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The problem of free will as the ability to independent choose is analyzed at the example of
conception of biological naturalism, offered by American philosopher J. Searle. Two hypotheses
(the first — psychological libertarianism with neurobiological determinism, the second — system
causation with consciousness and indeterminacy), proposed by J. Searle to solve the problem
of free will, are critically examined. Instead of them author proposes the third hypothesis:
formal determinism at mental level differs from the determinism at physical level. It is noted
that the problem of free will in contemporary analytic philosophy of mind was established on
the background of the debate on mental-physical correlation. Author considered six possible
approaches for such correlation and proposed a formal model of choice. He has demonstrated
how free will is realized within the model.
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For thousands of years philosophers have been debating on the problem of free will. The
problem can be reduced to whether there is free will as such. In other words, can we make a
choice regardless of internal and external factors? If so, then we’ll need scientific methodology
to be used to demonstrate how it is possible. If not, then we’ll need to show how to make a
choice in choice situation and what mechanical, physical, chemical, biological and social factors
determine it. Moreover, if scientists prove that there is no free will, they will need to demonstrate
that human behavior is completely predictable (without any exceptions). However, the problem
of free will doesn’t exist by itself. It is connected with the problems of decision-making in
choice situation, moral responsibility, predestination, determinism, libertarianism, compatibilism,
incompatibilism and so on. In my opinion, if there was possibility to solve at least one of these
problems reliably, the other solutions wouldn’t imply any extraordinary difficulties. For now
it has not been achieved. Although it appears that we can finally resolve these problems only
nowadays — in the age of rapid development of science and technology. Many thinkers suggest
theoretical explanation for them (especially in analytic philosophy of mind). For example, one
of those modern philosophers, J. Searle, is convinced that free will can be described within his
framework of biological naturalism. Obviously the concept of biological naturalism is aimed
to solve psychophysical problem. Without understanding of a nature of correlation between
mental and physical, without analysis of problems related to this one — problems of intentionality,
language, rationality — it is impossible to understand the meaning of “free will” clearly. The aim
of the article is a critical analysis of the J. Searle’s views on the free will in terms of biological
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naturalism. Using the methods of logical analysis, comparative analysis and thought experiment I
examine following J. Searle’s works: “Minds, Brains and Programs” (1980) [11], “Minds, Brains
and Science” (1984) [12], “Rationality in Action” (2001) [13], “Freedom and Neurobiology:
Reflections on Free Will, Language, and Political Power” (2004) [10], “Biological Naturalism”
(2007) [9] and interview “Wie frei sind wir wirklich?” (2008) [14].

Before we consider the problem of free will I’ll point out the basic principles of biological
naturalism. According to the latter, consciousness is a complex of all conscious states, including
awareness, sentience or feeling. Consciousness has the following features: qualitativeness,
subjectivity and unity. The vast majority of conscious states are intentional. But, for example, feeling
of anxiety is not intentional. Consciousness doesn’t imply self-consciousness as consciousness of
higher order. Consciousness really exists and can’t be reduced to anything else. However there is
a controversial point here, as far as J. Searle also argues that “all conscious states are caused by
lower level brain processes” [9, p. 328]. Therefore, he justifies materialism on the one hand, but on
the other hand he substantiates dualism. Yet J. Searle considers “mental—physical” distinction to be
false: “The traditional assumption is that mind and body, as ordinary understood, name mutually
exclusive metaphysical categories. If something is mental then it cannot in that very respect be
physical. If it is physical it cannot in that very respect be mental. This is the deepest mistake and it
is shared by both materialists and dualists” [9, p. 330]. Mental as opposed to physical is subjective,
qualitative, intentional and has a first-person ontology. But it is, moreover, spatially located and
spatially extended, causally explainable by microphysical processes and capable of acting causally
on physical. However science doesn’t know exactly how this happens and how to create an artificial
brain. Consciousness is a biological phenomenon such as photosynthesis, digestion, mitosis and
so forth. Conscious states (for example, your intention to raise your arm) are characterized by the
same causality as all other processes of the physical world. We just describe them at another, non-
physical, level. Just like we describe solidity at one level (physical) and molecular structure that
causes the solidity — at another level (chemical). However, the fundamental difference between
description of consciousness and, for example, description of solidity consists in the fact that if
we rewrite consciousness in other (physical) terms, we will lose the concept of consciousness.
And this would be a mistake. Although J. Searle considers biological naturalism to be the most
scientific conception (he claims that famous neurobiologists such as F. Crick, G. Edelman and
C. Koch implicitly or explicitly accept it), there are other ones — in particular, Dennett’s [4-5]
and Chalmers’ [3] conceptions.

J. Searle creates his approach to the problem of free will on the basis of the features of
biological naturalism. He defines consciousness as one of the phenomena caused by neural
processes in brain and in “Rationality in Action” [13, p. 281-298] considers that in given situation
two hypotheses are possible:

I. First hypothesis: psychological libertarianism and neurobiological determinism. According
to the hypothesis, there is a gap between physical and mental processes, and mental processes
(processes of higher level) are totally determined by physical processes (processes of lower level).
But the system of causation that exists on lower level is totally inherited by the causation system of
higher level. Accordingly, mental processes appear as some epiphenomenon with different nature
that is totally determined by physical processes and doesn’t influence on them. This hypothesis is
suitable because it allows considering human activity in the unity of its physical causes and mental
realizations. However the notion regarding the role of rational motives in the decision-making
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process looks a little bit simplified. Human personality looses the possibility of self-determination
in the decision-making process.

II. Second hypothesis: system causation with consciousness and indeterminacy. According
to this hypothesis, if there are no clear causation relationships at mental level respectively there
are no such relationships at physical level. In this manner indeterminacy, impossibility to explain
the reason of our actions (why do we act in this way but not in another?) is caused by the absent
of precise causation relationship at physical level. However this statement doesn’t mean that our
organism is not a single system.

This hypothesis doesn’t give answer to the question of how to explore the nature of human
personality, its rational basis and free will in general. In fact, from one hand, there always are
gaps between mental and physical, and on another hand, indeterminacy appears in terminological
explanations. The process of designing robots which could imitate human behavior becomes
unclear as well. Obviously, in order to show indeterminacy at mental level with the support of
robot’s actions it would be possible to implement some principle of eventuality at technical level.
But correctness of this imitation is questionable. One can notice that J. Searle slightly reduce
his categorical attitude (comparing to mental experiment “Chinese room”) regarding denying
the possibility to construct artificial devices with consciousness. He writes: “As an engineering
problem I have no idea how we would go about constructing this, but then at present we have no
idea about have we could go about constructing a conscious robot anyway” [13, p. 296]. As we
remember, J. Searle in [11] categorically denied such possibility both regarding devices formed
based on computational theory of mind and regarding devices functioning based on connectionism
principle.

Summarizing above mentioned it should be noted that both hypotheses are mutually exclusive.
J. Searle doesn’t give the answer which hypothesis is correct. In addition, he writes: “I have no
idea which if either of these hypotheses will turn out to be true. Perhaps some third possibility
that we cannot even imagine will turn out to be right. These are the two hypotheses I can come up
with if I follow relentlessly the lines of investigation suggested by both what we know from our
own experience and what we know about the brain” [13, p. 296]. As we can see, while formulating
these hypotheses J. Searle uses notion “gap” [cf.: 10, p. 37-78; 14]. Sometimes it seems like there
are too many gaps in his explanations. The reason is that J. Searle outlines following elements in
the process of free actions execution:

1) neurobiological basis — physical brain condition that precedes the moment of decision-

making;

2) decision is the moment when we choose between two alternatives. Till this moment there
were no decision; in some moment it appears, concerning our following actions — in
some moments we may still change other decision, in other — it stays irreversible;

3) the beginning of decision implementation — the moment when person proceeds from
thinking over particular situation to physical, practical implementation of his/her thoughts;

4) completion of action — as we know in certain situation action can be suspended.

Difficulty of free will nature explanation lies in a fact that there are three gaps in explanation
of causation relationship between these four elements of free action process implementation. The
first gap exists between neurobiological basis of thinking processes and thoughts (decisions) that
is outcome of this processes, second gap exists between decisions and their direct implementation,
the third gap appears between the beginning of action implementation and its completion. J. Searle
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notes: “At bottom I think all three gaps are manifestations of the same phenomenon, because
all three are manifestations of volitional consciousness” [13, p. 276]. It is difficult to understand
what is happening in these gaps and whether causation relationship actually exists between phases
of action implementation. Such quantity of gaps casts doubts on the possibility of biological
naturalism falsification. Every time when we fail in the process of justification of something we
could appeal to gap category and build new potential justification. We can not deduce any mental
pattern from physical one with logical necessity because of the gaps. Even more, it will not be
possible to state whether these mental patterns exist.

Difficulties regarding correctness of biological naturalism interpretation arise also concerning
other questions. If every thought has neural basis how will the neural basis for general notions
which aren’t in reality look like? General ideas, in particular, very often influence our choice. For
example, while choosing between to visit or not to visit our relatives we could follow the ideas
of moral duty, responsibility, tact etc. In this case, we can state that mental influences physical.
Critics of this approach may argue that in described case we can state that mental has some
physical prerequisites. Even more, it seems as it is physical feature. But according to B. Caplan’s
proper remark, consciousness is not a feature identical, for example, to “whiteness”. In contrast to
consciousness, we can not imagine “whiteness” separate from subject or phenomenon. This means
that consciousness is not a feature. More obviously it belongs to individually existing subjects [2].

However we will not separately emphasize on other antireductionist arguments proposed
by T. Nagel [8], F. Jackson [6], J. Levin [7], D. Chalmers [3] and by others in 1970—1990s of last
century. All these ideas concerning possibility of reduction and causality of mental and physical
can be described with the following scheme:

2
Mental <——— Physical

4l Tl

Mental ———> Physical
3

Approach 1 rejects the existence of free will, although it can be assumed at quantum mechanics
level (recall the uncertainty principle, introduced by W. Heisenberg). However, we presumably just
don’t know everything correctly. Approach 2 indicates that mental is determined by physical. Now
this approach is a key one in materialistic science. But it is associated with a number of difficulties.
For example, if our behavior is governed by our brain, we are nothing more than performers of
orders given by our neurons. We follow the will of the brain, and therefore we aren’t morally
responsible for our choices. J. Searle doesn’t deny even the possibility of approach 3, although
he denies the existence of self: “In order for us to have radical freedom, it looks as if we would
have to postulate that inside each of us was a self that was capable of interfering with the causal
order of nature. That is, it looks as if we would have to contain some entity that was capable of
making molecules swerve from their paths” [12, p. 92]. According to approach 3 physical (lower
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level) can be caused by mental (higher level). Approach 4 is exactly the place where free will
can be found. I think the causal connections existing at this level have a different nature than
physical. The person chooses among several alternatives and uses different criteria simultaneously
to choose which one appeares before him or her. One can change any of the alternatives, as well
as any of the criteria, at any time. Below I propose a formal model of choice. Approaches 5 and
6 currently remain metaphysical because they argue that all things (mental or physical) exist by
themselves. There is no free will here [for more, see: 15].

I’ll consider a formal model of choice by offering following mental experiment. Let us
imagine the situation that at the moment of time t you have to make the choice — choose either
A or not-A. This is only your choice and you have almost made it — not-A. What factor has
influenced such decision? — For example, c,. Let us assume that in some of the possible worlds
your psychophysical condition corresponds to the moment of the time t, but factor ¢, is absent.
Nevertheless, you still don’t want to choose A. You are looking for another reason — for example,
c,. If factor c, is absent, in other possible worlds you can’t choose A because of c,, ¢,, ¢, etc.
Quantity of these reasons is potentially endless. Some of these reasons are necessary, some are
sufficient, some — casual. The consequence of the reasons is the same — not-A. Suddenly at the
moment t+1 you remember something important about A that you had been interested in for a long
time but forgot about it. The struggle of motives starts inside you. Till the moment of time t+1
you refused to choose A, but after the moment (when you remembered additional circumstance)
you have changed your mind. [ may affirm that you will choose the most relevant thing for you
at the moment of choice. You will choose the thing that absorbs all your attention. Your choice
depends on available active experience.

Accordingly, by choosing between two and more alternatives you are choosing criteria of
choice. While choosing you need to do preference in favor of one of the alternatives. This choice
should be based on certain criteria or principles of preference. Aristotle in his “Topics” (116a—118b)
included following criteria:

1) anything permanent and sustained has advantage over inconstant and momentary;

2) anything chosen for yourself has advantage over chosen for someone else;

3) common good has advantage over good for single person;

4) advantage is given to more beautiful; more honorable; more commendable thing;

5) advantage is given to possible (practical) over impossible(useless) [1, Book 3, 1-3].

In general while choosing between two alternatives we are choosing between criteria of
choice. The scheme of choice looks like the following:

(c,Vec,V...Vc)— (AVB),

wherec, c,, ... ¢ —possible list of choice’s criteria, and A or B — points we are choosing between.

In the same time, the question of how we are building the hierarchy of criteria arises. The
possible answer could be — based on data of our experience. But how do we make the choice
when criteria are equal? In this case, criteria differ by their location: first one (that comes to
mind), second, third etc. This is the reason why people are choosing by the principle “first is
better” or are searching for the criteria that only formally reflects causation relationship. One of
the critics’ remarks in this case could be the following: don’t we need new criteria for choosing
the best criteria and for choosing new criteria — some other criteria etc.? As the result we can

receive regression into eternity. My answer to this remark is: firstly, we are limited in time while
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choosing; secondly, in case of choosing the criteria for criteria people, as a rule, stop on “first is
better” or leave it to chance.

Since we choose criteria based on experience, there appears the question: What does the notion
“experience” mean? — Innate and acquired knowledge. We gain acquired knowledge intentionally
or accidentally. It is almost impossible to foresee the action of another person because his or her
experience constantly changes in time. As soon as we start to explore his/her experience we will
start influencing on it and that might affect his/her future choice. Sometimes it is impossible to
foresee even own choice because (as in our example) force majeure may happen that will influence
your choice at the last moment.

Let us continue. What do criteria mean? These are some conceptions (knowledge) which we
gain while learning. Conceptions come of summarizing, abstraction. They exist at mental level,
but at physical level we observe nothing familiar. Accordingly, at mental level we are dealing
with matters of another nature. Likewise, single part differs from general. Since we are dealing
separately with mental and physical levels, the question arises: Is the causality at physical level
identical to the causality at mental level? In other words, does the causation relationship exist
at mental level? Can we predict the choice of certain criteria with necessity? Does the free will
exist in our choice?

Earlier I demonstrated that the nature of mental and physical are different. Mental laws differ
from physical laws. J. Searle’s hypotheses called to explain the relationship between determinism
and free will are unsatisfactory. The third hypothesis seems to be more appropriate: determinism
at mental level is formal and differs from the physical level determinism. At mental level we can
simultaneously consider all alternatives as well as all choice criteria, combining any of these criteria
(as causes) with any alternatives. Another words, we can abstract from processes of choice and
change choice criteria at any time. Therefore, free will exists. Difficulties of biological naturalism
are related mostly to exaggeration of roles of biological (physical and chemical) character’s factors
in question of research of free will’s nature that exists particular at mental level. Since we can’t
reduce mental to physical, we can’t explain mental in terms of modern science. However, I think
the future science will reveals this secret. As a result, it will discover many new secrets.
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CBOBOJIA BOJII B CUTYAIIIl BUBOPY
3 IIOIJIAAY BIOJIOI'TYHHOI'O HATYPAJII3MY

Anapiii Cuanus

JIvsiscokuti Hayionanvrutl yHieepcumem imeri leana @panka
eyn. Yuisepcumemcoxa, 1, m. Jlveis, 79000, Vkpaiua,
e-mail: andriy-synytsya@yandex.ru

VY crarti npoanaizoBaHo mpobieMy cBoOOIM BOJi. ABTOp BU3HAYAE i SIK 3MATHICTH CaMo-
cTiifHO BuMHATH BHOIp. [loBKONa mi€el mpobiemu y ¢inocodii TogaTbes AUCKYCIi BKE HE OAHY
THCSYY POKIB, aJie JIMIIIE ChOTO/IHI, KOJIM HeffpoHayka OTpHMaJa CyTTEBHI PO3BUTOK, MUCIHTEI
MOXKYTb [10-CIIPaBKHBOMY OCSITHYTH il IpUpOzLy. Y 3B 513Ky 3 LIHM, SIK 3ayBa)Ky€ aBTOD, KOHIICTIList
610J10TIYHOTO HAaTypalIi3My aMepHKaHCHKOTO (imocoda [lx. Cepist 3aciryroBye Ha 0COONHBY yBa-
ry. AJKe BOHA MOSCHIOE, SIK BHHUKAE CBITOMICTB 1 IK MEHTAJIbHE CITiBBITHOCUTHCS 13 Pi3HIHAM
(mo3kom). [TpoGiiema cBiTOMOCTI € MAIPYHTSM JUTsl pO3yMiHHSA cyTi cBoOoau Bomi. [x. Cepib
II0KA3aB, 110 CBiIOMICTb € 6iomorivauM heHOMeHOM. [i OCHOBHMI XapaKTepPHCTUKAMH € KBAJi-
TaTHBHICTb, Cy0 €KTUBHICTh Ta €HICTh. YCi CBIJOMI IPOLIECH 3yMOBIICHI IPOI[ECAMU HIKIOTO
(Helipo0ioNOTiyHOTO) PiBHA. YTIM, CBIJOMICTh HE MOXKHA PEAYKYBaTH 10 (Hi3WYHUX 1 XIMIYHHX
BacTHBOCTEeH. OCOOIMBOCTSAMHI MEHTAIBHUX TPOIECIB € Cy0’€KTHBHICTD, KBAaJTITaTHBHICTD,
IHTEHI[IOHABHICTE 1 OHTOJIOTIS BiJ 1epiioi ocoOu. L{uM BoHU BiAPI3HIOTHCS BT Pi3HIHUX MIPO-
1eciB. AJjie MEHTaJIbHI ITPOIIECH, K 1 (Pi3U4HI, € TOKATI30BAHUMH B IIPOCTOPI 1 IETEPMiHOBAaHUMH
Mikpo¢iznaaumu nponecamu. Kpim Toro, Bonu 3matHi BrutBaty Ha ¢isnani nporecu. Codona
BOJIi BHHUKA€E HA PiBHI Chepr MEHTAIBHOTO.

Kpurruano posmrsaayTo aBi rinmoresn [x. Cepis, ki BiH BUCYHYB JUISl HOSICHEHHSI TIPHPOJIH
cBOOO/IM BOJI: TIepIlia — IICUXOJIOTTYHUI Ji0epTapiaHi3M 1 HeHpoOioIoTiYHIHN AETePMiHI3M, pyra —
CHUCTEMHA IIPUYUHOBICTB, CBIZIOMICTh | HEBU3HAYEHICTH. 3TiJHO 3 EPILOIO TITOTE300, MCHTAIBHI
MPOIECH IeTePMIHOBaHI (i3HIHNMH i € HEMOB emieHoMeHaMH. 3ayBakeHO, 1[0 B TAKOMY pasi
HE 30BCIM 3p0O3yMiJI0, HACKIIBKU HaIlla TIOBEIIHKA MOXe OyTH palioHaIbHOO 1 UM MAIOTh JIFOIH
HECTH BiJITOBIIaJIbHICTP 3a CBill BUOIp, OCKUIBKH MPOIEC MPUUHATTS PillIeHb AETCPMIHOBAHUI
HEeWpoOi0IOTTYHIMH TIPOIIecCaMH. 3T1THO 3 APYTOIO TIIOTE3010, 1 HA MEHTAJIBHOMY, 1 Ha (hi3HIHOMY
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PIBHSX HEMa€ YiTKUX MPUYMHOBO-HACIIAKOBHX 3B’ s13KiB. Ha 000X piBHAX MaHye EBHAa HEBU3HA-
yeHicTh. CKIIQIHICTD Li€l TIMOTEe3H, Ha JYMKY aBTOpa CTATTi, MOJArae B TOMY, 10 MOXKJIHBICTh
MOSICHEHHS IPUPOAN CBOOOIHM BOJMI BUAAETHCS HE3MIHCHEHHOIO. AJDKE 1 TaK MK MEHTAJIbHUM 1

OCHOBAaMH, PiIlICHHSAM, [TOYaTKOM BHKOHAHHS PIlLIeHHS, JOBeAeHHsM Aii g0 kinud. k. Cepib
OCTaTOYHOI BiJIIIOBi/Ii HA Te, AIKa 3 TINO0TE3 MpaBIIbHA, He 1a€. BiH mpumycTHB, 110 IpaBUIBHOIO,
MOXIIUBO, € SIKach TpeTA rinotes3a. Hemomik koHuenmii 6i010riYHOro HaTypasi3my, sIK 3ayBaXKEHO
aBTOPOM CTAaTTi, TIOJIATA€ B TOMY, 110, 3B)KAIOUU Ha TaKy KUIBKICTb PO3PHBIB, sIKa BIUIUBAE Ha
MOSICHEHHS IPUPOAX CBOOOH BOJIL, 10 KOHLIETILIIIO HE MOKHA IMiIaTH IpoLenypi ¢panbcudikarii.
Kpim Toro, He3po3ymino, ko0 Ma€e OyTH HeHpoOioIoTriyHa OCHOBA [UIS 3aralbHUX MOHATh. X04a,
SIK HE JUBHO, YacTO BHOIp 3A1MCHIOIOTH, KEPYIOUHCh caMe aOCTPAaKTHUMH 11€SMH Ha KIITAJIT
MOpaJIbHOTO 000B’SI3KY, BiAMOBIJAIBHOCT] YM TAKTOBHOCTI.

AHaunizyrouu npobiaeMy cBOOOIH BOJI, TOCTIKEHO LIICTh MOXKJIMBHX BapiaHTIB CIiBBif-
HOILICHHSI MEHTaJIbHOTO 1 (izuuHoro: 1) ¢izuuHi mporecu BILIMBAIOTh HA (Qi3UUHI MpoIecH
(3a X yMOB HeMae cB0oOOIH BOii); 2) (hi3uuHE MOBHICTIO 3yMOBJIIOE€ MEHTalbHE. BHACTiIOK
LbOTO BUHHUKA€E MPoOIeMa MOPAJIBHOTO PENATHBI3MY. AJKe Bce, 10 MU POOMMO, — 11€ JIUILE Te,
10 BU3HAUUB HAIll MO30K; 3) MEHTaJbHE MOXKe BIUIMBATH Ha (izuyne. Tak icHye meska He3a-
JIKHICTh MEHTAJIBHOTO Bif (izuunoro. Leii BapiaHT MPUYMHOBO-HACIIAKOBHUX 3B’sI3KiB JOIYC-
KaeTbes OionoriunuM HatypamnizsmoM k. Cepns; 4) MeHTanbHe 1eTepMiHy€e MEHTaJIbHE — 110 €
CIpaBXKHIM piBHEM ICHYBaHHs CBOOOH BOJIi. YTiM, I€TepPMiHi3M LOTO piBHS popManbHuii; 5) i

6) MeHTaJbHE 1 Qi3HYHE IeTePMiHYIOTh cami cebe (00uaBa BapiaHTH €, pajuie, MeTapi3HIHIMU
1 BiIMEKOBaHUMH Bi mpoOIeMH CBOOOIHU BOII).

ABTOpOM 3aIpOIIOHOBaHO (popMabHy MOJIeNIb BUOOPY Ha OCHOBI MUCIICHHEBOTO €KCIIEPH-
MeHTy. OOTpyHTOBaHO, 1110, 3A1HCHIOI0YN BUOIp MK pedamy, 311HCHIOIOTH BUOIP MK KpUTEpisiMY,
SIKHI TPYHTY€ThCS HA HAILIOMY ITOTIEPEAHBOMY TOCBi/i. 3BiCH BUILTUBAE, 10 MOYKHA OTHOYACHO
MOIVISIHYTH Ha aJbTEepPHATUBU BUOOPY 1 KpuTepii BUOOPY it 3MIHUTU CBOIO JYMKY B OyIb-SKUil
MOMEHT, BUOpaBILH HepIIe-Timine. AJpKe mporec BUoopy 0OMexeHui y yaci. 3riHo 3 rinoTe3010
aBTOpa: GopMaIbHUIA AETEPMiHI3M Ha MEHTAJIbHOMY PiBHI BIPI3HAETHCS BiJ AeTepMiHI3MY (i-
3u4HOTO piBHA. Came 3 MOy I1i€i rnoTe3H 1 MOXKHA MipKyBaTH [P0 HasIBHICTH CBOOOIU BOJIL.

Kniouosi cnosa: cBoboma Boii, cutyais BuOopy, 6ionoriyauii Hatypamizm, k. Cepis,
aHamiTHYHA (inocodis CBIIOMOCTI.
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