and in this sense, the virus is
strictly a problem that is caused by another source.  Perhaps
contact with a foreign object is the source of the virus? 
Because the relation between S and P is apparently causal, we can
always look for the cause of S, which implies that a medical source
is always relative, fixed by a proximal causal link to the
specified problem.  If the virus is the problem, then we can
theorize about the source of the virus. 

     A medical source and a medical problem
also differ in that the problem is always determinate while the
source is at least initially unknown and theoretical.  
By determinate I do not imply clear and singular in meaning—a
problem may take the form of ‘I don’t feel right’ or ‘my energy is
low’.  These problems are semantically poorly-defined, and we
are not certain what the patient means by them.  
Nonetheless, there is nothing uncertain or unknown about the
existence of a presenting problem; rather, ambiguity arises in
naming the problem that is happening.  In contrast, the source
is unknown in a way beyond semantic ambiguity.   Consider
the example of a pain.  It is often difficult to describe the
exact nature of a pain and the limitations associated with that
pain.  Those ambiguous albeit meaningful descriptions
constitute the known problem.  The source of the pain—as a
material object and not a location— is not initially
subject to description at all, thus the question of ambiguity of
description cannot arise.  A burning, throbbing pain of the
first metatarsal-phalangeal joint of the big toe may be caused by
different material objects.  This pain does not intend to
describe the nature of uric acid crystals or staphylococcus
bacteria or some other source; it describes if anything the
relation between each of these sources and the body.  A
direct description of the source is not present in the
problem.  We instead hypothesize a differential diagnosis
composed of distinct possible sources, each being determinate
in-itself, and assume that the known problem is connected to one of
the unknown sources, although this is never absolutely
established.

     In psychoanalysis the medical practice
of theorizing about bodily sources of problems was extended to the
mental and beyond.  Just as in bodily medicine, in
psychoanalysis unwanted feelings, objects, and behaviors, and
decreases in ability were taken to be problems, but rather than
speculating about the bodily sources of these problems, we began to
theorize more broadly about what the sources may be. 
Experiences, desires, fears, and conflicts became acceptable
theoretical sources of problems, and by identifying a source with
the help of a therapist, the patient could take control and perhaps
modify the source and remove the problem.   In
conjunction with accepting non-material objects as sources,
psychoanalysts devised non-material techniques and theories to
track down these sources.

     We theorize about sources.  The
mind is thought to be the source of a person’s behavior, and thus
we theorize about a mind, just as we theorize about the sources of
bodily problems.  Bodily theorizing differs from mental
theorizing in that bodily theorizing about sources is almost always
negative.  We only theorize about the body when we recognize
problems that we want to eliminate; we do this by identifying
sources and eliminating or modifying them if possible.  When
the body performs well, we do not theorize about the source of this
performance because we have no desire to modify positive
sources.  The concept of a positive endogenous bodily
source—that something within the body is generative, beneficial,
restorative, persevering— is nearly foreign to medical science,
isolated within the decrepit idea of vitamins, which again, derive
their positive features only from absence.

     In everyday life, theorizing about the
minds’ of others is more goal-oriented than problem-focused. 
We theorize about source beliefs, desires, and fears in another so
that we can understand or predict behaviors with greater
fulfillment.  Understanding and prediction are used to achieve
some purpose.  Perhaps one wants to make money off someone,
make someone angry, make a friend feel better, avoid someone’s
anger, make someone anxious, tell a joke…  The problem in
identifying mental sources becomes: how can I satisfy my ends
through other people?

     Our notion of a source is intimately
coupled to the unknown, for in every example, whether bodily or
mental, I have assumed that a source begins unknown.  Since
the unknown is taken as prior, I assume that sources occupy the
unknown or that the unknown is a space where sources
arise.   A source begins unknown, and it does so as a
theory.  Granted, theories like Newton’s force law and General
Relativity are precise—there is nothing unknown about them except
for the values of variables, but that is not the concept of unknown
we mean.  Prior to Newton something was unknown about the
movements of material bodies, and Newton’s theories subsequently
filled that unknown space.  The question ‘how does matter
move?’ creates a problem with an unknown source.  The unknown
of the source generates and sustains the theory, while the theory
cements the problem.  Those of us who learn Newton’s laws
without ever self-posing the question of movement will never fully
appreciate the theoretical nature of Newton’s theories nor
appreciate the source of their power.

     We have observed that bodily, mental,
and physical sources most often derive from specified problems
within a space of the unknown, thus we might conclude that the
relation between the self-object and an intentional source follows
from a fundamental problem as well, but that conclusion repeats the
negative focus pervasive in today’s thought.  Not all sources
are problematic.  Not all sources need to be eliminated or
controlled.  Many sources should persist as they are without
any intervention other than gratitude and respect.  
Although intentional sources are not necessarily problematic, we
have no reason yet to deny their theoretical nature and
relationship to the unknown.  This conclusion, however, runs
against everyday philosophy in that we deny the supposed necessary
precondition of the unknown upon a problem.  How can the
unknown exist outside of a problem?  Is not something only
unknown because we pose an unsolved question—like this—about
it?  Ought we not strive to eliminate the unknown?  We
suggest that the unknown can exist positively, independent of any
problem for its existence. 

     People disagree over the value placed
upon the unknown, and this realm of disagreement sheds light on the
conflict between material and mystical thinking.  Material
thinking sees the unknown only as an entity to be vanquished. 
The unknown tortures us, brings with it uncertainty and danger, and
as such, is held to be morally evil.  Descartes demonstrated
this morality most clearly in his attempt to destroy doubt. 
Today’s materialists often pretend to be beyond moralizing
altogether, but if they believe that it is best that all things
ought to be explained, and that the unknown offers nothing
positive itself, then they level a massive value judgment against
something hardly understood.  Or if denying valorization
directly, then they are mechanically responding to a fear of the
unknown or hedonistically pursuing its destruction.  The
materialist must rebel against the unknown because the unknown is
fundamentally non-material and not open to explicit material
representation.  Whereas knowledge may, superficially, be
associated with neuro-bio-chemical material patterns, the unknown
is not directly amenable to this sort of speculative
identity.  On the other side, mystical thinking presumes that
the unknown can be positive, and that in some cases, Pandora’s Box
ought not to be opened.  The mystic tends, however, to
over-project the positive value of the unknown, so much so that
ignorance itself becomes worshipped and that honest attempts to
find knowledge are shunned.   The mystic rebels against
materialistic knowledge in righteous ignorance which is completely
consistent with attributing hyper-positivity to the unknown.

     We would like to clarify the nature of
the unknown, but we are immediately witness to a dilemma.  To
clarify the unknown, we need to describe something about the
unknown that is known, but this presents a possible
contradiction.  If the unknown manifests the property of being
unknown itself, then I can say nothing definitely known about the
unknown at all—and even that last statement would contradict
itself, for the inability to say nothing definite is something
definitely known.  Perhaps I should concede and say that the
unknown is an intrinsically contradictory concept, but I still
cannot find rest in this, for the attribute of contradiction
constitutes a possible known property of the unknown.  Any and
every property attributed to the unknown cannot knowingly be about
the unknown.  Or nothing can knowingly be attributed to the
unknown—although I do not know that.  The unknown is known to
be nothing, and nothing is known about nothing.  This is the
same problem we run into when trying to define randomness.

    Let us put aside the dialectic and take the
unknown in the context of a practical question.  I can ask if
you know my birthday.  If you claim that it is unknown to you,
then we can clarify the nature of this sort of unknown.  The
question ‘what is my birthday?’ constitutes a space or structure or
boundary that is waiting to be filled or completed.  If that
space remains open or unfilled within you despite your current
efforts, then you will claim that my birthday is unknown to
you.  If you read about my birth date somewhere, or heard
about it, or inferred it from some other perceptual experience and
you believed what you witnessed, then you may say that my birth
date is known to you.  A particular unknown is a bounded space
with personal rules and procedures for its fulfillment.  A
question may create a new unknown space, or a question may thicken
already solid walls that close in an ever shrinking space. 
For example, the question ‘does God exist?’ does not create a new
space; it hardens and closes in an already small space of
nourishment and prevents greater understanding.  We are drawn
to old questions primarily because they give us a sense that we
have conquered the unknown and provide feelings of safety, yet at
the same time they leave us empty.  A truly new question is an
outpost in an unexplored land where safety cannot be
guaranteed.

     If the unknown is only the empty,
unfilled space of a question, then we cannot help but see the
unknown as a negative entity.  Remove the question and the
unknown vanishes with it.  Answer the question and the unknown
vanishes, too.  This sort of unknown is analogous to the
material volume of ‘empty’ space within a cup, where the cup is the
question.  Fill the cup with cement—answer the question—and
the unknown space vanishes.  Smash the cup into pieces and
space disappears just the same.   But there are things
for which we cannot even pose questions, and questions for which
boundaries are ill-defined.  Most current questions, I wager,
define amorphous and ambiguous spaces, and for this reason, answers
define questions as much as they fill spaces.   And most
questions have not been asked at all.










1.6 Effort


       The concept of effort has arisen
several times in our elaboration of tension, such as the effort
required to divert attention away from an object with large
attentional rest mass, the effort of maintaining a particular
object as selected, the effort required to open up to an
intentional source, and the effort expended in completing tasks in
general.  We speak about effort in quantitative terms, and
commonly assume that effort is a limited quantity analogous to a
sort of human fuel.  We place effort and time together, e.g.
solving this problem will take time and effort.  In physics,
effort-time type relationships manifest in the Heisenberg
uncertainty principal as the product of energy and time, and in the
definition of impulse which is the integral of force over
time.  

     Like impulse, effort is often
understood as a force applied over time and directed toward a
particular goal or object.  This definition of effort applies
to the effort of pushing a rock uphill and similarly to the effort
of directing attention away from an object with large attentional
rest mass.  The difference between these two examples follows
from different conceptions of distance and space.  In the
first, we imagine material space and the measurable distance
relative to a reference standard such as a light-clock or an
extended material object for comparison; in the latter, we imagine
the space of the attentional field and the attentional distance
between the self-object (reference) and the objects of the
attentional field.  The effort required to move the rock is in
part dependent upon the earth and other objects in the material
space, just as the effort required to divert attention is in part
dependent upon the self-object and other objects in the attentional
field.  Changing attentional directedness, or changing the
shape of the attentional field, is roughly analogous to movement in
material space.  We may not expect to find anything similar to
linear movement in attentional space, and it is perhaps better to
envision the general relativity conception of space-time
world-lines, where the world-lines of attentional space are
possibly tortuous.  Nor is it obvious that the concept of a
path applies to attentional space at all.

     From a material perspective, the effort
of pushing the rock uphill can be understood as the muscle
contractions that move the body then the rock, where muscle
contraction is explained by actin and myosin cross-bridging within
particular muscle fibers, a process initiated by electrical
activity of the nervous system.  Chemical energy of molecules
is converted into mechanical tension and movement.  Material
effort is not as much a product of the individual as it is a
product of stored potential energy waiting for release.  We
might imagine that it requires a type of effort to at least
initiate pushing the rock uphill, but we can easily envision a
person who is hooked-up to a future mechanical device that can
exquisitely manipulate the contractions of individual muscle fiber
groups.  From remote control, we will be able to control the
movements of this person and be able to have this person push the
rock uphill without any purposeful effort on the part of the
person.  Of course, this mechanically manipulated person may
experience pain and exhaustion upon being moved uphill, but we can
easily rectify this condition with counteracting medications or
other mechanical devices that blunt discomfort or activate feelings
of pleasure.  The person, although being manipulated uphill,
may experience pleasure all the while.  At some point the
person may breakdown and perhaps die without even noticing it.

     Our mechanically controlled person
expends potential energy to perform mechanical work but does not
put forth individual effort into this work.  If the person is
aware of being controlled, that person may attempt to oppose the
muscle contractions that move the rock, or may accept those
movements as his own.  We assume that the person can
differentiate self-initiated movements from other-initiated
movements.  For instance, electrically stimulating the
precentral gyrus will initiate muscle movements that an awake
person can recognize as being other-produced.  These
involuntary movements are experienced as foreign.  One has a
feeling of I-didn’t-plan-that-to-happen.  However, it seems
possible that a controller might simultaneously stimulate a person
to believe that she planned the involuntary movement; that is,
unless involuntarily stimulating a belief or expectation produces a
feeling of foreignness in the same way that involuntarily
stimulating muscle contractions does.

     A mechanically-manipulated person and a
fully mechanical robot may both push rocks uphill.  Upon a
classical understanding of effort, neither of the two put forth
effort.  Both, however, may be said to expend mechanical
energy, and we may therefore decide to associate expenditure of
energy with effort, although it is immediately strange, and perhaps
a confusing use of language, to say that the robot is putting forth
effort to push the rock.  For instance, we talk about putting
forth effort when people attempt to solve conceptual problems—as do
the physicist, the philosopher, the student, and the parent—but it
is not clear that they expend significant quantities of mechanical
energy; and we also talk about effortlessness when people perform
seemingly difficult physical tasks without apparent strain—like the
gracefull acrobat and extreme athelete—yet they expend significant
energy nonetheless.

     Like attention, effort is directed
toward a particular object or end, but in addition to directedness,
effort implies the action taken toward that end.  We need not
assume a ‘conscious’ end in effort; someone may put forth effort
without knowingly directing that effort toward a particular
end.  We further assume that taking action expends something
or uses something up—if effort came for free, without a price, the
concept would cease.  Effort is difficult, and the difficult
requires effort, but understanding difficulty is no simpler than
understanding effort itself.  We can, however, point to what
is most difficult.  Nothing is more difficult than moving
against the flow of nature.  And you can, if you like, take
the flow of nature to be the law of nature, but I worry that you
will get stuck in the idea of physical laws that cannot possibly be
transgressed.  Certainly laws like these may exist, but since
we do not understand the limits and constraints of the physical, I
am not quick to hide behind this concept.  I am rather
suggesting boundaries of nature that, although perhaps high and
wide, are not impossible to overcome.  These boundaries of
nature may not govern the universe at all points of space and
time.  We instead imagine them as regional physical laws that
govern the flow of the universe locally.  As laws, we believe
they cannot be overcome, but as local laws, they may be
transgressed by moving into new locations.  You may be
confused by my use of location—because I have not been
specific.  I use the concepts of space, time, and location in
the abstract, and not in accordance with the geometric space-time
of today’s physics.  The place of a local natural law cannot
be pointed-to in geometry, but it may be felt in the effort
required to overcome it.










1.7 Materialism and directedness


       We have spoken about
medical problems, using the medical model as an example of bodily
communication, and have shown how material concepts define this
communication, yet leaving unanswered how this communication can
take place.  Rather than speaking of medical sources and
medical problems, it is more common within the medical community to
speak of diseases of the body.  The typical physician
believes, in accordance with her training, that a disease is an
objective or absolute malady of the body.  By objective we
mean that the disease would maintain its disease-ness in any
culture, in any time period, in any universe, and under any
circumstances imaginable—or negatively, that disease is not a
relative concept.  This criterion is far too rigid to be
amenable to scientific testing or to be useful, thus the concept of
disease is grounded practically.  Most physicians
pragmatically believe that a disease is some bodily condition,
further qualified, that decreases, or has the probability of
decreasing, the natural functioning of the organism.

     It is interesting, and not often
noticed, that in today’s medicine it is the parts of the
organism that cause disease, and that the organism as a whole is no
longer diseased.  I say no longer because in the past it was
acceptable to believe a person was diseased, or to believe a person
as a whole was possessed or cursed.  Possession, for example,
took over the person as a whole and invaded every aspect of that
person; one could not point to a specific anatomical location of
possession, or isolate the possessed gene.  From a systems
perspective, possession took over and changed the organism’s
functioning as a whole which made it impossible to cut-out or
medicate a possession away.

     Today’s medicine may claim to see you
as a whole person, but it is only your parts that may be
diseased.  Your cholesterol and blood pressure are high, your
sugar unregulated, bacteria are in your blood, your lungs
obstructed, your mood depressed.  These are your parts, and
they may be diseased, but nowhere in medicine do we say that the
person is diseased or that the person as a whole has a
malady.  We do say that a person may be unhealthy, but in this
case we are usually referring to particular behaviors—eating too
much sugar, not exercising, drinking too much alcohol.  Again,
it is not a malady of the person as a whole, but a behavioral part
of all possible behaviors.  In everyday conversation outside
of medicine it is almost the opposite—I am an asshole, I’m stupid,
I’m crazy; these are not parts of the organism, or particular
behaviors, but enveloping predicates that invade the whole
person.  In as much as we have excised belief in possession,
possessive language persists quite comfortably in everyday
speech.

     Medical health is typically thought to
be the absence of disease, and is therefore a negative
concept.  As above, when we use the word healthy we typically
mean particular healthful behaviors like exercise and diet choice
that are healthful only because they decrease the chance of disease
and not because they are healthful in themselves.  Just as a
person as a whole is no longer diseased, a person as a whole is no
longer healthy.  A healthy person is simply a person whose
parts are not obviously diseased.

     Most of us see our bodies as
collections of parts that may wear down or go bad.  We are
mechanical mechanisms when it comes to health, regardless of our
philosophical or religious leanings.  The only way to correct
a faulty part, from this mechanical perspective, is to intervene
with a forceful intervention.  We must direct force or energy
at the faulty part, or consume substances that interact with the
faulty part to destroy it or change it into something else. 
Material interventions and religious prayer interventions share in
this forceful directedness; they differ in believing different
external sources of this force.  Today’s medicine is roughly
the accumulated knowledge of directed interventions that reliably
change various parts of the whole person.

     Forceful directedness between objects
is related to the directedness of the attentional and intentional
fields.  Recall that the attentional field is composed of
objects, each associated with a degree of directedness at that
object in relation to the self-object.  Objects within the
attentional field may also be interpreted as possessing a degree of
directedness toward other objects in that field, independent of the
self-object.  In some sense each object may become a
self-object and a source of directedness.   For example,
the directedness of rocks and other material objects is most
commonly interpreted as ‘in the direction of’ or ‘towards the other
object’ where a 3-element change vector quantifies direction in
geometric space.  When one material object moves toward
another material object, the distance between those two objects
decreases (so long as the space between them is not also
expanding).  Like attentional directedness, which is a
relation between the self-object and the attentional object,
material velocity is a relation between an object-of-reference and
another object.   We might even call a change in
attentional directedness the attentional velocity toward an object
in the attentional field.

     While there are obvious material
analogies of attentional directedness, which derive readily from
the idea of material objects in geometric space; it is not clear
that intentional directedness has similar material analogies. 
Intentional directedness is a relation between a source and the
self-object that is oriented into the self-object.  The
self-object must be receptive to the source for intentional
directedness to develop.  Material objects are all equally
treated as closed-objects, and it is not clear that there is a
place—in material thinking— for intentional sources, or a place for
the intentional field as a whole.  However, a quick
consideration of a material world of objects directed in geometric
space, without any other relational ingredients, shows its
limitations.  In such a world, there is no reason that objects
ought to move or influence each other at all.

      Democritus, as one of the
founders of materialism, realized this limitation and placed within
his ancient atomism the void as the unfilled and yielding quality
of the world that was receptive to motion, and further presumed
that atoms could collide, repel, and grab onto one another—in other
words, that objects influence each other.  Like the void, the
self-object is receptive and open to other objects.  The void
is the unfilled space for atoms like intentional receptivity is the
unfilled space for sources.  Today we do not, however, speak
of the void.  This concept has transformed into geometric
space as the location of objects, and when space is viewed as the
geometric location of objects, space no longer has an identity in
itself (as the void did) apart from the directed distance, angle,
and location of objects.  A geometric location is neither
filled nor unfilled by objects, and is not analogous to the
receptivity of the self-object.  Still, when we take space to
be an object with identity like the self-object or void, then
material objects will present as sources relative to
self-space.  But this sort of identity is nothing new. 
Since Einstein space has been given identity as a substance where
we imagine that atomic stess-energy acts as sources of spatial
distortion, and although we may like to speculate that space itself
derives from exotic particles, the identity of space does not
demand it.

     The yielding or distorting capacity of
space suggests that some variety of intentional directedness or
receptivity is an aspect of materialism.  Even if we do not
admit the yielding aspect of space as an analogue of receptivity,
it remains that a materialism composed only of objects directed in
geometric space is incomplete.  Objects, even when we grant
them directed movement, still need not influence one another. 
One can imagine a world of moving atoms—atoms that are microscopic,
homogenous, indivisible, and definitely shaped—that do not
influence each other in any way.  These atoms would pass by
one another without notice.  They may occur in interesting
collections, at random, depending upon initial conditions, although
nothing would guarantee that these collections of atoms would
persist in arrangement.  You may argue that our world is not
this way, and that may be so, though our focus is that nothing
prevented Democritus from constructing this sort of atomism. 
Yet as an observational thinker, Democritus noticed that our world,
although varied and changing, does not quickly fall apart.  An
atomism with non-interacting atoms would not hold its form for
long.  Thus an atomism with only directed, moving objects is
not enough. 

     The capacity of atoms to collide and to
grab on to each other is an independent assumption within ancient
atomism that does not follow from the mere solidness of
atoms.  An object may be solid—without gaps, continuous,
shape-holding, one substance—and not have the capacity to interact
with other solid objects.  No doubt, solidness and the
capacity to interact have been conflated since Democritus within
the concept of the atom, although interaction was not initially a
capacity of atoms but rather a relation posited to exist between
them.  Arguably, the only useful similarities between
Democritus’ atoms and atoms of the Standard Model are microscopic
size and the capacity to interact or influence each other.

     At the time of Democritus we might not
have said that atoms interacted with each other, but rather, that
atoms had the capacity to limit and direct each other in motion,
for this is the only type of interaction that takes place in
ancient atomism.  One atom could prevent the movement of
another, or they could together change the direction of each other
upon contact. Contact, or limitation of motion and change of motion
upon contact, exhausts the interactional capacity of ancient
atoms.  Again, the capacity of atoms to come into contact with
each other is today conflated with the solidness of atoms, but
solidness does not imply the capacity to make contact.  Two
objects may be solid and still pass through one another without
making contact—these objects may not be atoms, but this does not
imply that such objects are impossible.

     Some elements of ancient atomism are as
follows: 1) indivisible substance, 2) yielding void, 3)
multiplicity of objects composed of indivisible substance, 4)
directed motion of objects, 5) contact between objects, and 6)
limitation and change of motion upon contact.  We should note
that 5) and 6) are intimately related—if contact did not lead to
limitation and change of motion, then contact loses most of its
meaning and becomes nearly synonymous with spatial overlap or
adjacency.  A Bose-Einstein condensate, composed mostly of
nearly non-interacting identical bosons in the same place, is quite
similar to the idea of atoms that do not make contact but ‘overlap’
in space.  We suggest that in ancient atomism, contact can be
interpreted as the limitation and change of motion that occurs when
atoms are spatially adjacent.  With this understanding of
contact, we see that solidness plays little role in ancient
atomism, just as in modern particle physics.  The preceding
sentence and paragraphs will nonetheless be difficult to appreciate
if we believe that solidness implies, in principle, the inability
to overlap in space. 

     Perhaps Democritus also held that the
indivisible substance of one atom could not occupy the same void as
the indivisible substance of another atom, but then we wonder how
atoms could influence each other at all.  If indivisible
substance could not overlap, then at best atoms could be spatially
adjacent without void/space between them.  During this time of
adjacency, atoms must somehow reach out and influence one another,
even though the indivisible substance of one atom never ‘melds’ or
‘blends’ with the indivisible substance of the other.  In
ancient atomism, the existence of contact, collision, and
influence are not explained by the size, shape, and motion of
atoms, nor are they explained by the nature of void or
substance.  Democritus noticed this absence, and posited the
relation of antitupia or mutual resistance between atoms,
which is, as above, the limitation and change of motion that occurs
when atoms are spatially adjacent.  Without antitupia, ancient
atomism falls apart.  Leaving much aside, we see that ancient
atomism, rather than being a theory of a solid, material world; is
a theory of a world composed of individual objects that influence
each other through contact.

     One might assume that modern physics as
solved the problem of interaction.  Certainly our physical
theories of the fundamental interactions within the Standard model
equip us with models for predicting situations.  Given one
description of the world in the language of quantum physics, we are
able to predict a description that will follow.  But like
Democritus, we still cannot explain how an interaction or
transition takes place.  Our best theories of interaction,
those of quantum field theory, still explain interaction as arising
from the exchange of one type of particle (atom) with
another.  We are told that electrons, for instance, uphold the
electromagnetic interaction by exchanging virtual photons with one
another.  Electrons both accept and emit virtual photons,
although we still cannot describe the process by which a virtual
photon is absorbed or emitted.  After a photon
exchange, we may speak of a change in energy or momentum or
particle production, but we can say nothing about how that exchange
comes about—it just does (perhaps as a matter of symmetry), thus it
is a fundamental interaction.  Absorption, emission, and
exchange of virtual photons are, like antitpuia, necessary
metaphysical additions to our understanding of interactions. 
When attempting to understand photon absorption we are 
perhaps drawn to macroscopic analogies, such as the absorption of
water by a sponge,  but in this analogy water simply moves
from the outside of the sponge to the inside.  Photons do not
obviously move from the outside of an electron to the inside in the
same way, so absorption and emission have no classical mechanical
analogies, yet we also speak as though classical mechanical energy
is exchanged quite readily upon contact, a contact mediated by the
non-contact forces of quantum physics that rely upon metaphorical
electron-photon contact.

     Material exchange, which requires
directedness into an object and directedness at an object, plays an
important role in our physical theories.  Feynman diagrams,
for instance, graphically make use of this directedness to help
explain the evolution of quantum particles.  In these
diagrams, geometric direction and path have little meaning, yet the
concept of directedness remains.  Outside of perturbation
theory, when the quantum field is considered as a whole, we still
speak of the creation and annihilation of particles within the
field.  Conceptually this field must be open and receptive to
particle creation and annihilation.  In a direct sense, the
quantum field is similar to the void of Democritus as the yielding
substance that may be filled with particle substance.  We say
that the quantum field permeates all of space, which is expected as
this field is trying to take over the role of void.  
Physicists may point out that acts of creation and annihilation are
well-understood as linear operators on quantum states.  Again,
while an operator may model the numerical changes of a field, it
says nothing about the act of creation itself.  Within today’s
physics, the movement from the absence of a particle to the
presence of a particle is completely suppressed, and is analogous
to pulling a rabbit out of the magician’s hat, except that within
physics, we no longer wonder about how that rabbit came to be, but
rather take it as a mundane fact that rabbits come out of hats and
seek no further explanation.

     Openness, receptivity, and acceptance
play a foundational role in fundamental interactions from
Democritus to today.  While our mathematical descriptions
describe a situation before and after, when pressed for how, we
must fall back upon directedness.  It would be quite easy to
avoid the how altogether and to not look beyond the math.  So
what if a non-measurable directedness plays a role in explaining
our world, what is the loss to me?  Yet directedness is
empirical; it is evident wherever we go; as well we have placed
directedness in our scientific theories at the start. 
Directedness is a natural feature of the world, a feature that is
not a fundamental interaction but one that makes interaction and
distance comprehensible.  Fundamental particles are relatively
limited in their capacity to partake in directedness, and they must
do so nearly symmetrically, meaning that for particles, inward
(intentional) and outward (attentional) directedness occur in near
reciprocal pairs.

     Particle directedness is quite limited,
which brings us back to our concern about medical problems and
forceful medical interventions.  When we view ourselves as
collections of parts, as material parts modeled after atomic
aggregates, then the only directedness available to us derives from
particle directedness in geometric space.   This view is
particularly appropriate when we want to remove other atomic
aggregates from a geometric body (cutting out a cancer, removing a
bullet, draining an abscess).  It is also appropriate when we
want something to collide-against and bind-to other atomic
aggregates (antibiotics, dopamine receptor antagonists, insulin,
and many other medications) for a purpose.  Particle
directedness, however, does not exhaust the possibility of directed
medical interventions.  One can, for instance, direct
attention at or away from a pain, or become receptive to a pain as
a source.  These directed interventions can change the quality
of the pain.  Of course, we differ in our capacity to wield
directedness, and I am not claiming that we should forsake the
particle directedness of today’s medicine that helps alleviate
suffering.  I only start with pain because most of us have
witnessed the relation between directedness and pain, although do
not infer that directedness is limited to so-called subjective
experiences.

     It is possible, for example, to direct
attention to one’s stomach, and to welcome one’s stomach as a
source of intention.  Your stomach, to you, is largely unknown
and exists as a theoretical object within your attentional
field.  Even if you view your stomach only as an
aggregate of particles, you are still not acquainted with this
aggregate, empirically or otherwise.  When bi-directional
directedness begins between oneself and one’s stomach, it can be
said that one is communicating or coming-into-contact or exchanging
with one’s stomach.  The objects here are the self-object and
the stomach of the self-object.  It follows that the
self-object and the stomach are then influencing each other, or
giving rise to ‘real changes’ in the world, just as particle
exchanges bring about change in the world.  What is the
relevance of such exchanges?  I suspect, for example, that
many cases of adult gastroesophageal reflux disease are not due to
mechanical problems of the esophagus—although such things may
correlate with the problem—but due to distancing oneself from one’s
gastroesophageal tract, or to a lack of contact between oneself and
one’s stomach and esophagus.  You cannot be in contact with
your stomach if you only view it as a material part of the body, or
worse, as a dysfunctional material part of the body to be whipped
into shape. The stomach desires contact with the whole, as do all
the parts of the body, and they can achieve this through
bi-directional directedness with the self-object.










1.8 Necessary degeneracy of
communication


       One thought may crowd out or
push away another thought.  One feeling may prevent another
feeling from arising.  Like ancient atoms, thoughts and
feelings manifest mutual resistance or antitupia between
each other.  But unlike ancient atoms, which possess a degree
of directedness relative to each other, the directedness of
thoughts and feelings is less clear.  Thoughts do not partake
in geometric directedness (although some physical theories dispense
with geometry as well).  How is one thought directed at and
into another thought?  

     A traditional explanation of the mutual
resistance between thoughts may go something like this.  A
person has a thought.  While some thoughts are selected in
attention for only brief periods of time, others persist as
selected for longer durations. The self-object directs attention at
the thought, but more than temporary selective attention, the
thought tends to maintain a large value of the attentional field
across time.  We are preoccupied with this thought.  We
ruminate and obsess about it.   If we are not
purposefully attending to this thought, then we can assume that
this thought has a large attentional rest mass relative to other
thoughts, and it is the mass of the thought via the self-object
that gives rise to resistance between this thought and
another.  We are pulled to massive thoughts more so than
others.

     Although attentional mass may explain
why one thought pushes out another thought, attentional mass is a
relational property between the thought and the self-object,
therefore this antitupia between thoughts is not
independent of the self-object, whereas the antitputia
between ancient or modern atoms depends only upon atoms,
independent of outside features of the world.  Thoughts pull
or push on the self-object.  Atoms pull or push on each
other.  The interaction between atoms allegedly has nothing to
do with things outside of those atoms.

     When talking about thoughts (or
emotions), we tend to focus attention on the selected thought of
attention, and although that statement is mostly tautology, it
bares consideration.  We believe that for a thought to exist,
the thought must be selected within the attentional field.  We
imagine that there is a particular place, like an empty room, that
may be filled up with a thought.  Thoughts magically appear in
this room, and then evaporate to be replaced by subsequent
thoughts, one after another.  In some cases the thought
occupies the room for extended periods of time—it is difficult to
displace.  When the thought vanishes from the room, it is
gone.  Like images on a digital screen, thoughts are transient
pictures that have no existence apart from the screen, that only
exist so long as they fill the screen.  The molecules that
compose the screen are different.  They may leave the screen
yet continue to exist.

     When we recall that the attentional
field contains much more than the selected object of attention, we
can begin to see how thoughts might be directly related to each
other, partially independent of the self-object.  First notice
that multiple thoughts may occupy the attentional field, just as
multiple visual objects occupy the attentional field—I may not be
selecting all of the visual objects at once; I likely am not, yet
each object is associated with a degree of attention.  Of
course, if you believe that attention concerns itself with one and
only one object at a time, and that your attentional world is a
sequence of selected, isolated objects of attention that flash
before you like pictures: “thought of a tree”, “thirst”, “the
computer in front of me”, “pain in my back”… then you will have
difficulty understanding how multiple thoughts—or multiple objects
of any kind—can exist in the attentional field.  

     Thoughts, like every other topic, are
associated with a degree of attentional directedness, which is
approximately the attentional distance between the thought and the
self-object.  One thought may be attentionally selected, yet
others may exist in the attentional field.  Can we also speak
of the relative distance, or directedness, between thoughts without
using the self-object as an absolute reference?  Such a
language would allow us to ‘look at’ multiple thoughts at once,
just as we look at multiple objects or atoms in space. 

     There is some evidence that thoughts
are directly related to each other, in that one thought often
‘leads to’ another thought, and that this leading-to is not
directly dependent upon the attentional mass of the subsequent
thought.   Some led-to thoughts are quite unexpected, and
may have never before been attended-to, which is a backwards way of
saying that the attentional mass of the thought is likely
small.  One thought may be directed at another thought, where
this directedness between thoughts becomes apparent through
triangulation with the self-object.  The thoughts are directed
to one another in that they move through the attentional field
together.  When one thought is selected in attention, the
other thought is found to be attentionally close-by.  Outside
of attentional selection, we assume that the relationship between
those thoughts persists, for attentional selection does not explain
the existence of the relationship in the first place, although
selection does enable us to notice it.

     With practice, I imagine we can learn
to see multiple thoughts at once, becoming aware of the manifold of
relationships that exist between thoughts.  One thought may be
open or receptive to another thought, thoughts may lead to other
thoughts, or thoughts may make contact with each other to produce
new thoughts in the interaction.  Once we learn to see the
multiplicity of thoughts interacting together, the act of thinking
changes.  Thinking is no longer the step-by-step progression
of isolated thoughts that transiently manifest on a digital screen,
but becomes the act of observing, anticipating, and constructing
the field of thoughts and their intimate, directed
relations.   Even serial logical argument, like this,
becomes an approximation of meta-logical thinking. 

     What has separated atoms and thoughts
is not mind-independence—for mind has always existed as a unknown
object, of which thoughts have no need—but the belief that thoughts
cannot exist without being selected in attention.  As we know,
many things exist outside of selected attention, so this concern is
easily pushed aside.  We then might agree that thoughts need
not be selected, but still, they cannot exist outside of the
attentional field altogether, or at least you cannot prove that
they do.  But this criticism can be leveled against any object
outside of attention, material or otherwise.  Dogmatically
asserting the extra-attentional inexistence of thoughts will not
do.  We can next fall back upon the solidness of atoms as
compared to thoughts, but solidness plays no role in materialism
apart from its relation to antitupia and modern
interaction, which we have taken to be dependent upon directedness
and the ability of distinct objects to communicate, exchange, or
make contact with one another.  Thoughts, too, may interact
with one another, and it has been the job of logic to describe how
these relations might be, as a first step, with respect to
truth.  Logic is our attempt to describe the physical
relationships between thoughts when thoughts are projected onto an
exterior value space.   Logic is an approximation, a
dimensional reduction technique that reduces the complexity of
thought.

     We might still argue that thoughts,
whatever they are, are dependent upon a person, or a mechanism
capable of thought for their existence, and that atoms are
dependent upon nothing, but this conclusion need not follow. 
Atoms may be dependent upon our world for their existence, and may
be dependent upon specific, galactic mechanisms that have yet to be
imagined.  At its core, materialism may be the belief that
there are objects in our universe that do not depend upon the
universe for their existence; put simply, the belief in
whole-independent parts.  Materialism may be the belief that
atoms—or strings, or whatever objects—are self-sustaining objects
that maintain a ‘free-existence’, that have the capacity to exist
outside of our universe, or in no universe at all, as they are
in our universe.  A philosopher might say that
materialistic atoms in our universe exist in every possible
universe and nowhere else.  Opposed to this position,
physicists have imagined how different inflationary ‘bubble’
universes may manifest different universal constants, physical
laws, and particles.  Universes need not be physically similar
with respect to particular content, a content which depends upon
the structure of the universe as a whole.  Both our atoms and
our thoughts are likely dependent upon something else for their
existence. 

     Whereas atoms are directed and open to
each other, and thoughts are likely directed and open to each
other; we continue to suspect that thoughts and atoms do not
participate in this sort of bi-directional directedness. 
Thoughts and atoms are not thought to make contact or interact with
one another, and this belief gives rise to the separation between
thoughts and atoms.  It is no coincidence that philosophers
speak of the unbridgeable gap between mind and body, for the
opposite of a gap is making contact or bi-directional directedness
in our language.

      Although we suppose that thoughts
and atoms do not interact with each other, we tend to accept that
thoughts may be directed at atoms, a capacity that has classically
been called the reference of a thought (or expression).  A
thought may be directed (refer) at an atom, or at a collection of
atoms, such as my thought of the banana I ate for lunch
today.  In this case, however, my thought is not directed at
the atoms that compose the banana, but at my memory of what that
banana was like in terms of its weight, smell, color, taste,
texture, and so forth.  The directedness of my thought is at
least two steps removed from the atoms of the banana.  First,
it is directed at the memory of the banana, and not the banana
itself; and second, it is directed at the perceptual qualities of
the banana and how the banana interacted with my body and other
bodies, and not the atoms of the banana.  We may
presumptuously lump perceptual qualities and bodily interactions
into the same category, and then take bodily interactions to be the
bi-directional directedness, or contact, between bodies and the
banana.

     Thoughts are not directed at atoms,
although thoughts may be directed at the contact, or the memory of
the contact, between atoms.  Contact does not imply touching,
geometric spatial adjacency, collision, physical impact, or any
other material concept.  Despite similarities, we are not
repeating the perceptual theory of Democritus which assumes that
atoms communicate perceptual properties through material
collision.  Contact does not require spatial proximity in a
geometric sense.  Most of all, contact requires a receptivity
between objects, which may be the opposite of collision. 
Contact is the bi-directional directedness between objects, and may
be a relation between the entire body as a whole (rather than just
the tip of my finger) and the complete banana.  Thoughts,
then, may be directed at atoms via the bi-directional directedness
between atomic collections.  This does not imply that thoughts
are only directed in this way.  We have already discussed how
thoughts are directed between each other, and we presume that they
may be directed at memories given the above discussion.

     Thoughts are not directed at material
atoms, but they may be directed at the contact between atoms. 
This contact is degenerate in the sense that different collections
of atoms may interact to produce the same or similar contact. 
Consider human communication which we have taken to be a canonical
example of contact as bi-directional directedness.  In
communication, we often express one idea in multiple ways, or
different people express similar ideas differently.  The
following expressions potentially communicate the same thing: 1+2,
7-4, and 21/7.  While three distinct expressions typically
communicate three distinct things, here the communication
coincides, and in this sense, communication of 3 is
degenerate.   I am not claiming that 1+2, 7-4, and 21/7
are the same thing or refer to the same content or meaning; perhaps
these expressions are distinct—they most certainly are—but content
is not our concern at the moment, only degeneracy of
communication. 

    The above 3 expressions may each communicate
multiple things in addition to 3, but again, our focus is upon
those aspects communicated degenerately.  Perhaps by 1+2, 7-4,
and 21/7, I was intending to communicate ‘arithmetic operation’ and
not three.  There is no way for you to know what I intended to
communicate in advance given only those expressions.  Suppose
I say 1+2, 7-4, and 21/7 again—what did I communicate by that last
expression?  Let me be specific, I am not simply claiming
contextualism of meaning.  The context of that previous
expression—and you don’t even know what expression I am referring
to—reveals little about the intended communication.  In fact,
the meanings of 1+2, 7-4, and 21/7 have been partly irrelevant with
respect to what I have been trying to communicate.  I have
been trying to communicate that communication entails necessary
uncertainty, partially because of the degeneracy of contact. 
Even when we understand the meaning of a message, we still may not
understand the relation between the message and its source, or
understand anything significant about the source at all.  The
same communication may arise from disparate sources, so how are we
to differentiate one source from another when we only possess the
communication at hand?

     Analytic philosophers have been
exceptionally sensitive to the degeneracy in communication, which
is why they work so hard to formulate conditions, rules, and logics
aimed at removing the degeneracy.  Yet the reason philosophers
create theories of meaning and knowledge is not for the sake of
truth, for being not true was never a problem in the first place,
but to remove the degeneracy in communication.  Even denying
the possibility of knowledge or meaning has this
purpose.  Let me try to say it another way.  People who
conjure up theories of knowledge are not doing so because the true
theory of knowledge does not exist.  Lack of a true theory has
never motivated behavior, and we would not even recognize a true
theory if we had it.  Yet people are motivated.  Assuming
the motivation of intellectuals is more than fame, prestige, a job,
respect, etc; there should also be a motivation arising from an
actual problem in the world.  Perhaps they simply cannot
tolerate disagreement in the world and want to construct theories
they can all agree upon—but I doubt that.  People often create
disparate theories for the purpose of creating disagreement. 
Or rather, without disagreement, whole departments of philosophy
would not even exist—can you imagine an ethics without
moral disagreement?

     The context of communication may help
us to pin down a source, but contexts are communicated as well and
are therefore subject to degeneracy.  Nor is there a clear
dividing line between a piece of communication and the
communication of its context.  We may attentionally bias some
communication above other surrounding communication, or value some
communication—either morally, pragmatically, epistemologically,
etc—above others, but this prioritization need not be natural or
objective.  Science has progressed, in part, by carefully
accounting for environmental contexts, by systematically varying
these conditions, and by observing the communication that
follows.  Scientific theory and bridging protocols then become
the source of this communication, even though indeterminacy still
plagues science as multiple theories and practices can account for
the same communication.  Scientists thus invoke external
limits of simplicity, mathematical elegance, severe tests, and
other things in an attempt to further reduce degeneracy, but these
attempts are ad hoc and send us back to metaphysics.

     Descartes’ worry that an evil demon
creates our perceptions, perceptions that can be degeneratively
created by ‘actual objects’ and dreams too, is nothing more than
acknowledging a fundamental characteristic about communication in
our world.  Virtual reality simulators mimic our perceptions
of the world.  An infinite variety of electromagnetic spectra
are perceived as the same color.   Disparate materials
feel and taste the same.  These are but a few examples where
degeneracy of contact can be collapsed by further investigation,
yet how many more situations exist where we assume that the
communication is determinate, but further exploration would reveal
that our assumptions of determinacy were incorrect? Philosophers
like Descartes have not recognized the benefit of degenerate
communication, but rather have feared that our perceptions
underdetermine what our theories of the world must be.  I
suggest that communication, whether linguistic or perceptual or
otherwise, would be impossible without some degeneracy; otherwise
everything received in communication would be a cacophony of noise
or nonsense and communication could not be at all.  I have
difficulty expressing why this so.  It has something to do
with our inability to simultaneously recognize two things
as different members of the same class.  It has something to
do with my suspicion that language and communication would be
impossible without indecipherable differences and classes or kinds
of the same; and that a science that attempts to remove
all degeneracy is a performative contradiction.  It
has something to do with the idea that a class can be no more
complex than any of its members, for each member possess the
attribute of the class in addition to other attributes.  Most
importantly, it has something to do with seeing science as the
process by which the world attempts to communicate with us, rather
than an activity by which humans study the world.

     Communication is partially uncertain;
it is supposed to be this way, for now and perhaps always. 
But the degeneracy of contact, although thought to be a fundamental
problem, is more likely an adaptation that has a purpose.  It
would not be difficult to contrive a story about why degenerate
communication is good, for this sort of evolutionary story-telling
is possible about every feature of the world, and therefore not
helpful at all.  Degeneracy of contact as an adaptation is of
course a metaphor; it is a way of saying that the unknown is not
all bad.  And I am not saying that we should stop trying to
reduce the degeneracy of communication, although perhaps we ought
to spend more time trying to understand sources in other ways.










Death and Dreamless Sleep


   “What do you think it is like to be dead?” asked
Abel.

 

“It won’t be like anything.  It will be like dreamless
sleep,” Cain replied.

 

“But what is dreamless sleep like?”

 

“Like I said, it is not like anything at all.  It is
nothing.”

 

“If it isn’t like anything at all, then how can you describe
it?  You shouldn’t be able to give any sort of
description.  To say it is like nothing requires you to be
acquainted with it.  How can you be acquainted with
nothing?”

 

“It is empty and absent, like a perfect void.”

 

“How do you know that?  Do you remember dreamless
sleep?  But if you claim to remember dreamless sleep, a sleep
that was absolutely like nothing, then you must be able to identify
dreamless sleep among all of your other experiences. 
Dreamless sleep must stand out in some way for you to be able to
describe it as nothing, but that is a contradiction.  Perhaps
you believe that you were aware of having dreamless sleep while you
were having dreamless sleep?” 

 

“No, I wasn’t aware that I was having dreamless sleep while I
was having dreamless sleep.  When I awaken from sleep, I can’t
recall anything during the period of time when I was having
dreamless sleep.  It wasn’t like anything at all.  I have
no memory of it.  It is empty time.  Being dead will be
like that.”

 

“You seem to be saying that you do not remember anything that
took place while you were sleeping.  But the fact that you do
not recall anything during this time period of sleep does not imply
that it is nothing, or is like nothing.  Perhaps during
dreamless sleep you are entirely aware and active and alive, yet
for some reason, when you awaken, you have no memory of this time
period.  Perhaps it is impossible to create memories during
certain periods of sleep, but this absence of memory does not imply
nothingness.”

 

“I agree.  In the present, right now while I am awake, I
lack memories that would account for the time during dreamless
sleep.  The time during dreamless sleep is like a hole in my
memory.  Before bed and after I wake up, I have memory and can
tell you a story about what I was experiencing, but during the time
in dreamless sleep, I have no memories.  In this sense, when I
am describing dreamless sleep ‘like nothing’ I am actually
describing my void in memory.  The reason I can describe the
void in memory is that I recall the before and after the void, or
the edges of the void—so it is more like a hole—but I cannot
describe what is in the hole, if anything.”

 

“I agree.  So what is dreamless sleep like?”

 

“I don’t know what it’s like; I only know that I don’t have any
memories about it.”

 

Thus Abel asked again, “So what is it like to be dead?”

 

“I don’t know,” said Cain, knowing that his brother would soon
find out for himself.










Part 2









2.1 Newness


       Today, or at least in
materialistic society, communication is understood as the geometric
movement of material properties from one geometric location to
another, where a receiver recognizes those received material
properties as something other than material properties alone,
something often called information.  You may recognize a
collection of photons as black squiggles on the page, blacks
squiggles as letters, letters as a word, the word ‘word’ as the
concept and meaning of word, that concept as information, and so
forth.  In visual communication, colors are often the first
things to be recognized, and meanings traditionally the
last.   The concept of representation is often assumed
necessary for any understanding of communication, but it is
not.  Recognition does not imply that one thing is represented
by something else; it simply requires that one thing is also
familiar as something else.  A particular visual scene may be
recognized as a set of words or a bunch of black lines or a
collection of meanings or a memory of something past seen and other
things still.  We are accustomed to believing that statements,
such as ‘the crabapple tree in my backyard,’ refers-to or
represents an object in the world; but the most we may say is that
the statement is also recognized as a theory about the world, a
theory associated with particular beliefs and expectations
dependent upon the individual recognizing the statement. The
statement does not represent or refer-to the theory, just as black
lines do not represent or refer-to the words of the
statement.  The idea that a statement may represent an object
is a theoretical belief that some people recognize in statements
and others do not.

     The scope of our ability to recognize
may be grasped in the phenomena of synesthesia, which strikes the
non-synesthete as fantastic but is an extension of the
multiplicitous recognition that each person makes use of every
day.  It is of course interesting that some people recognize
particular letters and numbers as systematically colored, or that a
musical sound may be also recognized as a visual shape, or that a
word may have a particular taste; but all of us who read and hear
similarly recognize patterns of color also as words, and recognize
patterns of sound as music.   We speak as though sensory
recognition always takes priority over linguistic recognition in
that we recognize particular colored shapes first and words second,
but linguistic recognition can subsequently shape sensory
recognition as in grapheme-color synesthesia.  Words may be
recognized as meanings as well as tastes or smells.  Music may
be recognized as having color and sound.  The automatic and
involuntary experience of words given a color pattern—forward or
non-synesthestic recognition—is similar to the automatic experience
of a particular color given a word—reverse, lateral, or
synesthestic recognition.  Since recognition occurs forward,
reverse, and lateral; we ought to assign the givenness of a
recognized object with care, if at all.

     Representation is similarly the
automatic and involuntary recognition of something also as
something else, or recognizing a single situation as multiple
things.  Additionally, in representation we assume that one of
the things recognized is distant relative to the other.  The
distant recognition is called the content of representation, while
the near recognition can be called the vehicle of
representation.  Near recognition is often sensory, such as a
color pattern, while distant recognition often includes thoughts,
meanings, and theories—things that are distant because they cannot
be observed with the senses and because sensory recognition
apparently precedes them.  We can reverse the direction of
this recognition.  When we focus attention upon the thought of
a tree, we may also automatically recognize the geometric shape of
a tree tied to that thought.  Since the thought is near, or
recognized first, and the shape distant, we may claim that the
thought of the tree represents the geometric shape of the
tree.  The thought is the vehicle of representation and the
shape the content.  While many things may be called
representations or signs, the representational character of a thing
is no more than multiplicitous, ordered recognition, where the
prior recognition is assumed to be a constant object that spawns
other recognitions.

     Our brief digression on representation
was important in understanding communication, for even the
classical conception of communication has no need of it beyond
recognition.  It is perhaps possible to proceed without
dispensing of objective representation altogether, and for those
who wish to uphold representation, I say let us give it a try and
move forward.  Regardless, communication is today tied to the
idea of the geometric movement of material properties, and
recognition of those material properties also as something
else.  In classic communication, rather than recognized,
material properties are said to be decoded or transformed into
meaningful information by the recipient.  We have already
discussed how the decoding procedure or transformation is dependent
upon the recipient, and that this dependency leads directly to
skepticism about communication.   In addition to this
problem, a fully material understanding of communication runs into
trouble in that the concepts of information, representation, and
meaning are not clearly material.  A quick escape from this
dualism is to claim that the world is fundamentally composed of
information and to work from there.

     In classic communication, information
itself does not move through space. Material properties propagate
through geometric space, and information is reproduced or
replicated or created at the receiver.  Leaving information
undefined, communication is the creation of an instance of
information through material properties.  But it would appear
that the particular medium of communication is not essential, and
even the metaphysical material medium is not essential to an
understanding of classical communication.  The medium may
constrain the variety of information that can be communicated, but
what matters to us is that an instance of information, whatever
that may be, is created.  We assume that within communication
the information is created within geometric space and within a
material receiver, although information itself is not clearly
material.

      When communication is understood
as the creation of an instance of information, we need not commit
to a material or idealistic or information theoretic interpretation
of the world.  We need not yet define the sender and receiver
of information, nor say how that transmission of information takes
place.  We are still left with information as undefined, and
perhaps no better defined than communication itself; although in
the previous chapter we sought to interpret communication as
bi-directional directedness, and made attempts to understand this
directedness through everyday acquaintances.

     Whatever information is, today it is
too easy to come by.  It is said that we are flooded with
information, that this is the information age, and that we are part
of an information revolution.  Despite the ubiquity of
information, it is still poorly defined.  Or perhaps because
information is so poorly defined, it is easy to say that
information is all around us.  There are many definitions of
information, and within specific subfields of enquiry those
definitions are appropriate and useful, but we are most interested
in the everyday understanding of information, the understanding
that allows an entire age to be identified with it.  When most
people think about information, I imagine that they first imagine a
linguistic proposition that is spoken or gestured or viewed as
text.  When asked if every proposition is information, they
will say no and point out that only those propositions newly
considered are truly information.  If the proposition was
already familiar, or already known and believed, then it would not
count as informative.  It would not be news.

     The newness of information has nothing
to do with its location in time or whether the information is
‘current’ or ‘just in’; newness is a relation between the
proposition and the receiver of the proposition.  The
proposition need not be objectively new to the receiver.  To
be new, the proposition need be unfamiliar in some sense or create
something that was not there prior.  A proposition can be new
even if that proposition was witnessed in the past, assuming it was
never remembered or forgotten prior to witnessing it again. 
In information, the newness of a proposition is similar to the
newness of phenomenal experiences sought by world travelers and
thrill seekers, and the newness is similarly addictive, as much
newness is.

     In addition to newness, informative
propositions may also be associated with truth.  While
philosophers will argue about problems of truth (like here), and if
only true propositions potentially qualify as information, an
everyday conception of information is not closely tethered to
truth.  So long as the proposition flows from a reliable
source, the receiver of that proposition will consider that
proposition information, assuming the receiver also believes the
proposition.  I am here connecting the reliability of the
source to the belief of the receiver with respect to
propositions.  A source is reliable so long as its
propositions are believed; or, if the propositions of a source are
believed, then the source is deemed reliable.  Although one
might assume that a reliable source also checks her facts, is
consistent, is law-abiding, always tells the truth, has no
concealed motives, etc.; these features function only to explain
why the receiver believes the proposition and do not play a
role in justifying the truth of the proposition
itself.   To justify the truth of a proposition, one
need not know anything about the source of that proposition, but to
explain why you believe something, it is enough to say that the
proposition arose from a reliable source.

     It is perhaps assumed that a reliable
source necessarily produces true propositions, or at least
probabilistically produces true propositions more often than
not.  How, then, do we identify these kinds of reliable
sources, for they are even more valuable than true
propositions?  It takes effort and energy to justify just one
proposition, but when a reliable source is found, we need only
passively listen to the multitude of propositions that arise from
it and comfortably accept them as truth.  Identifying truth is
the job of theologians, philosophers, artists, and scientists, but
the job of identifying reliable sources has belonged to the
journalist, historian, newscaster, lawyer, blogger, etc.  Yet
identifying a reliable truth-producing source from a philosophical
perspective can be no easier than identifying a true proposition,
and the millennia of arguments that bedevil epistemology and
ontology will apply when trying to comprehend a source of
truth.   Truth of information is never proved—and
justification often never asked for—thus any hard and fast
connection of information to truth would throw suspicion upon all
instances of information and invalidate our entire information
age. 

     Reliable sources are sources that
produce the propositions we believe.  There are many reasons
why we believe the propositions from these sources, reasons
associated with our history, our socioeconomic context, our
biology, our philosophy, our fears, and others; but the essence of
a reliable source is its past, present, and future
believability.  In a similar way we appreciate a particular
movie critic as being accurate in her assessment, in the sense that
we will like the movies that the critic likes as well.  The
reasons our likes and the critic’s evaluations match are many and
largely unknown, but we evaluate a critic as accurate mostly
because our likes coincide.  Of course, we may appreciate a
critic who disagrees with our likes, but in this case we are not
overly preoccupied with the accuracy of the critique and appreciate
it for other reasons—its ascetics, curious focus, humor, broader
philosophical implications, and others.  We may similarly
appreciate a source for reasons independent of the believability of
its propositions, but we would not call this source reliable with
respect to belief, although it may be reliable with respect to
consistently providing an interesting perspective or giving us a
laugh.

     If nothing is known about a source then
we are not in a position to judge the reliability of that source at
all.  If the only things we know about a source are the
propositions that emanate from that source, then we can only judge
the reliability of the source based upon our belief and disbelief
of those propositions, and upon the specific content of those
source propositions.  Without any other knowledge of the
source, our belief and disbelief of those propositions will be
based upon reasons outside of the source.  If we find that we
end up believing most of the source propositions, even if for
reasons external to the source, we will come to take the source as
reliable, simply because we believe or come to believe those
propositions.  Future propositions of the source will be
believed because past propositions were believed, and that belief
will have nothing to do with enduring characteristics of the source
itself.  Once we accept the source as reliable, it becomes
difficult to reject the source, even if evidence throws the source
into question.  The acceptance of a source as reliable is
related to the intentional directedness of that source for the
receiver, although someone who is receptive to a source need not
believe the propositions that arise from that source.

     An instance of information is an
instance of a new belief that presumably originates from a reliable
source external to the receiver, where reliability and
believability are roughly synonymous.  Reliability is not a
characteristic of the source itself, but a posterior description
the receiver projects upon the source based upon the receiver’s
beliefs about propositions.  We may always challenge claims of
origin in definitions, and likewise, we will not argue against
someone who claims internal-source origins of information. 
Regardless, most people take information as having an outside
origin in some sense, although such outsideness need not imply a
geometric outside, and it is likely not outside in the geometric
sense. 

     Newness plays an important role in
information, but we have hardly attempted to understand newness
further.  Information must be recognized as unfamiliar in
order for us to call it information.  Is that a contradiction?
 How do we recognize something unfamiliar?  I imagine a
taxonomically oriented zoologist runs into similar problems in the
wild.  When a previously unknown species is discovered, that
instance of the species must certainly be unfamiliar, for it has
never been seen or imagined before, yet the zoologist must
recognize it as such.  He may recognize the new species as a
mammal, although he will be hesitant to say that it is a particular
mammal that he recognizes.  He may recognize it as a mammal,
or animal, or moving-thing.  When we ask what type of
moving-thing, he will say animal; when we ask what type of animal,
he will say mammal; when we ask what type of mammal, he may say he
does not know, for he has no recollection of such a mammal
existing.

     A problem arises in that there is no
obvious determinate end to our questioning about classification.
Although species typically ends the questioning for a zoologist, we
may always ask further.  If the animal is a Ring-tailed Lemur,
we may ask what type of Ring-tailed Lemur is it?  Every
particular Ring-tailed Lemur is new if you have not seen it or its
perfectly identical twin before.  Even though each individual
Ring-tailed Lemur you see for the first time is new to you, you
would hardly say that each new Ring-tailed Lemur is unfamiliar,
although you would presumably be correct in saying so.  In
contrast, when meeting new people, we would say that they are
unfamiliar unless they remind us of somebody else.  Presumably
lemurs differentiate other lemurs as unfamiliar, although we
humans, once we have seen one Ring-tailed Lemur, believe that we
recognize them all, in the sense that they are no longer new. 
Between the Ring-tailed Lemur species and an individual Ring-tailed
Lemur, there are an infinite number of possible
categorizations.  Just as humans may be sub-categorized in
innumerable ways ‘below’ the level of species, there is no obvious
end or order to the categorization of other animals.  But this
is somewhat beside the point.

     More relevantly, it appears that
recognizing something as unfamiliar requires that it is first
recognized in some way—as an animal perhaps—and further, that
within that category of the familiar, there must exist
sub-categories that are also familiar.  Being unfamiliar then
implies that something is not a familiar sub-category of
something that is familiar, where the familiar in question must
automatically invoke sub-categorization for the unfamiliar to be
possible.   For instance, when the zoologist spots an
animal that is familiar as a primate, he will automatically try to
sub-categorize this primate further into other familiar
sub-categories, but if he does not recognize this primate as
belonging to one of the sub-categories, he may say that it is
unfamiliar and new.  On the other hand, when you see a
particular Ring-tailed Lemur but have seen these primates before,
you will not typically experience this lemur as unfamiliar, or new,
simply because you are not accustomed to automatically
sub-categorizing Ring-tailed Lemurs, although an experienced lemur
zoologist will.  Another example: you do not automatically
sub-categorize circles, thus you will never experience a circle as
new or unfamiliar, although a topologist might.

     Recognizing something as unfamiliar is
not-recognizing something’s sub-category.  We are not claiming
that things have natural sub-categories—although they may—but we
are claiming that the recognizing subject need be able to
sub-categorize to appreciate newness.  When something is so
foreign that it cannot be recognized at all, that it cannot be
recognized as familiar or unfamiliar or described at all, then we
do not typically use the words new or unfamiliar.  Brutal
traumas and spiritual revelations and hallucinogenic trips may be
outside of newness, although they may be new in the sense that we
have no words to describe them and no past recollections to compare
them to.  The newly discovered species is not indescribable,
and is often similar to other things.  A spiritual revelation
may be similar to nothing.

     We do not have much to say about the
form of the relation between the familiar and the sub-categories of
the familiar.  This form of sub-categorization is not
necessarily that of the universal to the particular.  It is
not necessarily a natural categorization, or a necessary
categorization, and even if the sub-categories exist for the
subject, if that subject does not automatically or purposefully
attempt to sub-categorize the familiar, then he will not be able to
appreciate the unfamiliar.  We can say that all members of the
sub-category belong to the parent-category, but that it just long
way of saying sub-category. 

     You may still feel that something new
is simply something that has not been seen before, but almost every
piece of dirt on the earth, and every blade of grass, and every bit
of gravel, and every drop of rain are new to you in this
sense.  We hardly appreciate these first-time seen objects as
new, although you may do so if you begin to sub-categorize these
daily objects.  As well, having seen something before does not
imply that you cannot appreciate a similar or the same thing as new
later on; something past seen may become new to you.   So
long as you recognize that thing as unfamiliar—because you never
memorized it in the first place or have learned to see it
differently— it may become new to you.

     Our explanation of newness has focused
upon objects of recognition, but newness may also be understood as
the action of doing something new.  If you have never climbed
Mount Chomolungma, then climbing that peak for the first time would
be new to you.  However, explaining the newness of actions by
the first-time of actions runs into similar difficulties as
above.  If you had climbed the peak but have no memory of the
climb, then presumably the climb would be new to you on your
second-time as well as your first.  The newness of action
rests upon not-recognizing having done the action, or
not-recognizing a temporally extended situation.

     Each morning that I get out of bed, I
presumable get out of bed in a different manner.  That is, the
precise movements of my arms and legs, the way I pull the covers,
my first steps onto the floor; these change from day to day, albeit
not dramatically.  Each time I get up in the morning, my way
of getting up is different, although I do not appreciate these
differences as new actions.  It is always the first-time I got
up in that manner, but this first-time of getting up in that way is
not typically considered new—if anything it is considered the same
old thing, the boring routine.

     Just as I do not sub-categorize grains
of sand, I do not sub-categorize my action of getting up each
morning, although presumably if I began to do so, I may one day
recognize a way of getting up as unfamiliar or new.  In fact,
the process itself of sub-categorizing waking-up becomes new, and
not because it is the first-time I will do it, but because I will
recognize this process as unfamiliar, which implies that I
sub-categorize processes, and will not recognize this process as
belonging to one of my current sub-categories.  I have, in
writing these paragraphs, just experienced the newness that I have
been trying to explain.  Newness also concerns the creation of
a sub-category, for if something is not recognized as belonging to
current sub-categories, a ‘new’ sub-category is created for it.

      Newness involves recognition of
something familiar, the process of sub-categorizing the familiar,
failing to complete this process, and creating a sub-category in
light of this failure.  What are the criteria for this
failure?  We have said that none of the familiar
sub-categories will apply to this thing, which implies that we do
not recognize the thing as one of the sub-categories suggested by
the thing recognized.   We have also assumed from the
start that something may be recognized as multiple things, where
that something is always recognition of something, and not
necessarily an objective thing, although recognizing something as
objective is of course a type of recognition.

     Turning back to the problem of
information, we have guessed that an instance of information is an
instance of newly believing a proposition.  Given our previous
analysis, we conclude that newly believing a proposition is
not the first-time of recognizing a proposition as
true.  The first-time is neither a sufficient nor a necessary
condition or character of newness.  We suspect, rather, that
the newness of information involves sub-categorization of
propositions, but that sub-categorization cannot be one of truth if
we are to follow the species analogy.  Newness requires that
the sub-category is incomplete.  We can discover new species
because, when trying to sub-categorize an animal, we do not
recognize the animal as belonging to a presently known species and
must create a new sub-category at the level of species. 
Sub-categorizing propositions by truth, where the members of that
sub-category are true and false (and perhaps both and neither),
leaves no room for the creation of a new category within
truth.  In other words, true propositions and false
propositions are never new species of propositions, apart from when
true and false propositions—as a species—were newly recognized.

     Since the truth of a proposition does
not determine its newness, we might suspect that the content of a
proposition does.  Like a zoologist facing an animal in the
wild, we are faced with propositions all around us.  Many of
those propositions are recognized as completely familiar with
respect to content.  We say we have heard or read about
that before; it is not newly informative.  Other
propositions are recognized as partially unfamiliar—not in that we
do not recognize the language, the grammar, the font, etc…—but that
we do not recognize the particular content as familiar.  The
content, however, is not completely unfamiliar, just as an unknown
animal in the wild is not completely unfamiliar.  We may
recognize a moving thing as a primate, yet still say that the
primate is unfamiliar or new.  Propositions, we suspect, may
give rise to similar relations with respect to content, whatever
content may be. 

     We may force a taxonomical system upon
propositions to make the newness of propositions comprehensible,
although it is difficult to say how a recognized proposition can be
unfamiliar at all.  If the proposition is understood, then
what about the proposition could be unrecognizable or
unfamiliar?  In contrast, when we recognize an object or
animal as unfamiliar, we do not completely understand that object
and we do not recognize the species.  The object must be
studied before we reach any understanding of it, and our lack of
understanding is a mark of its newness.  But the newly
informative proposition need not be studied at all to be
understood, or at least we imagine that we need not.  We may
immediately grasp what the content of the new proposition is,
whereas we do not grasp what the newly discovered species is. 
When I am informed that a particular celebrity X just got engaged
to celebrity Y, so long as I know who these celebrities are and I
understand the act of getting engaged, then I presumably recognize
the proposition.  We may always skeptically challenge claims
of knowledge and understanding.  I do not really know these
celebrities, nor is the act of engagement a precise physical
process, but rather, it is a complex social ritual that has many
meanings and functions.  Even if these skeptical uncertainties
are accepted, they do not contribute positively or negatively to
our understanding of the newness of the proposition.  What
matters is recognition of the proposition, a recognition that need
not be true to be recognized.

     Although the first-time of a
proposition does not ground its newness, we may wish to say that
our lack of memory about the proposition grounds its newness. 
The proposition is new because I have no memory of reading or
hearing or thinking or feeling the proposition in the past. 
Yet what grounds our lack of memory of the proposition?  It is
not the fact that I have never read or heard or thought or felt the
proposition before.  One could have read a proposition in the
past and yet have no memory of that proposition as well. 

     In many cases of information, the
content of the newly informative proposition is all too
familiar.  When a medical researcher claims to have discovered
a new treatment for lung cancer—and I am aware of the recursive
nature of this example—most of us will recognize this claim as
familiar.  In order for the proposition to be newly
informative, we will have to accept that ‘new treatment’ refers to
something that is unfamiliar, even though the words of the
proposition are quite familiar.  We may treat ‘new treatment’
as we do the newly discovered animal species, and understand the
newness of the proposition with respect to
sub-categorization.  Unlike recognizing an animal as
unfamiliar upon direct confrontation, we do not directly recognize
the phrase ‘new treatment’ as unfamiliar.  To do so, we must
imagine that ‘new treatment’ stands in for something that
we do not have a category for, even though it is possible that ‘new
treatment’ refers to something that we are well-acquainted
with.  The newness of this proposition, without further
investigation, is the act of imagining something beyond our current
categories; it is the act of imagining that we would not recognize
a species of treatments for lung cancer upon confrontation.

      But in our previous example of
information, where we were newly informed that celebrity X got
engaged to celebrity Y, presumably none of the terms are directed
at unfamiliar things, or at least these terms are not unfamiliar in
the same way that a ‘new treatment’ for lung cancer is
unfamiliar.  Even the complete proposition may be quite
familiar at the time of receiving this proposition as
information.  A fan of these celebrities may have hoped or
imagined or dreamed that celebrity X got engaged to celebrity Y, or
even hopes for this on a daily basis.  Upon receiving this
newly informative proposition, the content itself cannot be said to
be new in any way, rather, it is our belief in the proposition that
is new.  If the belief is already present then the proposition
is not informative.  Suppose that you presently believed that
celebrity X got engaged to celebrity Y at the time of receiving
this proposition as information; in this situation, you would
hardly call this proposition newly informative.  This is like
someone telling you what your name is and expecting that
proposition to count as information, presuming you recognize
someone saying the name you believe you have.

     What causes someone to newly believe a
proposition?  I am exhausted by too many things to list. 
Then in what sense is a belief new?  We could say that the
belief is new because the belief did not exist prior to its
creation, but this formula—like many I have used—smacks of
tautology.  Newly informative propositions are the creation of
propositional beliefs; they are perhaps more similar to new
constructions than to new species in the wild.  But what is
constructed is not all new.  Everything constructed is
constructed out of something and that something need not be
new.  Perhaps it is the form or the whole of the thing
constructed that is new, but these too need not be new, at least no
more new than a copy or a simulation.  Yet a newly created
copy is still new in some way; it is the increase in number of
something by one, but then we may also say that newness is the
quantitative repetition of something,  and we are led to
conclude that quantitative repetition and newness are similar, a
formula that smacks of contradiction.  A copy may nonetheless
be new, but not through number.

     One mark of construction is the effort
that accompanies the thing constructed.  Construction of a
skyscraper requires massive effort from multiple people, and even a
copy of a skyscraper is hardly easier to build from the perspective
of effort.  In contrast, photocopies of paper documents are
produced with little effort, and in this sense they are ‘less new’
than a copy of a skyscraper.  Although effort can help us to
understand newness, we have also seen that effort is a problematic
concept and have claimed that effort is not the conscious
expenditure of mechanical energy, although is it the expenditure
of

something.  We have suggested that effort concerns
exceeding local natural laws, where our notion local depends upon
what is exceeded.  An artistic forger may paint a copy of the
Mona Lisa, and to do so may require great effort on the part of the
forger, yet this effort primarily reflects overcoming the natural
law of the forger, and does not reflect a broader overcoming of
nature as when it was painted by da Vinci.  Da Vinci exceeded
more than his local self with this painting.

     With respect to information, it is not
clear that effort, at least in the sense above, plays a great role
in grounding the newly informative.  In fact, our information
age is characterized by easy access to information; it is
understood as the making of information effortless and quick. 
If I want informative propositions, I need only access the internet
and type in my search.  In the past it was presumably more
difficult to unearth the informative propositions I desired. 
I may have wanted to know about a particular species of
plant.  I would have traveled to the nearest collection of
books—presuming I had a transportation method and the time and
strength to do so—or attempted to locate an expert by word of
mouth.  I would have searched for a book on plants if I could
find one.  I may have been able to find the information I
wanted, or perhaps such information did not exist at all.  The
effort required to obtain information appears to be less today than
it was in the past, although I say appears because not every
proposition that claims to be informative about something is
informative about that thing.  Every proposition may be
informative, but we can no longer assume, for instance, that a
proposition composed of plant words is about plants, and today it
requires new effort to discover what each proposition is
informative about.  The easy access to informative
propositions is in part counterbalanced by the difficulty in
determining the reason for the presence of the information.

     But our concern was not with the effort
required in finding information, but the effort required in forming
new beliefs.  How does the formation of belief demand
effort?  I see within me a tendency to resist the formation of
beliefs.  This does not imply that I believe nothing, or
always try to resist belief formation, but rather, there is a
natural barrier to the formation of beliefs similar to the
activation energy barrier that chemical processes must overcome to
create products.  Those practiced in the art of persuasion and
manipulation have developed techniques to catalyze the belief
barrier, to lower ones resistance to the formation of
beliefs.  Fear and desire are perhaps the most commonly
hijacked resources used to catalyze beliefs.  A belief that
decreases the fulfillment of a fear or increases the fulfillment of
a desire tends to form more readily, all things being equal. 
As well, a belief that increases the fulfillment of a fear or
decreases the fulfillment of a desire will not be readily
created.  We may also talk about the destruction of present
beliefs in similar ways.

     Unlike a chemical reaction that can
continually produce products so long as reactants are available,
once a particular belief is formed, the production process
ceases.  A particular belief cannot be replicated or copied
within a single individual, or we assume that the practical
consequences of a replicated belief within an individual are
none.  Within an individual, a belief may be destroyed and
subsequently reformed.  It is not, however, certain that the
reformed belief will be the same as the belief that was
destroyed.  Anyway, since the presence of a belief necessarily
blocks the new formation of that belief—even though a
belief may be constantly undergoing formation in some sense—we
conclude that newness and presence are directed at one another, at
least with respect to beliefs.

     Ease of belief formation tells us
something about how easily a proposition can become newly
informative, although it does not directly explain newness
itself.  Our informative proposition about celebrity
engagement is easy to believe, independent of our desires and
fears, although it is likely easier to believe for someone who
desires the proposition to be true.  Perhaps ease-of-belief
and desire-for-truth are approximately equivalent propositional
attitudes.  Regardless, the newness of this information
follows from the absence of belief, since the presence of the
belief would have prevented the information from newly
forming.  But isn’t this the negative counterfactual logic
that we have argued against as incomplete and uninformative? 
And how is the presence of a belief any different than the presence
of a memory?  To proceed further we must look at the relation
between newness, presence, and absence.

     Newness involves the transition from
absence to presence: an absent belief to a present belief, an
absent species to a present species, an absent object to a present
object, an absent activity to a present activity, and so
forth.  But not everything that involves transition from
absence to presence is new.  Memory, for instance, is
characterized by the sequence [absence presence absence presence…]
where the presence is a particular memory that may be called forth
by an act of recollection, but is later absent as not all present
memories persist as part of the attentional field.  Subsequent
recollection may bring forth the memory as present once
again.  The memory is not new, at least not upon a typical
understanding of memory, although each recollection, each
transition from absence to presence is new like each photocopy is a
new copy.  The newness does not derive from the numerical
repetition of transition but from the transition itself.  Each
transition from absence to presence, whether the first or the
fifth, partakes of newness.  Memory requires this newness but
is not fully new in that the presence of a memory is always
familiar.

     Not everything that transitions from
absent to present is immediately familiar.  The newly
discovered species makes this transition as immediately
unfamiliar.  The new style of painting and new sound in music
arrive unfamiliar.  Again, aspects of these unfamiliar new
arrivals may be quite familiar, but when we attempt to recognize
them as wholes, we find that we cannot do so.  We may try to
measure the degree of newness of an object through its familiar
parts, but such objective measures of newness are always ad
hoc.   An object may be quite alien even when
composed of mundane parts, and a part-wise decomposition into
familiar objects may tell us little about the object as a
whole.  One may always attempt to do so, and at times there
will be value in the effort, but taking decomposition as the one
true methodology to discover truth will surely lead one to miss the
truth of the object. 

     We are now seeing newness as the
becoming of unfamiliar presence, or the transition from absence to
unfamiliar presence.  Newness is a transient—of all features
of newness we should have noted this one from the onset.  New
information is not new for long.  It is in fact new only so
long as you can newly communicate it to someone else?  Of
course one could argue that newness lasts forever, or that each
moment is new, although our purpose here is not to challenge those
assertions.  We are concerned with the transitional aspect of
newness relative to absence and presence.

     To understand newness we require a more
elaborate understanding of absence.  There are multiple ways
in which something may be absent, and we can approach these by
reconsidering our celebrity engagement example.  The belief
about celebrity engagement must be absent at the time of being
newly informed that celebrity X got engaged to celebrity Y. 
How do we know this belief was absent?  We all know that it is
impossible to empirically prove that something does not exist,
although one can judge that something is not present or absent
within a determinate space.  We do not do this by directly
recognizing an absent object, for it is impossible to recognize
something that is not there; but rather, we recognize that an
entire space is already filled with other objects.  We reason
that, since the space is completely occupied with objects, and the
object we were ‘listening’ for is not among those recognized
objects, then the listened for object is absent.  We need not
always investigate the entire space to determine absence; if the
absent object can only be present in a particular place, then it is
enough to look at that place and to see what is there.  If we
recognize some other object in that place, then we may claim that
the looked-for object is absent. 

     It is of course possible to ask more
restrictive questions about absence, and to restrict our search to
a particular place at the onset even though the object may be
present at other places.  We might ask if object X is present
at place P, and if we recognize some other object at place P, an
object that is not X, then we can say that X is absent at
P.   We acknowledge that it will be difficult to accept
this logic if one upholds the possibility of directly recognizing
an ‘empty’ place.  Pragmatically, empty implies a place that
does not contain the thing I was seeking to find, where my method
of seeking determines the sense in which the place may be
empty.  If I am seeking with my eyes, then a place may be
visually empty.  If I am seeking with my hands, then a place
may be tactilely empty.  If I am seeking with a voltmeter,
then a place may be electrically empty.  But visual emptiness
does not imply I see nothing, tactile emptiness does not imply I
feel nothing, and a voltmeter reading of zero does not imply I
measure nothing.  A measurement of zero is a just and true
measurement of something, but a measurement of nothing is akin to
not measuring at all.   Direct recognition of absence
only makes sense when we conflate recognition of an equilibrium or
baseline situation—darkness, silence, … —with the direct
apprehension of nothingness, but the latter is beyond our
grasp.  The person born deaf does not hear silence; she does
not hear at all.

     While it is impossible to recognize
emptiness as nothingness, since nothingness has no properties to be
recognized, and that in general it is impossible to directly
recognize an absent object, it remains that we can directly
recognize an absence of change.  We need not recognize
something else as occupying the place of change in order to
recognize that change is absent, that is, except for the continued
presence of the same.  But recognizing the continued presence
of the same seems far more difficult than recognizing an absence of
change, and I suspect I have missed something here.

    Returning to our focus on the place of
absence, it appears that the more we confine the possible place of
an absent object, the less new that object may be when
present.  In the limit, when we determine a place so tightly
that one and only one particular object may occupy that place—and
here we are imagining confines that limit form as well as substance
and dynamics—then the object that fits into that place must
necessarily be present, or more weakly, we necessarily recognize
that place as being occupied by the object.  This follows from
the impossibility of directly recognizing an object as absent—if we
look at this determinate place, we must recognize it as occupied
with something.  If we additionally claim that one and only
one thing may occupy that place, then we must recognize it as
filled with that object.  In this limit, it is difficult for
the object to be new since the place of the object is essentially
the object itself.  Let us call this extreme confined
newness.

     If we take the limit in the other
direction, where the object has no particular place, or when
aspects of the object are spread across place without clear
barriers or rigid confines, then the object will be more new. 
The presences of objects that bring intense newness of this type
are often destructive.  These objects, lacking determinate
places, displace other objects and erode barriers.  Newness of
this sort is opposed but also welcomed.  It is often avoided,
ridiculed, and worshipped.  This newness corresponds roughly
to what we previously called indescribable newness.  In the
extreme it cannot be recognized as such at all, even when
present.  Let us call this extreme invasive
newness.

     Our celebrity engagement example lies
closer to confined newness, where the place of the new object is
well-circumscribed.  When we are newly informed that celebrity
X got engaged to celebrity Y, the place of that new belief
presumably lies close to the place of our desires and thoughts
about the same.  Even if we never considered these two
celebrities together before, there is likely a fairly-well
characterized place where beliefs like these may form, a place
associated with the idea of celebrity marriage in general. 
Informative propositions like these are not particular new, they
are the most easily produced information, they are transiently
fulfilling and do not tend to disrupt the individual in any
important way, and people tend to be eager to receive these
propositions.

     Questions develop.  Do the belief
and the place of the belief form together, or did the place of the
belief exist prior to the belief?  And, if the place existed
prior, then what occupied that place prior to the formation of the
belief?  If the place is formed in real-time with the belief,
then does the place only fit the particular belief and nothing
else, or can it contain other things?  Most of these questions
will be difficult to approach and will remain
unanswered.   We do notice that confined information is
at least transiently fulfilling, which suggests that the place of
this information exists prior to receiving the information, but
that the place was not as ‘tightly’ filled prior to the
information.  A cavity may be filled with air, but that air is
easily displaced by other objects, such as cement.  When the
cavity is filled with cement and the cement hardens, it becomes
difficult to displace that cement with something else.  In
this sense, the cavity is more tightly bound by cement than by
air.  Newly informative confined beliefs are similar to a
cementing food, except that once beliefs are formed or consumed; a
similar belief cannot serve as sustenance again, and the fulfilling
effects of the new information quickly decay.  Beliefs cannot
be replicated within an individual because once the place of a
belief is occupied there is no other place for a copy of the belief
to be.  This does not, however, explain anything about the
place of a belief prior to the occupancy by that belief, although
we assume that the place was occupied by something or that a
specific place simply did not exist at all.  Using the
language of the previous chapter, the place of a new belief is
comparable to the receptivity of the self-object for a particular
source.










2.2 Sources of information


People can be sources of
information. 

 
Communication between people is not about
exchanging information or understanding the information arising
from each person, but about mutually understanding each source of
information. 

 
Information is always information about its
source, and may or may not be information about something else as
well. 

 
Today we focus attention upon the content of
information, whatever that is, and pay less attention to the source
of information.   When we do focus upon the source of
information, we often take this to mean the person who produced the
words or texts or objects that constitute the information. 
But knowing the source of production is not the same as knowing the
source itself.  To know ‘the information arose from him’ says
nothing about the source other than the fact that the
words were produced by that person.

 
Most problems in epistemology today arise from
confusing the location of the production of words or sensations
with the knowledge of the source itself.

 
Sources do not produce information, even though
I have suggested otherwise.

 
Knowledge of the source itself makes the
information from the source less relevant.

 
The person who speaks information is not
necessarily the source of this information, even if that person was
the first to speak this information.

 
All information potentially explains its source
independent of the truth of that information.

 
When information is directed at its source of
production, we need not ask if the information is true or
false.  We ought to ask, ‘why does this source of production
talk about itself and say such things?’

 
We complain that we no longer know what to
believe.  For every position there is another that contradicts
it.  It helps to know that every position is information about
a source, but not necessarily information about the supposed
content of that information. The content of information is an act
of recognition while the source of information is its source.

 
The source of information is not the location
of the production of words.  It is not the person who speaks
that information, although people can be sources.  It is not
the material object in geometric space that causes someone to write
those words.  It is not God.

 
We may trace the origin of words to a
mechanical device, such as a loudspeaker.  The words begin at
the speaker, but this does not imply that the speaker is a source
of information associated with those words.  We may further
trace the words from the loudspeaker to a person who speaks those
words.  The mouth, tongue, lungs, oral cavity, vocal cords,
etc. are similarly a loudspeaker.  Again, although the words
begin at the mouth speaker, this does not imply that the mouth
speaker is the source of information associated with those
words.  We may trace those words to other mouth speakers, to
brains, to other objects and sensations in the world, to
socio-cultural institutions, and to the origin of the universe; yet
at no point have we definitively indentified the source of
information.










2.3 Bits of substance


       Communication is often
reduced to the idea of information transfer, where transfer is the
movement of information (or materially encoded information) from
one place to another.  The originating place is called the
source of information, although it is only a source in the sense
that a material pattern is thought to emanate from a particular
object or place.  An everyday understanding of information
suggests that acquiring information is akin to forming a new
belief, where newness plays the primary role in grounding this
sense of information, and belief functions mostly to explain the
place of this newness.  We have glossed over an understanding
of belief, and have only hinted at the formative and spatial
aspects of belief.

     In contrast, when communication is
taken to be bi-directional directedness, it is not clear that the
newness we analyzed in the previous chapter plays a substantial
role.  Our idea of communication relies more upon
understanding, and although there is something new in gaining
understanding, it does not appear that this newness is of the
confined or invasive sort.  Consider, for instance, the
process of understanding the fundamental theorem of calculus, or
any sort of mathematical object in general.  At first blush
the fundamental theorem of calculus, when presented in words,
barely evokes any sense of meaning in those of us who do not
already know it.  The symbols of the theorem are foreign, and
there is a sense that the theorem is unfamiliar.  As we begin
to explore functions, perhaps visually at first, and begin to
manipulate symbols and practice taking limits, and then try to
solve model problems, we begin to understand the theorem. 
This understanding does not hit us as a transient jolt of
newness—like hearing who won a presidential election—nor does it
disrupt our entire worldview or create a spiritual revelation. I do
not deny that one may experience a moment when the theorem suddenly
‘makes sense,’ but that is not the same thing as acquiring new
information.  The making-sense typically comes long after we
are presented with the definition of a mathematical theorem, and
the understanding of the theorem continues to nourish long after we
have heard the news.  Confined newness is immediate and wears
off quickly; invasive newness is disruptive.  New
understanding broadens, and although it may replace other
understanding, it typically leaves one’s appreciation of old
understanding intact.

     People can consume an almost
never-ending sequence of information with little effort.  It
is enough to passively watch the news on TV and to listen to the
sequence of new stories.  You do not necessarily memorize
every piece of information for long, but in the moment, you
recognize each piece of news as new and grasp the meaning of this
information.  Grasping meaning does not, however, imply that
you understand what is being said.  Understanding implies that
you are acquainted with the source of information, and by source we
do not mean the person who is speaking the words; we mean roughly
an explanation for the presence of those words.  But
explanations abound.  One explanation is that the newscaster
read a teleprompter that contained those words.  But why did
he read them?  Why were they present on the teleprompter at
that time and not some other words?  Because the news team
commissioned stories that reflect those words?  Why did they
commission what they did?  Because they thought the general
population would be drawn to that topic or theme? Why did they
think that?  Did you the watcher show a preference for those
types of stories in the past?

     There is a comparison to material
objects.  We passively consume an unending sequence of
perceptual information.  Simply in turning my head I take in
new visual information.  It takes no effort to take in this
information, although like the news, I do not necessarily remember
it at a later time.  Perceiving visual images does not,
however, imply that I understand what I am seeing.  In looking
at my rug, I see abstract images of trees and plants, but a
material understanding of the rug will appeal to the individual
fibers, knotted together that make up the rug; and the chemical
composition of the dyes that color the fibers, and the molecular
structure of the synthetic fibers, and the atoms of those
fibers.  We may also enquire about the reason for this
particular style of rug, why it was chosen among others, who made
it, what permitted the artistry to create rugs and the machines to
produce them in mass quantities.  The questioning is
unfortunately endless, and grows with our understanding of what we
see.

     The information that we receive on the
news is similar to visual perceptions in the world.  Both are
acquired in large amounts and without effort.  Both are
meaningful.  Both are thought to reflect the world.  Both
are informative so long as you recognize them as unfamiliar. 
Neither of them is understood until you take the effort to do so,
although we attempt to understand informative news and visual
perceptions differently.

     Once we perceive a piece of fruit to be
an apple, we may further examine the apple itself to understand it
better.  We may cut the apple apart and take note of its
form.  We may look at it under a magnifying lens, dye it with
ink, cook it, analyze its molecular structure, determine the
genetic sequence of its cells, and so forth.  We may also
enquire about the tree it came from, study the tree and its
habitat, trace the evolutionary history of this tree and its
related ancestors, and compare it to other trees.  We may want
to know how the apple arrived in front of us—what was its path from
flower bud to our table.  All of these questions may be
relevant with regard to understanding the apple that we see.

      When presented with information
on the news, how do we attempt to understand this news
further?  Our questioning, if we question at all, usually
begins and ends with questions of truth.  Is this news
true?  We could of course ask a similar question about the
perceived apple—is the apple we see ‘really’ there; is it a true
apple or is it an illusion or dream.  Often we do not ask this
question about perceptions, and it was considered a philosophical
leap when Descartes seriously considered it.  With regard to
the news, however, this question is banal.  Questioning the
truth of propositions is an everyday act that could not be
philosophically less interesting.  But we have also seen that
perceptions and the news are quite similar—is not the news a
particular collection of perceptions anyway?

     We question the truth of the news but
we question the Aristotelian causes of material objects. 
Perhaps the modern-day notion of information and the news is best
understood as those things that we do not seek to explain
further.  Information—at least in our present attitude towards
it—does not require a causal explanation.  Information is
explanatorily self-contained; it provides a thorough explanation
about itself, so much so that an investigation about causes is
irrelevant.   We need only ask if the information is
true.  If it is true than our explanatory work is done; if it
is false then we throw it in the trash.  Compare this to the
apple.  Even if the apple is real, then we still can seek
causal explanations of the apple.

     I do not see why information should be
let off the hook so easily.  Although information may be
non-material, that does not imply that we should not investigate
the causes—all of them—of informative propositions.  Perhaps,
even, the truth or falsehood of informative propositions is not as
important as the cause of whatever proposition is written. 
Just as a hallucinatory or illusory apple may be causally
investigated for what it is, we may investigate a proposition
independent of its truth.

     Information has, however, deceived us
into believing that no such investigation is necessary or even
applies to information.  Information, once possessed, is
thought to be self-contained and atomic; atomic in the sense that
we believe we can build up a world of knowledge based upon
informative propositions, just as we believe we can build up a
material world from self-sustaining atoms that require nothing
outside for support.  The assumed self-sustaining nature of
information and atoms may explain the odd proclivity of many
materialists to embrace or turn-to an informational ontology. 
These neo-materialists wish to strip the propositional nature of
information away in an attempt to transform information into
bits—literally.  But unlike the useful Democritean theory of
atoms in the void, informational bits lack motion and
antitputia.  Information is stagnant.  It lacks
directedness.

      Once we transform information
into ontological bits of substance, we open information up to the
full range of Aristotelian causes and the Platonic world of
appearances.  No longer do we only ask if bits of information
are true—we can ask if the bits really exist and if bits can
present as illusory.   But it would seem that bits are in
some way beyond causal explanations.  Bits have no material
causes, at least not a necessary material cause because any
material can give rise to the form of the bit.  The formal
cause of a bit is specified a priori and requires no
investigation.  A bit is its form. 

     Bits appeal to us ontologically as a
way of atomizing the Platonic forms.  No longer need we
imagine a complicated observable world of objects participating in
a heavenly realm of perfect forms; now we need only imagine the one
true form: the bit.  All other forms can be reduced to the
form of the bit.  At this point we approach an age beyond
mechanistic science, and we can see the fullness of the transition
by considering the difficulties in breaching the connection between
mind and mechanism.   We are still attempting to
understand—if it even makes sense to ask—how atomic particles can
come together to produce our experience of a meaningful,
value-ridden, ambiguous, continuous, and uncertain
world.   If we go forth and embrace an informational
ontology, the next gap, the next hard-problem will be to explain
how bits come together to account for the matter and motion of a
mechanistic world.  How does the primal form, the bit, give
rise to movement?  There is no source of change or
directedness in the bit, and we must surely augment our ontology if
we are to use bits to explain the world.  The Parmenidian
solution to this dilemma is to contrast the world of appearances—in
which things appear to change—to the true way of the world which is
static and unchanging.  There is the real world of bits, the
apparent world of matter in motion, and the apparent world of
appearances.  Motion and matter and mind are illusory and only
bits are real.   As I have argued in Falsehood,
appeals to illusion cannot be understood outside of our theoretical
expectations and history of transitioning judgments.  Only
illusion is objectively illusionary in that illusion has deceived
us into believing that it (illusion) is an objective property of a
situation.  Of course illusion will no longer be illusionary
once you see this—taking us back to illusion being dependent upon
our history of transitioning judgments and theoretical
expectations.










2.4 Computation as simulated
directedness


       We start with mass, energy,
space and time.   To these we add fundamental
interactions, or forces.  Interactions hold the world of mass
and energy together; they give shape and form to the world. 
Particles influence each other through fundamental
interactions—this is a type of communication, is it not? 
Fundamental interaction is physical communication between
particles.  In fact, particles do not communicate in any other
way.  When we take people to be aggregates of particles in a
physicalist sense, then the only type of true communication between
people can be particle interactions through the fundamental
forces.  A physicalist should not believe that brains make
possible a type of linguistic communication where people interact
with other people.  People do not interact.  Particles
interact.

     But we talk as thought computers and
animals and people communicate all the time.  On the digital
computer model, one computer or process originates binary patterns
that represent pieces of information that are transferred to
another computer or process.  The recipient computer has a
place—in code, hardware, or memory—to receive external binary
patterns, where these binary patterns may continue a cascade of
processes that are ultimately useful to computer users.  The
transferred binary patterns have two general purposes: to replicate
the binary patterns within another computer or process, and to act
as commands that initiate other processes.   One can
further interpret replication of a binary pattern as the execution
of a particular command (make a copy of this in you). 
Communication, on the computer model, is all about executing
commands.

     Human communication of course involves
making command statements, but not everything I say is intended as
a command for you to execute.  The cognitivist, the one who
interprets thought as computation, may argue that execution of
commands is all we do.  When you speak a word, a sound enters
the ears and is transformed into a train of electrical action
potentials that sets off brain processes that terminate as the
meaning or perception of the word spoken.  There is no choice
in the matter.  The brain responds how it must, according to
its computational architecture.  Physical properties act as
inputs to the brain system; they are essentially instructional
commands in the language of the brain.  Just as a particular
binary pattern in a particular channel will initiate a
computational process on a computer, a particular physical property
through a sense organ initiates processes that give rise to
perception and meaning.

     Computers and brains are both command
executing machines.  Those commands may come from external
sources, in which case we call command execution communication, or
from internal origins, in which we interpret commands as reflecting
the operating system or computational architecture of the
device.  While exchanging commands explains what it means for
computers to communicate—for they were designed in this manner—it
is a metaphysical leap to presume that human communication involves
only exchanging commands.  More, particle interaction, which
we take to be a fundamental type of communication between material
objects, has nothing to do with exchanging commands.  Against
the command-view of communication and against communication as the
exchange of meaning, I have suggested that the logical aspect of
human communication at least involves giving reasons for the token
presence of the elements of communication, and reasons for those
reasons.  For human beings these elements are perhaps
sentences and sensations; for computers they are most often binary
strings. 

      We can argue if computer
algorithms will one day be able to produce ontological reasons for
the presence of all binary strings, and reasons for the reasons
produced by the algorithm, and reasons for those reasons and so
forth—presumably reasons more insightful than ‘I was designed to do
so.’  This aspect of communication, while helpful in
explaining the logic of communication, does not address the nature
of communication.  Communication involves ontological openness
or receptivity to intentional directedness.  Directedness
cannot be constructed out of material or abstract parts anymore
than the void could be constructed out of matter.

     Directedness has been overlooked
because we have believed that communication follows from the
transfer or exchange of something, that something being words,
meanings, thoughts, commands, knowledge, information or
particles.  Let us call these elements of transfer, in line
with our computer analogy, packets.  The classical notion of
communication depends upon the concept of transfer or
exchange.  Transfer is roughly the transition of a packet from
one place or object to another.  In communication, we
typically assume that the packet is possessed by one
object and transferred to another—as a person transfers possessed
information or the electron emits a possessed photon—although a
‘naturalized’ understanding of communication will try to dispense
with possession and say that the packet is localized within/at/on
one object and transferred to another. 

     On the naturalized, or mechanized,
account of communication, a packet is localized to an object and
moves from that localized object to another localized object.
  Again, localization is typically taken to mean
geometric adjacency or insideness; it is a topological notion
concerning geometric space-time.  As such, a natural
understanding tends to minimize the relation between the packet and
the object apart from topology, and treats communication as the
space-time movement of packets between objects.  Every sort of
geometric movement can then be interpreted as communication. 
Flowing water communicates downstream.  Two people who play
catch with a baseball are communicating and two computers that
exchange binary strings are communicating.  So long as
identical packets move between different objects and localize to
those objects, we will see communication all around.  Of
course some people will not be satisfied with topology, and will
argue that the packet must be meaningful to the recipient object
before we call this communication, and argue about what it means to
be meaningful. 

     On our view the entire notion of
communication as geometric movement and transfer is suspect. 
Recall that an ancient atomism consisting only of the directed
movement of particles is terribly limited, and does not begin to
explain the world until we add a concept of interaction, of
contact, of antitputia.   In a world of moving
but non-interacting particles, where particles pass by each other
like ghosts, there is no sense of communication. 
Communication requires at least a relation beyond that of
space-time distance and direction between particles.  In
ancient atomism that relation is antitputia, which is
typically taken to be mutual resistance—but how can two particles
that oppose each other be communicating?  People who resist
and oppose each other in conversation are typically not
communicating; they are not listening to one another.  Also
notice that during the action of antitputia, atoms are not
moving.  Communication, if it occurs at all in ancient
atomism, occurs at the point of contact.

     In classical physics, communication
occurs at the point of contact as the exchange or transfer of
conserved quantities like energy and momentum.  Momentum,
which is possessed by each particle, is said to be transferred to
the other.  Although the words transfer and exchange are
strewn all-about scientific theories and explanations, the concept
of transfer itself within physics is purely metaphysical.  But
why do we say this?  Has not quantum mechanics shown us that
during scattering, fundamental particles exchange and transfer
momentum as a matter of fact?  If we take transfer to mean ‘a
change in momentum of one particle accompanied by the inverse
change in another,’ then we have a less metaphysical description of
transfer; but physicists presume much more out of the concept of
transfer.  More than just inverse changes, physicists presume
that one particle gives its momentum to another as I would
hand a gift to my friend.  They imagine that particles peel
off momentum, and that the momentum moves from one particle and
attaches itself onto the other like glue.  Yes, physicists
will point to the math and say that their theories say no such
thing; but then they should also not talk about the transfer of
momentum as if this represented a physical process in the
world.  Transfer of momentum is a metaphysical process, it is
hardly better than invoking Gods and Demons, but is presumably
easier than saying that particles experience inverse changes in
momentum as a matter of the assumed conservation of momentum and
spatial adjacency.  The latter is what the science permits us
to say, while transfer is a metaphor based upon the act of
giving.

     Movement by itself does not explain
communication.  Transfer as a macroscopic, mechanized process
is the movement of an object from one localized place to another,
and cannot explain communication. Transfer as a physical process
between particles is a metaphor; it is a short-hand way of
explaining constraints placed upon certain quantities within a
fixed proximity.  We do, however, believe that particles
communicate, but they do not do so through geometric movement or
the exchange of something.

     To explain communication, we have tried
to open up to the concept of physical directedness, particularly to
intentional directedness as this aspect of directedness has been
neglected in today’s physical sciences.  Concepts of
directedness similarly play a foundational but ignored role in
computer science.  The openness, or receptivity, in
computation is found in variables and memory storage units.  A
variable may be empty, without content, or may be filled with a
specific value that is subject to change.  A variable is
receptive to modification yet maintains its identity as that
variable.  The dual aspect of directedness that makes
computation possible is found within pointers, reference, and
calls.  These forms of direction are directly analogous to
attentional directedness so long as we presume that attention
consists only of the selected object of attention and ignore the
attentional field as a whole.  A computational reference
points the program to a specific place in memory, or to a
particular function, process or object.  Together, variables
and pointers to variables perhaps best illustrate the two aspects
of directedness found in computation—variables reflect intentional
aspects and pointers reflect attentional aspects.

     Turing’s computational machine shows
both aspects as well.  His machine consists of an infinite
tape composed of discrete cells, on each cell a value can be
written on it—these cells are intentional objects that are
receptive to modification—and a head that selects a particular
cell, one at a time, according to a transition function.  The
process of selection proceeds by step-wise movement of the tape,
left or right.  Attentional directedness manifests as the
directed movement of tape in conjunction with selection, where the
selected cell is simply the cell that aligns with the head at the
end (or beginning) of movement. 

     Some manifestation of directed
selection and receptivity is likely necessary for every type of
computation, although the directedness in computation is not the
physical directedness of communication in the world.  For
instance, we have said that variables reflect intentional
directedness or receptivity.  More clearly, a variable in
programming is a name for the ‘contents’ at a location in memory,
where memory typically follows from the electromagnetic properties
of material objects in geometric space.  Each location in
memory can be given a numerical address, and each address maps to a
geometric spatial location on a material object (like a SDRAM
chip).  The receptivity of variables is little more than the
capacity to systematically change electromagnetic properties at
fixed locations in geometric space.  The variable itself is
not open to intentional directedness, nor can a pointer point by
itself.  A pointer is not a physical relation between one
object and another; it is a label associated with a numerical
memory address; it is the name of a location as a matter of
arbitrary but systematic convention.  A variable in
programming is, similarly, the name of some function of
electromagnetic properties at a particular geometric location,
where the program automatically identifies the name with the
location. 

     What is the point of this? 
Directedness between particles and between people concerns physical
relations between objects, while the directedness in programming
follows from mediated relations between names and locations (and
properties at those locations).  The user-modifiable
relations in programming are non-physical, which is no
great surprise; the non-physicality of computation is what makes
computation so useful.  But the directedness in programming,
found in variables and pointers and so forth, is simulated physical
directedness.  Most people have assumed that simulation in
computation is only a matter of programming—such as simulating the
weather or the folding of proteins—but physical simulation
originates in the microarchitecture and instruction set of the
computer.  A computer is first a simulator of directedness,
and this simulation is further used to simulate other phenomena in
the world. 

     The Turing machine is perhaps the
simplest way to simulate aspects of physical directedness. 
The discrete cells on the tape correspond to partitioned volumes of
‘empty space.’  That space, like the ancient void, may be
filled with substance; but instead of physical matter, the tape
cells are filled with symbolic values.  Symbolic values take
the place of material objects but similarly occupy place.  As
well, particular cells may be selected by the machine’s head, like
you are right now attentionally selecting words to read one at a
time.  The Turning machine is a combination of the intentional
directedness of space—in a sense similar to the yielding void of
Democritus but partitioned into discrete volumes—coupled to the
directedness of human attention which was already understood
discretely.  To these we add instructions on how to fill the
space with symbols, completing the model.

     It becomes clearer why people confuse
computation with consciousness and the true nature of the
world.  With regard to the former, Turing incorporates a
simulation of attentional directedness, as the mere act of
mechanical selection, into his machine at the onset.  Assuming
that people conflate attention with the metaphysical concept of
consciousness, they then further confuse acts of selection with
attentional directedness itself.  Within this stew
consciousness is reduced to acts of selection, and an intelligent
(read conscious) device becomes one that simply selects
the right words to say.  With regard to conflating computation
with reality, people theorize that the universe is in truth a
computer or the output of a computation because they do not see
that a computer is first an impoverished simulation of physical
directedness.  A computer itself is a toy model of the
universe where the bi-directional directedness of the world is
simulated by mechanically selecting writable chunks of variable
space, coupled to instructions for filling that space.










2.5 Identification of intentional
directedness


       How can we have any
understanding of intentional directedness whatsoever?  More
specifically, how can I orient our attentional directedness to
intentional directedness itself?  I can surely talk about a
theory of intentional directedness; I can create this subject of
exploration, but I cannot place intentional directedness itself
within the attentional field.  To see why this is a potential
problem, recall that I believe that a rock itself may exist in the
attentional field quite comfortably and without
contradiction.  Rocks, whether material substances or episodes
of contact or perceptual sensations or linguistic ideas, exist
within the attentional field.  Intentional directedness,
however, cannot be contained by attentional directedness. 
They are indeed dependent upon one another for sustenance. 
How, then, can I notice intentional directedness as a topic at
all?  I must surely be making it up, fabricating it from other
objects that do exist in the attentional field.  Or perhaps I
have logically inferred the necessarily existence of intentional
directedness as a condition of the possibility of contact and
attentional directedness, but then intentional directedness is
logical speculation, and while I have maintained that intentional
directedness does take its sources to be unknown theories, it is
another thing to take intentional directedness itself to be only a
metaphysical idea without outside support.

     My primary evidence for intentional
directedness is empirical, but please do not assume too much in the
concept of empirical at this point.  I do not imply only
observation with the five senses somehow coupled to theoretical
propositions.  What could this coupling between theory and
observation be?  Theories direct our attention, and attention
selects those theories.  Intentional sources, as theories,
shape the attentional field; and attention brings us closer to
those theories.  Theories somehow shape the attentional field,
and they do so through at least two ways.  In one way, the
commonly understood way, theories are considered objects of the
attentional field; and by focusing upon and using and studying and
axiomatizing theories, we change the attentional mass and
attentional relations of theories as attentional objects. 
Theories as attentional objects are play things or tools in the
instrumentalist sense, and they tend to become reified with time
and use.

     Theories may, however, shape the
attentional field from the outside.  Theories tell us what to
look for in the attentional field.  They create topics, and
direct our attention into places that have not been

explored.  This directing is not simply due to the
attentional mass of the theoretical topic.  The topic provides
guidance that we may choose to accept or not.  It suggests
ways in which we may navigate and explore the attentional
field.  The theory is deemed successful—and metaphysically
true—if it helps us to find something new (where newness should be
approached as discussed previously), or directs us to the place in
which we wanted to go—to accomplish the thing we wanted to
do.  These are the primary fruits of today’s science. 
These fruits of science may be used to define the world according
to today’s science, that is, if one takes the complete purpose of
humankind to be to topologically navigate to goals and to find
attentional newness, then seeing the world as a geometric
space-time volume of physical properties or informational bits
lying in wait will be sufficient.

     Whatever theories you accept and
reject, intentional directedness is partially that which directs
you outside of attention.  To be open and receptive to a
person is to allow that person to direct your evolution through the
world.  To be receptive to a (scientific) theory is to allow
that theory to guide your investigations and creativity. 
Intentional directedness has nothing to do with force.  A
theory cannot force you to accept it; a person cannot force you to
be open to communication—although repetition and isolation from
other people and theories may tend to open up communication to that
person/theory in time.  There is misunderstanding about
communication that I have repeated myself—the belief that
listening, hearing, understanding semantic meaning, and responding
entails communication between people.  These together do not
imply communication or that you are receptive and intentionally
directed by the other person.

      The empirical justification of
intentional directedness begins with the act of purposely accepting
a rejected theory or person as a source.  This act will be
foreign to many or perhaps most people, which explains why
intentional directedness has barely been noticed, at least relative
to attentional directedness.  If you are an atheist, then you
can witness intentional directedness by purposely, in this moment,
trying to open up to a belief in God, and more, you must come to
truly believe in God; only then would you have any direct evidence
of intentional directedness.  Similarly, the theist would have
to become receptive to the belief in a Godless world of particles
and information, and come to truly believe that God does not
exist.  Both transitions in belief will be difficult. 
Most people will not know how to do this.  The acceptance I
speak of is not one of merely understanding the other’s
position.  It is not “I understand how someone could believe
in God, I understand how it is possible.”  The atheist who
opens up to the belief of God will be moved and directed by this
belief—this is what the theist knows by experience.  The
theist, too, who opens up to a Godless world will be directed by
this belief as well.

     In the United States, intentional
directedness could be experienced by purposefully accepting the
ideology of an opposing political party.  It could be
experienced by believing the opposite side of the abortion
issue.  Purposeful intentional acceptance can, in general, be
experienced in the act of halting or interrupting your immediate
reaction against an opposing belief.  It is made most salient
when you take your most cherished beliefs—the theories that you are
already fully receptive to—and try to open up to the opposing
theories.  To do this is most difficult.  You must feel
the reactions against the opposing theory as they happen within
you, and you must allow those reactions to rattle around your
insides without intervention and without expulsion—if you discharge
them too quickly in words or actions then they will not have time
to open you up to new communication.  By halting your
reactions, I do not only mean to keep from speaking negatively
about the opposing theory.  You must importantly not judge, in
your thoughts, the opposing theory negatively.  You must halt
your judging processes if you cannot judge the theory
positively.  For deeply entrenched sources—like the topics
above—you might not succeed on your first attempt.  I only use
these topics because, at the extremes, phenomena are often most
easily exposed.

     The common response of entrenched
believers—theists and atheists alike—to the task above would be to
question the task itself.  Why should I even attempt to be
receptive to the other side?  The other side is so obviously
wrong or stupid or immoral or irrational or dangerous that I should
not even begin the effort.  But here is the first place to
practice the halting I described above.  The goal is to
purposefully manifest intentional receptivity in the act of
accepting a rejected source.  I am simply describing an
experiment to illustrate what I have been talking about.  I am
not claiming that one ought never judge positions or have firm
beliefs—I have expressed judgments for and against beliefs
throughout.

     People are hesitant to open up to
opposing theories because they 1) believe the opposing side is
morally wrong or evil, and 2) that if they open up to the opposing
theory, they will be enveloped and over-taken by it—consumed by the
evil of it.  It is likely, if you do succeed in purposefully
manifesting intentional directedness in one of these entrenched
situations, you will experience some change in your moral
stance.  It is not that you will become good or evil, but that
some things you previously took to be evil may no longer seem to be
so evil, and some things you took to be good may no longer look so
good.  On one account, transformation of one’s morality is
evidence of intentional directedness.

     Although these practices may qualify as
evidence for intentional directedness, we could easily explain the
results through other theories that do not require invoking a
seemingly mysterious domain of physical phenomena that has been
allegedly ignored.  Nor do I believe that arguments from the
condition for the possibility of communication are sufficient, even
though I have appealed to such arguments.  More, it would seem
that I am attempting to represent intentional directedness in the
form of an argument or theory within the attentional field, but I
have also suggested that intentional directedness is outside of
attentional representation (recognition)—much like the unknown is
outside of knowledge, keeping in mind that the known and unknown
still depend upon one another. 

     It is impossible to directly recognize
intentional directedness or to measure any intrinsic properties of
intentional directedness—and it remains open if such properties
even exist.  But do not these claims immediately contradict
everything I have said?  At best we may recognize that
something is absent, an absence that is made solid but those things
which are present—like a hole—but then the absence is purely
negative or merely constructed in opposition to something more
important.  This is precisely what intentional directedness is
not.  Rather, intentional directedness is positively existing
absence.  Then we might say that all presence is an appearance
that is constructed in opposition to absence—presence as
anti-holes.  But we should not go this far.  Positive
presence has its place, yet where does this leave us?

     In all claims of existence, we are
never able to claim that a particular object exists tout
court.  Such a claim would entail the possibility of a
free-existing object that does not require an outside universe for
support, but we cannot make sense of this sort of object apart from
God.  Yet we do readily claim that most objects exist or at
least are present without further elaboration.  Such claims
are potentially dangerous, like in the case of perceptions, where a
particular perceptual object may be said to exist, but since the
perception is allegedly mind-dependent, it may not reflect anything
real in the world through deception or otherwise.  The
materialist has sought safety in particles, but these too are
dependent upon the universe, a dependency that opens up particles
to an unreality as well.  Just as Descartes’ demon may
manipulate the mind, a greater demon located outside of the
universe may leave your mind fully intact yet bend the laws of
universal physics so that your science produced different
results.  In this thought experiment, your mind and cognitive
faculties and perceptions and beliefs function precisely as they
ought to—you are neither epistemically faulty nor deceived in any
way—yet nonetheless your science and logic are incapable of
discovering the true nature of the universe untainted by the
demon’s playfulness.  Or rather, the demon’s longing is truly
your reality by all measure, and it makes no sense to question how
things ought to be apart from the demon.

     Still, I do not deny that we may claim
that objects exist, nor do I deny that we can judge with near
certainty that some objects exist, although I will deny that we can
fully know the object claimed to exist.  In other words, I can
say that I know something is there without knowing precisely what
that something is.  This is our ontological Heisenberg
uncertainty relation: ∆I∆E≥h, where
I is our identification of an object and E is the
degree of existence of an object, where the uncertainty (delta) of
our identification is balanced by our uncertainty in the object’s
degree of existence.  This is why claims such as ‘something
exists’ smack of near truth—the identification is so vague that our
uncertainty in the degree of existence can approach zero.  In
contrast, the more precise the identification, the greater our
uncertainty of that object’s existence.  This relation is
perhaps another reason why communication must be degenerate—if we
were to precisely identify the elements of communication, then we
would likely be communicating some things that do not exist, which
would invalidate in some way the essence of communication
itself.

     It remains that we feel surrounded by
certainty, a certainty that includes both precision in
identification and presence that would oppose our ontological
uncertainty relation. Classically this has been conceived, within
empiricism, as the givenness of experience, in the sense that
things appear particular ways, and that although appearances may be
said to deceive, there is no debating that appearances appear the
way they appear. Empiricism evades ontological uncertainty in that
it makes no claims on the existence of objects, but rather,
empirical claims are always claims that one has evaluated a space
as occupied and not that one has identified a particular object as
existent. Euclidean geometric space and its points suggest these
relations to the extent that points do not exist as objects but
only as locations in space.  An occupant of Euclidean space is
a selected location.  We cannot, however, take this analogy
too far.  In particular, it is problematic—for empiricism—that
Euclidean space and topological spaces in general make use of the
concept of sets as collections of elements.  We cannot collect
together occupants and consider this arbitrary collection itself an
evaluated occupant of the element-wise space as a whole.  The
collection, if it is an occupant of anything, is an occupant of an
entirely new space that has yet to be defined.  Nor is there
any obvious physical relation that holds a set of arbitrary
elements together.  The logical conjunction can be used to
interpret the empirical space, but its use follows from our ability
to memorize episodes of attentional selection.

     Still, our brief interpretation of
empiricism does not directly explain why evaluating a space as
occupied bypasses ontological uncertainty.  I guess I am
saying that all judgments occur within a space, and that the nature
of the space influences the process of judgment whose ‘outcome’ is
occupancy of that space by one of the members of the space. 
The judging or evaluating process, although guided by the space, is
also influenced by things outside of that space.  The space is
not the context of evaluation, but rather, holds the possible
results of evaluation, or better, each element of the space is a
possible occupant coupled to means of selecting that occupant upon
evaluation.  I am having trouble making this more clear, but
the idea is to see a space of elements where each element is an
inseparable connection between a judging process and the outcome of
that judgment, and where selection of an element in that space—the
occupant—is influenced from outside of that space.  When
fixated upon a particular space, we cannot deny the outcome of a
judgment for the outcome and judgment are bound together within the
space of possibilities.  We may repeatedly select members from
the same space, but if occupants disagree, we have no right to
claim error within that space because the space of
repeated measures is not the original space.  Nor can we call
an occupant an illusion within the occupant’s original space—claims
of illusion only occur when we attempt to place the original
occupant into a new space where it does not fit, but there is
nothing illusory or unreal about a square peg that does not fit
into a round hole.

     Can we then claim to have certainty
about intentional directedness through empirical evaluation? 
To the extent that directedness cannot be conceived as an occupant
of anything, the answer is no.  We are thus where we
began.  Intentional directedness is the receptivity-to and
activity of influence by sources in the intentional field.  It
is a forceless but physical change associated with non-confined
newness, a newness that creates space.  Accepting intentional
directedness opens one up to a space of directedness that stretches
one beyond the confines of attentional directedness and its
topics.  In doing this you will expand and be moved without
force.  We might say that new understanding of intentional
directedness constitutes its proof.  Or perhaps it is safer to
acknowledge that I am talking about things beyond my grasp, and
that I have attempted to share with you something that I have found
to be quite helpful, whatever it is.  The problem of
communication remains—as perhaps it must—in that I have been unable
to say how intentional and attentional directedness together bring
communication about.
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