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CONTINGENCY AND FREEDOMIN | -
BRAINS AND SELVES

Ted Peters

In the face of recent findings in neuroscience, neurophilgsophy, and
the debate among physicists tegardingdonnngencyat the
level, this chaprer advances this thesis: Hmﬁ’ez will pxi
what we mean byﬁ‘eem[luseg"-dmmm What|We experi-
ence as free will is actually the human Selfcngagedm deliberation,
decision, and action. This nmicrstandmg of free will is|fess coher-
ent against 2 backdrop of Newtonian mechanics but motg
against a backdrop of the mdctcrmmat? interpretation. qmnmm
physxcs.l-{umanfmedomzsanmdxmbrpmdmofco iingen
physical interaction. 4
We live in what appears wbcade:chnmcdumvexse, e
human level, we experience both con:ingency and £ -. m
day.” Contingency is due to the dialectic between necgssity and
randomness at the ﬁmdamentai level of rcahty at the e ‘ cf suba-

andacuonwhcrebyahumanseifde&pnmuwha:vti
taken. .
Mytimxsxstha:bmuﬁ‘eemﬂmmdtbﬂw@em
@ﬁezwzllnseé"—dctnmahm'(} ous affirmatjon of the

8

Providence and Randomness in

ogy and Science 17:2 (May 2019)
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- those who wish to reduce what appears to be }m;inan freedom to é

gy c philosophers who, in MRy s:fasc:s, conscript n roscience
in suppore of their doctrine. Empirical science does not in itself require 2
denial of human free will, but it provides evidence that can be mustered by

biological determinism. | ;3
In whar follows I would ike o clear up some misnomers, The fi
nomer is that neuroscience requires determinism and, wich enough ri
scientists will soon be able to provide a physical explanation for
activities. This is 2 false assumprion because it is che philosopher,
scientist, who pursties an exhaustive physical explanation for mental events.
Such reductionism is an add-on to the science, Ir {snotentailed in !ﬁxc’
izself,
The second misnomer is thar determinism and freedom are gpposites.
In fact, determinism does not preclude free actions. What precludes free
activity is predeterminism. With the rerm predeserminism | refer v
nations of human decision that ascribe a causal role to preconscion
ronal activity, explanations which eliminate the self as the decers
I contend thar the self makes decisions and rakes actions anc%, b
of this, determines within limits what will happen. In other wor _
actions exhibit a form of determinism, namely, self-dererminaric
principle, then, determinism and freedom are compatible, at least
rightly understood. % : |
The third misnomer is that the philosophical problem begins Wxth the.
assumption that 2 two-pare determinism suffices for scienrific explangtion. -

The two determinants are nature and nurruze, Or 1o say it with aj%i)ifi more -
nuance, the first dererminant is whar we inherit from physical laws, biolog- -
ical evolurion, and nenronal activity, The sccond dererminant zncgﬂd e
specific history of our universe, natural selection

1, and recent sociglization.
This rwo-part framework is misleading because it overlooks whar is obyious.
to our daily experience, namely, a third determinane, The third dergrn

is the human self, the self that deliberates, makes decisions, and takes actions, -
By reducing the question of human action to one of two predeterminan
nature or nurture——the human self is excluded from consideration, With

exclusion, only misplaced questions can be posed.
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To advance my thesis [ wish to starc with xhe a,xmm forma}amd: oy
opher Michael Gazzaniga: “We are personally msponsxbie agents any
be held accountable for ouractions, cven though we live in a determi
verse.” With this axiom in mind, 1 wish to affirm a three-part dete
naure, nurture, and seff. (}ar swc}f is dﬂzmmﬁd by nature and nut

history. Efnﬁ;mawiy, to affirm this position Wzth ciamy requms%r};
the misnomers mentioned. :

Brains, Minds, and Selves ;

The first misnomer, just mentioned, is the mdtspwad belief that
ence requires decerminism and, with enough research, sciencists v@i}l
able to provide a physical explanation forall mentai activities. Thism
surfaces in the widespread culeural discussion of human free m!i‘mj.gght of
new knowledge gained by beain research? On the one hand, improyements in
brain-imaging technology seem to be providing us with increased dara regard-
ing the correlation bemﬁan %mm function an& men:a} actmty O;n e other

wapc}m: ? Will what we experience as daily freedom be dubbed agi ﬂi
}lncmasmgly, proponents of :if:termmlsm reduce the mind to th‘

is the brain”* Eugene d'Aquili and Andrew Nﬁwhetg retain Dennntt%
ity but with a sofier fist: |

in our piodel, the mind and dhe brain ave essencially mm &ffe:cat ways of look ingarthe
same thing, the brain representing che stencrural asper:ts of the mind, and the m &@‘
resening the funcrionsl aspeces of the brain, They cad!; affect the other an E age affecred
by the other in the thydunic process of the empiric modification eycle® |

The structuze of the biclogical brain is affected by natural selection orsocial-
izarion, and the resulting brain governs what happens in the hmaz; mind.
The brain derermines the mind, so to speak.
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We are losing our freedom because the neuroscientists are raking it away
from us, according to science writer Dan Jones: 5
Neuroscientises increasingly describe our behaviour as the resul of a chail of cause
and effect, in which ope physical brain seare or pattern of neural activity incxorably
leads to the nexe, culminating in 2 particular action or decision, With leele space for
free choice in his chain of causation, the conscions, deliberating self &cer:%s fwheg

Because of the chain of past causes, present chaicés are not really chmf:cs at
all. Worse, no self is said o exist. Whar kind of an explanation is this? Bvolu-
tionary? Genetic? Neuro? L

Just where do we locate the predetermining causes exerred by the brain
on the mind? In our biology? In the genetic code bequeathed us by outievo-
lutionary history? Before proceeding, we pause t6 note how evol{gf;i
history is dererminative only at the species level, whereas our brains are quite
individual, Neurobiologist Walter Freeman canwnéis that each human brain
is unique. Already in the womb, each brain’s path of development is disc

lutionary biology will not provide sufficient speciﬁ?;i:y to account for brain
uniqueness ler alone the brain’ affece on the mind, | 1
Inaddition, brain formation does nog cease with birth, Ir continues. Sorme
molecular biologists add in sociality. Our brains are plastic. Theyadapt o gur
environment, especially our social environment, at least ungil they mature ar
age ewenty-five or so, | |

~

Note that the emergence of mind takes the form of érganizing the cin uity
of the brain. Infancs can become thinking persons if they are systematicall
stimulated by the families who raise them. Ir takes relationship with an
already thinking mind for our brains to produce another thmkmgmmd, This
led German philosopher Otfried Hafe to observe, ¥The acrual insights o
brain research offer in any event no dogmaric neuro-biologism according ¢ :

et
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which mind and consciousness merely emerge as natural events anda cord-
ing to which the social nature of humanity accuss exclusively on éﬁ; basis
of biological nature”” From this we might draw the following condlusion:
An argument for neuro-decerminism must rely on more than the biology
provided by evolution and more than the biology provided by procreatipn. It

st include social determinants as well as biological demrmimnm.f
What we have noticed here is chat our evolutionary hiscory does not
predetermine our brain. Qur specific inheritance and birth does not prede-
termine what our mind thinks. Whartever influence our brain teceives from
social stimuli is an ongoing and inveractive process, not a prederermined one,

fHiR! and the New Phrenclogy

Empirical research on human brain activity has accelerated dne 1o
tional magnetic resonance imaging (FMRI) techniques. Laborarory exper-
iments search for “patterns of brain activity that appear if and only §
scanned person is having a conscious experience—what I call the Signatires
of consciousness]’ writes Stanislas Dehaene, director of the Cognitive
Neuroimaging Unit in Saclay, France. “In one experiment afier another, the
same signatures show up: several markers of brain activicy change massively
whenever a person becomes aware of a picrure, 2 word, a digit, or 4 sound.
These signatures are remarkably stable.”™ This stability in brain zmagmg pro-
vides Dehaene with explanatory optimism: In time science will rave
the mysteries that currently baffle us about human conscionsness, 2
In contrast to this forecast of a roralist explamrfian, others forssé;%f i
towhat EMRI experiments will be able to yield. Writing from within the di
cipline of social psychology and stretching toward social neuroscience, |
Cacioppo and his research colleagues identify ﬁmijmtinns to the practice of
brain imaging for the purpose of localizing centers of brain activity as%oma{cd
with information processes. For one thing, social interaction is itself’ a fadtfor '
in brain activity; and newroscience should parmer with social psycho :
when designing research programs. Second, the assumption on the, a;rsj of
brain-imagers using fMRI techniques—the assumprion that we can localize
centers of brain activities that provide a physical su!,bstmte for mencal infor-
mation processing—is questionable. Xt providesa virtual ewenty-first-century

s
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h-century phrenology. Even though both incuitively and
fook for localization of brain funetions, this assump-
reseaschers from looking for the more subtle and nuanced con-

nections beeween Jocal centers and complex brain interactigns. “As processes
become more comples, localization necessarily becomes more distributed”
throughour the brain, Curiounsly and imporeancly, the brain hasa “capacity...
to achieve the same funcrional auzco@ncs through dw’ ‘ neural mecha-
nisms,” therefore, locating so-called centers of brain activity associated with
specific social activiey does not warrant posculating a spec fic physical sub-
strate. It takes a whole brain, say the globalists against the localists. “The
take-home point is not to be disappointed by the Limitations inherent in
brain-imaging research but simply to realize that just bec;f you're imaging
the brain doesn’t mean you can stop using your head”” il
The human brain is marvelous by any measure. With eighey billion ney-
ronal cells, each communicating with thousands of ocher jtmns, between
our ears we cradle more connections than stars in the
relationship between these objective facts and our mtcriorg if:

neuronal firings and our subjective ccnscéieusnes&»«mmaié@s 1 unsobved mys-
tery in science. Despite two decades of computerized bmﬂg imaging {(fMRI),
the mystery of brain activity remains unsolved even while philosophers and
the media run off with unfounded claims of neurocentrism and biodeter-
minism. “To regard research findings as sertled wisdom js| lly, especially
when they emanare from a technology ?whose implications are seill poorly
understood,” write Sally Satel and Scotr Lilienfeld, “Nevertheless, scientific
humility can readily give way to exuberance. When it dné& the media ofien
seemn to have a ringside seat ac the spectacle”™ When watching the specracle,
we need to pause for sober assessment. “Itsall too easy for thy nonexpert to
lose sight of the fact that fMRI and other brain-imaging technigues do not
literally read thoughss or feelings™ In sum, neuroscience its fis too new at
the study of the brain to draw conclusions regarding the brain-mind rela-
tonship; yet nonscientists are already sacing abour with exube;

are woo new. Nor is the issue thar the bzam determines thxz mi The issue
is whether or not the self exists and whether the self effects action in the
physical world, Satel and Lilienfeld fall short of secing zhisfimg?rzmt point.

i : |
“The mind cannot exist without the brain, Virtually all modern scientisss.. .,
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are mind-body monists”** Nevertheless, the mind cannot be reduce
brain, they contend. “The mind is not identical with the marter ¢
ducesit.... One cannor use the physical rules fmm the cellular leve
pletely predict activicy at the psychological level™ Despite the achi
here of distinguishing between brain activity and mind activicy, §
Lilienfeld fall shore of formulating the issue of human freedom in res
the self as 2 derermining agent.

Nor s the issuc what we lear from research conducted by neuroscie:
The deterministic view that dubs freedom an iﬁu%ian arises more frol

philosopher than it does from the lab rar. !

Neurophilosophy . . . works the interface between p%niiémphy’s grand old g
aboue cholee and learning and moralicy and the gathermg wisdom sbont thc?a :
hervous systems. It is abour the Impact of nenroscience and psychology and ;
ary biology on how we think about ourselves, It is abour expanding and mﬁdf@ %
self-conceprion through knowledge of the brain, g

science, then we have a philosophical problem o c?anﬁfcnt, The phzi@ ‘
cal question is this: Does such 2 thingas a human self exist? If so, how

I neurophilosophy is philosophical reflection on what we learn fmm l%rm-

explain it? To explain the self we experience is an admirable task for czd*cr a

scientist ora philosopher. To explain it away is only confusing,

Just Whatls a Self, Again?

Neuroscience and jes nephew; cognitive science, are not the only £
wherein the human mind, consciousness, subjectivity, selfhood, ego,
such have become the foci of attention. Other disciplines have taken up

vopic: philosophy of mind, social theory, psychiatrg;dweiﬁpmmml psy ‘
ogy, and, of course, phenomenology. The shapc‘shi&:ing body of ideas can |

!
tion, let me pause to identify these conceptual opriops.

L. Ego Continuity. Classic anthropology éistingiﬁsfhed berween bo@y

sorted into, roughly speaking, five discernible forms or models. For one i

or inner self or ego as a substance, a spititual subscance distinguishak

soul, outer and inner, temporal and eternal. Thi duslism ook its m
bypostatized or reified form wich René Descartes, who described t&c: o1
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from physical substance. The substantial self recains irs identity (numer-
ical continuity) through all external bodily or phen{}m al changes in
one’ life story, Withour the same metaphysical dualism, It .l" ;
kepr the notion of. ego continuity and g:c:mnded it reflecti ~: vi
internal faculey in relation to an intelligible world 'l
2. Personal Self as Confused Expression of 2 fﬁ‘gber&g’f Accordis
Gnosticism, buried within our physical body is a divine g
which will wend its way up above the levels of darkness o vsg ivi
where all things are one. According to American transcende
individual soul is but a manifestation of ahe over-soul, the spiri

that unites all chings, According to New Age Spirituali

2

lives in the datkness of the phenome; ! world bus, if prope
it can rise to 2 realization thar it manifests a higher self, nystical self
that links 2ll consciousness in the cosmps. In sum, what we observe as
our daily self is but the tip of giant iceberg, 2 cosmic s
partially manifested in us. Indigs New Age sage, Sri Aurobing
that “beyond mind is a supra-mental or gnostic power of"sc
-+« [which] is at its sonzce the dynamic of consciousness™* Ll
3. Self as Delusion. The reductionisr mode] gaxmng cultural gro d puts the
 brain in the driver’s seat, with our mental stace as what gets deiven. Whae
We experience as the intedior life of the human self is epiph menai—-m
that is, consciousness js product of ba:am processes but is irsglf wichour
any causal effect on those processes. No substantial ego exists, ler alone an
immoreal soul, Despite the appearance thar we exist as a sei@o 2N ego, we
are but a phenomenal criss-crossing of brain activities, The selffs a fiction.
"No such things as selves exise in the world;: Nobody cvmf%; was or bad a
self)” eours neurophilosopher Thomas Merzinger. Whenever we speak of
our self or our €go or make first-person a;%seniam, we are éo Rinicting a
fallacy; we are reifying our delusion, |
4- Self as Story. Hermeneurical philosophers discard the notion of 3
uous or unchanging ego and replace it with 2 temporal flow of
events. The self becomes irself through narrarive identizy, chrough
ography. We are not born with 2 fixed self; rather, who we are b
social construcrion. The self evolves, The self gains in self-undes tanding
as it tells and retells its own story in relationship 1o other persons
and the world. “The person of whom we are speaking and the b
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know. One brain researcher, Joseph LeDouy, at the Centerf o #Ieurai Science
at New York University, for example, does not know the 2
question: How does consciousness arise? “We are far from se? /i
lem of how consciousnessarises.™* Psycholinguist Perer Hagoo
the brain solves the problem of binding the signals of these il
into the sense of 2 unified self with continuity from past to futage i
complete zerra incognite for curcent cognitive neuroscience.® Our research
scientists simply do not know how to explain what is seill sz cognita.
Yer, curiously, a philosopher who interprets the rerrz iz 08
know exactly how the brain handles the binding problem: T ¢ brain creates
a nonexistent self. The philosopher, who allegedly bases his or her philosoph-
ical speculation on the science, seems to know more than t};g:é ientist does.
To illustrate, let’s look at the argument of Thomas Me::zingf%x,f 3

who claims to base his self-as-delusion phﬂgascphy on neurogcies

Ultimnarely, subjective experience is a biological éata formar, o h:g}:ly pecific mode of
presenting information abous the world by ieturzg ivappearasifir wﬁté Ego's knowl-
edge. Bue no such things as selves exist in the world. A biological o \ 4, a5 such, is not
aself. An Ego is nota self, eicher, buc merelya i\brm of mpremtaticmg %zm«»zxzme}y,
the convent of 2 transpatent selfmodel activared m the organism’s brain

. ‘
- Withour personally studying the brain in the laboratory, the| philosopher

knows the answer the laboratory scientist could not ;}mvideg urious.
Note how for Metzinger the qualities or traits we normally ascribe to the

self or ego are transferred to the organism’s brain. The action (of presenting
information about the world is now a task of the brain, which it presents
to—what?-the ego which the brain has created to view this knowledge
Does the brain create 2 nonexistent puppet and then tell t}mi ppet what

to think? A self does nor exist, says Merzinger, but brains exist, 3
fictional selves just for the purpose of deluding the nonexistent self with pres-
entational knowledge. Why would brains §engage in such a ficrional game?
Since when have brains become agents with plans and strategies and conspir-
acies? Does Merzinger's brain look kinda like the old-fashioned self 2

Note the term “representational” in Metzinger’s “representational knowl-
edge” The brain, allegedly, does not provide empirical data but rather
representational knowledge. Ponder this for 2 moment. %cpréscntaﬁonai
knowledge requires symbols, language, imagination, construgtion, alternative
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whom the action depends have 2 hzstor}', are then' own hxsmr}a

Paul Ricoeur™
5 Sez’f as Expmmzmi Dimension, Here, “the s::if xs claimed to poss " 58

and is, in facr, identified with the very 5r§€-pexs_nn Zivenness of e
ential phenomena;” according ro Dan Zahavi, who directs the Cent
Sub;ccsmty Research at the Umvamty of Copmhagen " Ph:::n »- =

cb;ecv:xfymg self-givenness.”* The self is given to conscious suh; .
before the self can reflect on the self asa self. ;g

"The Zzhavi position on the self asan exyem:ntzal dimension sup;;} Cments
the fourth position, that of self as story. Prior to consciousness of m
I am conscious. Prior to my treating myself like an object, my c:&; 3
self-reflection is a given. It also supplements the seif as narrative, bees
self comes prior to the narrative. “It rakes a self i m expmmce: one’g

story, says Zahavi® ?%

Aithoagh Tam sym;;athc:nc to the fourth pcgﬂmn, t:hc self as §z b

deduction. To understand the self as an experzemal dunenszen e ders it
ready for a historical life, ready for an autobiography. As I pmcci:d

work with the experiential dimension model su??icmented with ;:%xe :
tive or story model,

;é
i

i
|

Salf a5 Belusion?

For the purposes of this treatmen, we must ac:knwfiedge that theﬁ 1y
cohercmce comes from the delusion model, where :hc sxﬁ;; ective scl? alle

determinism. Instead of explaining the role of d&e conscious ssif in experi-
ence, this so-called scientific approach atrempts to explain it away. ’;}x is
being asked to explain a phenomenon and then supply an axplansth? that
says the phenomenon does not exist. j

Here we must distinguish between laboratory neuroscientists and ﬂf}iﬁ&

ophers of neuroscience. What the former does not know, the lattexcl
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cribe to the ego or

deliberation, and such. These are traits we ordinaril I
ai by the brain—the

self. Metzinger now says all these functions are take

allegedly selfiess brain—and chen ?Iopyeé like a m i or a chimeraor 2
play on a stage to a viewing sclf which does not exist. The nonsense here is as
uncanny s it is colossal. Metzinger has in effect dem\_ he existence of the
self we daily experience and ascribed the equivalent of selfhood to the brain,

subjectivity. Instead
e qualicies of self-

selfhood we starred

to the biological or physical substrate that underlies
of explaining subjective selfliood, he has simply moved ;
hood from the mind wo the brain and then ﬂiumnate& -
with, What does this accomplish? .
This is not science. It is scientism. Zahavi is m;ﬁt
everything peculiar to human life fictitious simply bei:
uralized, because it cannot be graspmi by a certain m
prehension, merely reveals one’s prior commitment
according to which (natural) science is the sole arbztcxf of what there is” The
moral here is this: We should thank our laboratory researchers for uphold-
ing parsimonious and cautionary care in sharing eh,% esules of their brain
research. In addition, we should haﬁd with skepucxsm e fanciful fighes of
Il

fooled. “Ib declare
! e ir cannot be nat-
5 of sciencific com-
g a naive scientism,

neurophilosophers who sail off into the clouds of mag rialise and reduction-
science.

ist ideology while pretending ro be groxmded in serz

'f
i

Do Automatic Thought Processes %i&%mméte Frea Vil

A second on my list of mzsnomars is this one: Determinism and freedom
are opposites. If we define freedom in terms of sgi determination, then.
this opposition collapses. Predererminism or a@te i] dent determinism
would eliminate freedom as self-determination, to ?::x: sure; yet, the idea of
self-dererminarion is certainly compatible with 2 generd notion of decermin-
ism. Lecs follow the logic. Note: 'm not arguingin ga rof global determin-
ism; rather, I merely wish to demox;strate that huma:a sce will understood as
self-determination is compatible with global dererminismn.

The self-as-delusion school of thought makes the case that preconscious
or unconscious brain activities are whar aceually écz:g i P!, e human action; so
to think that it is a self who determines events is a delusion. Recall, I don't

have an aversion to determinism but to a predererminism thac allegedly

!
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on predeterminism o expleinwhar appearsto be self. der, ation, 8o, here
ler ns ask: Do antomiaric thought processes eliminaze free will> With advances
i neuropsychology regardi g the impacr of automaric ponses to stimuli
on our decision miaking, the specter of brain-mind dete tBinism spooks ougp
assessment of free will, |

The kind of xperiment psychologists run looks like th ollowing exam.-

quick viewing, the mock voters are asked ro judge the ¢a % :
ably” observes John Bargh ar the Auz:mgnati ity in Cognigic
and Evaluation Lab a¢ Yale University, “the straw poll ser% :

Motivation,
as an accurare

ing given them much thought—qr, moze preciscly, before 1:}1 ;

contended,

ccision mal.

triple sequence of deliberation, decision, and action, as Iha
then we have a taci acknowledgment here that such conscions

find 2 threar 1o ¢he concept of free will, Ev;idmz:i}g that threar s
taised by analyses of antomaic thoughe Pprocesses, é

More could be said here about the human mind. ‘The mind oy
elects to sequester some thought processes into the automaric care
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training or automaticity just to reduce the number of i iems 1o be addressed
in our mental workspace. ~

I recall as a child watching a refrigerator commerci; !on television, back
in the black-and-white days. The maémr of the iwuse: ; ﬁ hursiedly remov-
ing food from the refrigerator to prepare the evening ﬁz -ﬁ In her scramble,

both hands were filled with items she intended to mave from the refrig-
erator shelf to the drain board. The camera tumed d waward just in cime
to catch sight of her ankle and foor-she was wearing aylon stockings and
high heels—as her leg flipped, the rcﬁ’xg‘eramr door cff@ d. Ir appeared the
homemaker gave no conscious thought to how she wouls 1 close the doos, bur
her leg seemed to know exactly what to do ac this rushed moment. Ir might
appear to an observer thar the purposeful act of closing the door with her
leg was automatic because it was so fast; yet, to snggesi: that it was Jess than

a decision made by her mind would be to overinterpret the phenomenon of

automaticity. S H
Do automatic z‘évzmgia: processes eliminate free will? Np. For two reasons.
First, conmolled time- conscious thoughe pm::e&ﬁps i!» exist, and these

exhibie clearly the phases of deizbmﬁen, decision, and%a ction. Second, what
appears to be fast automatic processes may seill be the ps libdr of rce action;
they simply are fast. In short, no gﬂod reason exists at present to reduce all
controlled thought processes to automatic processes,

We simply cannot deliberate thorqughly about all masters that appear on
our screen of consciousness. Bach of us, as a self, musi: glect and limic the
number of items each day abour which decisions m st be e rendered, Whar
we remember and what we expect need to be facrored g; ¢ deliberation; and
we could not tolerate 2 chaotic inundation of ramior;; nemories let alone
an additional chaotic array of aims and goals. Uncoa olied overstimula-
tion might lead to what Plato identified as mania, If our| brain would rake
on some of the filering and ardering responsibility ;,sgxo to our conscious
deliberation, this would maintain sanity in che face of g%w ireat of mania,

Neuroscientific studics are beginning to identify cim eiegam: yet still
miysterions pathways where this fileering and orgam§1n g take place. Epi-
sodic memory, for example, requires something that. the brain graciously
provides, namely, filcered associations of temporally disco aguous events.

“Episodic memory consists of associations of objects, sg: d time.” write
Takashi Kitamura and colleagues. “In humans and anima : thc entorhinal
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cortex (E{Z}whiéyoﬁmnpai (HPC) nerwork plays an

sodic memory, with medial EC (MEC) and lareral EC @
HPC providing spatial and object information, respectively!
of entorhinal corvex, these scientists fotnd clusters of exi
called “island cells;” which activate and suppress feeds fory

provide a conerol circuir for temporal association memory, §o

inpur from island cells to the hippocampus is regulated

cuit, “Such a regulation is crucial for optimal adaptive bene
an association of a parvicular pair of evengs may interfere wij

58 tial role in epi-
EC) inputs into

e conrrol cir
fit; too strong
associations

: 1

of other useful pairs, whereas oo weak an association for 4 given pair of

events will not result in an effective memory,”® In other

may be important signaling hubs within neural mmmcm:aﬁ s
In summary, we can thank our island celld for organizing ons
ory so that deliberation, decision, and action can take pl

consciousness.
Those rare individuals among us with extraordinary

us of our daily need to keep our memory under control, Re
University of California at Irvine study individuals wi ig
autobiographical memory (HSAM). Such persons are able ¢
conscious thoughe details of each day on their personal caiﬁn
for decades. Not just dramaric holidays, but everyday ordindr

ds, island cells
ffor memory
episodic mem-
' at the level of

W

mep

i
e

after day, year after year. Althongh these memory systems arg “not precise

video and audio recorders” the amount of derail recal

when compared o the average person. "HSAM subjects ypi

clave their special skill)” say the researchars.” But, nor e

i

led 15

vef’;}" HSAM sub-

ject. Some find too much memory in consciousness 1o be a burden; they

find themselves roreared by their recollections. The quantityle
memory does nior in jtself create 2 problem for consciousness, r
question of whether recallable memogies are well organized

willful arranging in our mental workspace. Such organiz

product of both preconscious auromaric neuro-caraloguing

efforts at filing and retrieval.

conscious

In summary, memory provides the cons
alized history organized in such 2 way thar
consistent with a select theme o identiry er

cious moment vfis:h 4 contexro-
deliberarion and decision can be
bedded in tchis zi:céil The brain

provides our mental workspace with a clearinghouse service, s ta speak. This
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Is requisite for the self as agent to deliberate, decide, and act gt the conscious

level. Maybe even at the preconscious level,

The Consclous Self as Agent

According to the self as experiential dimension model, dt-' first-person
perspective is given with consciousness, What more can {we say abour
consciousness?

Dehaene tells us what consciousness is. ;

Consciousness is global informadon breadcast:ing within the cormeg

neuronal nerwork whose raison déree is the massive sharing of pe tine
throughout the brain. . .. Thus consciousness has a precise role to

tional economy of the brain——it seleers, amyﬁﬁi*s, and propagares rg =

the computa-
n thonghes3*

This begs the question: What guides the consciousness so hat it can dever-
mine which pertinent information will i}e selected, amplﬁ -'
gared? From where does the self derive the self who takes charg
amplifying, and propagating thoughrs judged to be relevant? |
me that Dehaene may have identified the primal or Ur&ewxg@t: "
not taken the step of identifying the very self which we experiénice each day,

As we have been suggesting, the first mystery of consciogishess is subjec-
tvity and the capacity of the human subject to treat itself as ag ‘object. Neu-
rotheologian Andrew Newberg stipulates:

Iwill describe awareness as chat which refers to the subjective perspective of
environment which are actually registered within the individual’s sPhcgc of knowledge. ...
Conscionsness is relared to awareness in thar consciomsness xweprcscrgts 2
the self as object. This, the individual is both the subjective cx;ame“
which is experienced E

Dehaene calls this metacognition, “the capacity to enterrain
our thoughts™* :
In common parlance, we call this treatment of oneselfas an.

bject, reflec-

#ian. Think of looking ar yourself in a mirtor. Ate you iadki%fag; t yourself as
an object? From the outside? As if you Were someone else% A5 if the mir-
1oz image were someone other? Are you schizoid? No. Looking at yourself
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as an object is 2 single act of your }seif—awm%s. “Reflection is not a kind
of empathy, nor is it  kind of multiple personality disorder; it is a kind of
selfrawareness. It is, however, a kind of self-awareness that is essentially char-
acterized by an incernal division, difference, and alterity,™ What is decisive is
tha a prior subjectivity makes objective reflection passible, possible at every
level of human thinking, For an objectivist science ref deny the existence of
the subjectivity out of which it arose is like a tree curting off its own roots.

What is fundamental to human experience is the % -person perspective,
reflective thinking, deliberating, making decisions, and raking action. Thisis
best described as self determination, in my juégment,}% even though it is com-
monly known as free will. A scientific explanation should help usunderstand
self-decerminarion, not eliminae itji

Among the stardling facts of consciousness is the self’s deliberate employ-
ment of the brain. The self can order the brain to concentrate, to think
rationally, to think poetically, and such. Scif*mntrcg ‘hich includes brain
control is 2 part of generic human experience, So, I a@& Who is the “I” capa-
ble of ralking about “my brain? Who is it that can say|stach things as “T will
now use the rational parc of my brain” or “I will now delve inco the intuitive
part of my brain.” If the neurocenttists and reductionides are correct in their
deterministic assumptions, then anje would expect the brain to speak: “I will
now tell the mind what to think ox the self what to decide” But, such brain
directives are not part of our daily ?xperimce, %&gw&: do experience each
day is chat each of us as a self deliberates, decides, and iniciates action. The
task of the scientist and even thar of the philosopher is 19 explain our experi-
ence, not to explain it away. ‘ ‘

Neurotheologians Nancey Murphy and Warren Brown are careful to
avoid explaining self-determinism away. Whar I have b calling the “self”
they refer to as the whole organism, the whole huxgzaz# person, who exerts
top-down causation on lowerdevel physical progesses. “Determinism/
indeterminism at the neurobiological level is irrelevant]] chey say, “because
downward causation amounts to selection among’* of [constraint of low-
ee-level causal processes . . . free will [should] be seen 2s/a holistic capacity
of mature, selfreflective human ofgmmxs acting within a suirable social
context.” They clear up a misnomer: “The issue 1% not whether the laws
of neurobiology are themselves deterministic, but whether neurobiological

veductionim is true”

S S—

i
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In my judgment, reductionism is not true. Humay | bjectivity which we
experience as selfhood or ego is a reality. We cxpegi ace it daily. What we
need to do scientifically is explain it, not explain it aﬁ ay. In addition, if such
a thing as human freedom—understood as free will-+texi
scription if not an explanarion chaz; fits the dara, t:hag; cle
experience. |

I appears that the free will wiucix we mmmveiyé:
advantage of depends upon a x;a(:ess;ary feature 0? che physical substrate
upon which all human consciousness depends, napj cly, contingency. The
concept of contingency entails an open furure, a fir ure not yer predeter-
mined. Without an open furure, fx‘ec will undez&mci s self-derermination
could not be possible. To ccmangmcy and cpenﬁess in the physical world
We now turn. 1l

Before we make this turn, ler me sum up our wre ‘ s‘ nent of the three mis-
nomers. Firse, it is a misnomer to :hmk that brain resedrch is able ro explain
mental acrivities exhaustively in terms of physical dece mants. This isa mis-
nomer because the mental activities of the human self aze not reducible to
neuvonal firings, reducible to a physmal substrate. Second, it is a misnomer
to assume that decerminism precludes free actions. ; ¢ define human free-
dom as self-determination, then t}fie self becomes af;h gv eterminant among

othezs, Third, observing self-determination is What 'a!» the third mis-

nomer, namely, the assumption tha:: we can rely exg:l
global determinism: nature and nurrure. Rather, if tiw
a minimalist philosophical scheme ’Wﬁﬁid require 2 rgar ¢
natute, nurture, and self,

But this is not enough. ’ﬁaougia we need not dgfc? a global indeter-

minism when supporting the idea of human free will, nevertheless, physical
reality must provide at least 2 mzmknai opening. Conld 2 larger opening be
provided by physical contingency? %a: I have tried t9 do thus far is show
that the understanding of free will as self-determination mi
patible with Newtonian mechanicsand a pﬁﬁmphy%f ;
However, free will is more cahexﬁndg understood Wﬁ:&m !
terminism and contingency ax t&e subatomic ievek Ind
subaromic level mightbe a zzwazy even if not sufficient t condition for free
will at the human level. Now, we ase rcaéym make this tirn to the physical
world, to our cosmic and immm imme
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Cosmology, Contingency, and Human ?m@m

We now turn from the mind to the cosmos, from the braix% o the electron.
“The mind-body problem is not just a local problem, having to do with the
selation berween mind, brain, and behavior in livinganimal oganisms, but. ..
It invades our understanding of the entire cosmos and i § Mistory] writes
philosopher of science Thomas Nagel** The human self could not deliber-
axe, decide, and take effective action unless some level of con gEncy exists
in the physical substrate, in the physical universe.

For Nobel Laureate Christian de Duve, “determinism 18d constrained
contingency ... pervades the history of life* James Bradi f" similarly, sees
that “randomness is ubiquitous throughout both the living s
world™#* Skeptic Paul Kurtz helps us define the terms:

Contingencies may be accidents, chance events, érz:isadvmmreg, X
freaks, unexpected or improbable, unprediceable, unique, or bizarre, it
are caused-in the sense thar they do not pop mm existence out of ' oWhers——ve may
not know which inivial conditions or causes will q}era:e atany one am 4.1

Physicist Heny Stapp rides in the wake of ?;he Copenhagen é hool of quan-
tum mechanics, Stapp asserts with confidence char we live in ah inderermin-

istic universe. Further, physical indererminism translates diretly into human
free will understood as cansal efficacy. “Contemporary physicalt eory annuls
the chain of mechanical determinism. In a profound reversa zhe classical
physical principles, its laws make your conscious choices causally effective in

the physical world, while failing o determine, even statisticalll, what those

choices will be,** In shors, we human beings enjoy free wﬂ; because quan-
tim activity s indeserminisric.

Similarly, physicist and theologian Robert John Russell pfe§ ers the indeter-
ministic interpretation of quantum theory and, thereby, proclaims that contin-
gency lies in the fundamental physics of all material reality. He furdher congends

tharwithout contingency ar the physical level we could not cxpén enice freedom
at the human level. T'will accept this as axicm:atic for what follows _;

The philosophical position Russell affirms can be called onzalogical inde-
terminiom. “By ontological indeterminism 1 mean the phﬂsii;o' hical inver-
pretation of nature according to which there may not aiwaysgb an efficient

physical cause for every effect™ Russell’s ontological indetexminism would




find suppor: among others who make the indetermj
quantum acrivity. Referring to the uncertainty princip
ics, Nobel Prize-winning physicist Charles Townes
ity can no longer be thoughe of as deterministic. Change
or mechanistic view of the universe,

"The modern laws of science seem, then, to have rurned cur th
detesminism and rowards & world where chance plays a major|
aromic scale, bur there are siruations md times when the f:m
one stom or one electron can maverially ajﬂ"ect thelarge scale af i

entse sociery.* ;

¢ in subatomic phys-
gues that physical real-

contravenes a closed

zaway from complere

Fole. It is chance on an

change in position of

airs of life, and in fact our

I contingency characterizes the sho?z't life of the eiecrmp% soalso freedom can

H
characterize life at the level of human consciousness.

! i
What we experience at the level of consciousness is a subjective self thar

deliberates, decides, and takes action; and this action

within che framework of 2 Newtonian closed causal fexy

‘exhibics causal effi-

. If che human self

cacy in our material world. This is difficult though not gpassib!c to explain

is dubbed a cansal agent within the closed causal nexus,
becomes coherent within this worldview.

Yet, the sclection process leading to decision and
fies better with a quantum understanding of the brain
wherein the self’s decision effects the collapse of the w

to a new quantum state. According to Stapp,

then human free will

\self-determination
\physical substrate,
Function and Jeads

the selection process is essenvially a competition among the ¢

with the winner becoming the acousl experience, which is the v_. ‘
being is represenced by the transition to che fiew quantum state.
process of selecring the actualized stare entails thar the “P‘ﬂch |

Tzacion event is, effectively, the cause of this event.#7

The self's decisions are not exhaustively predetermined by

tion; rather, the selfs decisions become new derermi

“Each actualization event has its physical side, which isj 4

b riential possibilides,
a;- whose coming into

0

is conception of che

aspect of the acena).

neuronal direc-
n their own righe.
e collapse of the

wave function itself] and also its experiential side”s* Stapp could not proffer

such a hypothesis without assuming the presence of chank

or coptingency

underlying physical processes, opening physical reality ro : causative role for

human free action.
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I feiiew Seapp and Russell: Indeterminism at thé gammm fevel helps
make possible freedom ar the human level Quantusy indeterminacy is a-
necessary condition for human freedom, even if it is nat a sufficient condi-
tion. More explanation is required 1o make the move i “ m quantum indetes-
minism o human subjectivity. Even, so I'would like t& venture a paradoxical
proposition: Quantum mdesctmmacy has dctezmmccl that we would be free.

Therefore, when I speak of a dﬁtermmeé universe, I do not intend ro
eliminate or preclude the role of physmi indererminism when the world
anticipates future events, Furuse events are ccnmngﬁf g even at the strictly
physical level. When I speak of 2 derermined universg [ speak of past events
in the physical wotld as already determined and determi ing; and I speak of
the human self as a dererminant for/some furure eve 8. My position cannot
be described as exhaustively decerministic in the Newsonian or dlockwork
sense. More in the next section, i

&wge Flils’s Three Canses

live in a determined
] fundamental phys-
gessity, randomness

1 opened this chapter by asserting that it appears that w
universe. It seems that our universe has derermined
ical processes will include contingency along wi
alongwith order, chance along with destiny. Arthe human level, we have been
determined o be free, free to contribute to the determini g of furure events.

Not everyone would aggee. Foﬁqmng Pm'rc«&méra, arquis de Laplace
(1749-1827), Cambridge physicist Stephcn Hawicmgadwi{mes what he calls
“scientific determinjsm” chisway: | ‘

Given the stare of the universe at one ame, 2 complete set of Jaws fully devermines both
the fueure and the past. This would cxckzéc the possibility eg' iracles or an active role
for God.... A sciendficlawisnota sczcﬂtaﬁc law if it holds only when some supernarnral
being decides not to Intervene.”

The cosmic dererminism espms&:d by Hawking apg 5 to the earliest big
bang universe as well as to everyday mental activity, Where is the contin-
gency we experience and observe? Where is the self-derefminarion that arises
out of our physical history? Must Hawking’s deterministic interpretation of

physics reign unchallenged?
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We can challenge such a global determinism by i
domness, and unpredicrability. According ro math gt
gist George Ellis, we live in an underdetermined world, ||

Irreducible randomnsss occurs in physics atjk the quantum level, « 1
mology and the existence of life on Earth, Ific were not for this ras
stuck in the vice of dererminism and outm:fnes would be limic :
vis there, a5 part of the design of the universes® 1

Randomness, says Ellis, insures that the physical univesde escapes the vice
grip of a toral dererminism, » ’

For Ellis, three kinds of causation characterize the
and macroscope: necessity, puzpose, and chance, Necess iry
impersonal quality. It is the heart of physics and chemistr
fully described by mathemarical cquagiions.” Purpose, on
the core of human being, as well indeed of all life, Al livi
some kind of purpose or funcrion in their structure 4
chance :

verse in its micro-
"has an inexorable
Tt can be success-
the other hand, “s
g entities embody

actions.” Finally,

i [

embodics the idea of randomness, implying a lack of purpose or ‘ ning. Things just
happen that way, not becanse it ﬁwwivzabic,;E but because ir's ., and maybe prob-
able. It is prevalent in the real universe %tccm,rsc of che Eazgcnun%c  of unrelared canses
that influence events, and in particular becavse of the vase numb%fzs bf micro-events thar
underlic all macroscopic outcomes, All thrée kinds of maﬁvg? occur in an intricace

inwerplay in the real universe®

The initial conditions at our universe’s origin—at the bigbang—determined
that the physics and hence the biology of what would w would include
contingency, randomness, and chance. The big bang did nb predetermine
actual events; rathes, the principles by which quantum j%h: sical and subse-
quent biological processes operate were determined to incl e contingency,
randomness, and chance. It may seem odd to say thar zmé}t inisme is deter-
misned ot indeterminism determines other events, but I wish 10 ready us to see
the sense in saying thac human free actions are considersd 2 form of deter
minism, namely, self-determination, |

What happencd at the big bang and what happens atzh
both prepare the physical stage for the drama of meaning th
human subjectiviey. Ellis writes,

/4

Guantum level
it takes place in
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There is muich evidence dhar molecular mchmcry in biology is dési
randomness vo ateain irs desired resules, . ?inﬂ ismuealointe ;
behaviour, and in pardienlar as regards how the brain functions. . . .
nessed through the process of adaprive selecrion, which allows i’ugh it le
meaning to emexge. I is then a virtae, niot a vice; ir allows purpose w0 be an active agent
by selecting desired outcomes from a range of p&sﬂbﬂh&m& 55 :

In surm, selected outcomes by a thinking sc!f take advantaga i:
domness and are thereby ;;repared to canmbum w0 mtamng ,
fevel.

erﬁs:d by necessity, perhaps thay could iise the term “ps
warrant for damngmshmg pmdetcrmmzsm from determi

tion must have been in pare self- detexmmed in the mome\rga: i which it pre-

cipitared the action.”™ Freedom as seif de::ermmamn ‘,v

pz&éetermmman versus determinacion thhm a contmgent\ lopen furure?

Why are we going back o the big bamg'or to subatomic ;:ih ics to look for
contingency? Because physical wmmgcmjxy isa precursor mh tan freedom.
To deny physical czmt:mgmcy provzdas zhc groands for den ing

The molecalar basis of biology shows that hwlagtcal processes are go o
physics and chemisrry and therefore areas d:tmfmncd asthearbitso
experiments in neuroscience suppor the view ti’m;: itis onr physicalb
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known laws of scienee, that desermines our acs:xwas, and notsome that exists out-
behavior is dater-

side those laws. . .. It is hard co imagine how free will can operate if o onr
mined by physical law, so ir szems that we are no more than &mlogm;‘ machines and that

frec will is juse an illusion®

Hawking creates an unnecessary problem: The self-decerminati
ence daily from 2 firse-person perspective is dubbed an ill
who expects some day to provide an exhaustive explanation |
son perspective. What if the physics which underlies bo t%
even the psychology of the human pe,rspn derermines inde
this indererminism, in rurn, makes passxbie self-determinaioy

Here is a caveat; Underlying quantum physical indeterm
be a necessary—though not a sufficient—condition for ¢ "
the biological level of subjectivity and, in turn, the conscions abili
decisions as well as to perceive meaning in history®

ism appears to

Condusion

There is indeed a self, but what we call “self-identicy” is a. ;; geess and nota
fixed entity. This process is underway at aii times when we arg conscious. “So
the conscious self isn’t located in any pamczziar part of thmb ain; rather, itis
whit’s known as an emergent phcnumenﬁn ”5 Given that the self is a process
always in motion, so to speak, what dmmguxshes one’s scﬁf' from another is
jts particular history, A selfisa bmgraphy, astory, a nartativ 5. As a story, the
human self has a past it remembers and 4 future ic anticipare 45 The meaning
of the present moment is determined hy jts contexe in ti‘m arger text, the
total story. “Do you really want o know wha I am?” asks Jennifer Ouellerre.
“Let e tell you a story”™ ‘

The story Ouellerze tells aboue hcrseif is unique, ;umas} the story each
one of us would tell would be mmiariy unique. Not one of chese autobi-
ographical stories is predetermined by the antecedent pb if:s of the uni-
verse. Rather, cach unique self-story axhénts continuity with underlying
physical principles along with singular paz:hs made posszi:%ék: by contingency
in the underlying physics. What we refer to as buman ﬁ‘e dom is acraally
self-determinasion produced by the threefold sequenge W
consciousness: deliberation, decision, and action. One’s bit
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Gl |
after-the-fact account of the history of one person’s contingent decisions
and experiences. 1

, : ) X75ts, and what we mean
by free will is self-determinasion, What ! have lefe um:c;a,i :
matter of the bound will and its liberation by émm:%}éf
wait for another trearment. i

Finally, 2 cosmic comment. Perhaps there is good aLon that the universe
we live in appears determined. In saying this,  am not embracing a docerine
of global determinism characteristic of Newtonian nechanics, according to
which all events are predestined due to a toral cosmid mechanism, Nor am
I saying that our present moment can be explained exhaustively as the effect
of past causes. I acknowledge and even celebrate how physical universe
makes room for contingency and ¢ven unpredicrabiligy in events, Specific
events are underdetermined in this determined universe. Might we say that
underdetermined events are determined to be undetdetermined? This is
incidental to my thesis, however, which goes like thmg fiiman free will exists
and it takes the form of self-determination. At least some contingent histori-
cal events are determined, determined by a human sfg. ect who deliberares,
decides, and takes action. CH

:
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L. Bvolution has dezermined thae we would be free, says Phili

p £

the condition of existence in which humans unavoidably face the ne
cholces and of constructing the srorfes thar contexrualize and henee jlige
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|
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this supescamputer. Former US. President Barack Obama asked for the first § o million to
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Zhoughes {(New Yorks Viking, 2014, 13. Alongwith Jean-Pierre Changeux, Dchaene proffers
8 workspare theory of human consciousness, Awareness moves fiom subconsgions to con-
scious only when we pay accention to specific sets of in ormation in our brains, informarion
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EDITORIAL
Free Will in Science, Philosophy, and Theolo gy

The 2018 CTNS publication, God’s Providence and Randomness in Bture, provides scholars
with a critical if not indispensable treatment of autopoiesis -ll ely creativity] within
God’s evolutionary creation. In my contribution, “Contingency and Freedom in Brains
and Selves,” I advance this thesis: human JSree will exists, and what ‘we mean by free will is
self-determination. The human self exercises free will in the form of| deliberation, decision,
and action. Such self-determination, along with nature and nurture make up a three-part
determinism. This thesis is important in the face of free-will-denic s, especially by those
today who conscript neuroscience in support of their materialistic, d i'! ministic, and reduc-
tionist doctrines. What I did not do in that book chapter, however, as connect the scientific

and philosophical treatment of free will with the distinctively Christian understanding of
freedom.
Here is the paradox: what looks like free will philosophically looks|like a bound will theo-

logically. According to the Augustinian tradition, the natural self is inc Urvatus in se, curved in
upon itself. The self cannot but express itself on behalf of its own -?’ interest. What in the
wider culture is celebrated as free will is nothing more than subjective arbitrariness, the una-
voidable choosing of what would be in a person’s own self-interest. I sum, subjective arbi-
trariness can be satisfactorily accounted for when drawing upon neungscience and quantum
physics; while Christian freedom remains unaddressed and a.«».ﬁ.. ined in the wider
current discussions. This editorial adds what is missing. | |

Free Will in Science and Philosophy ]

I fear I need to supplement what I said in my book chapter, “Contingency and Freedom in
Brains and Selves.” While reviewing the latest findings in neuroscien :I and neurophilosophy
along with the debate among physicists regarding contingency at the quantum level, that
article posed two connected questions: (1) does human free will exic ? and (2) is human
free will connected to contingency in the physical realm? Here is my answer to the first ques-
tion: human free will exists, and what we mean by free will is self-de I ination. What we
experience as free will is actually the self engaged in deliberation, deci dion and action.

T argued that this understanding of free will as self-determination might be made compa-

tible with Newtonian mechanics and a philosophy of global determinism. However, free will
is more coherently understood within the context of a positive answer to the second ques-
tion: indeterminism and contingency at the subatomic level provid ;rl € necessary even if
not sufficient condition for free will at the human level. Contin gency in the physical
domain as well as the human domain is due to the dialectic between necessi and random-
ness at the fundamental level of reality, at the level of sub-atomic quantum activity. Human

freedom is an indirect byproduct of this underlying structure of physical interaction. That
was my argument. , oy |

I advanced my argument after conceding an axiom formulated by philosopher Michael
Gazzaniga: “We are personally responsible agents and are to be helj ccountable for our
actions, even though we live in a determined universe.”> With this axiorr 1 n mind, I defended
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a three part determinism: nature, nurture, and self. Our human self is determined by nature
[genes, brain] and nurture [environment, experience], to be sure; but our self also determines
in part the course of events in our physical history.

I sought to rescue the human self from disintegration and dissolution by neurocentrist phi-
losophers such as Daniel Dennett and Thomas Metzinger) Against the attacks by these free-

ill-deniers, I sought to defend free will as self-determina i§l., But, this was strictly a scientific
and philosophical struggle. It was not theological. ‘

Once theology enters the skirmish over human free will, the battle takes a different turn.
After defending the citadel of selfhood from reductionlst bombardment, the theologian
breaks down the protective walls and delivers the self tc both neighbor and enemy in
selfless love. Rather than protect the self, the theologian |tries to give the self away. And to
make matters more confusing, the theologian’s trumpet ra lt! us to liberate the self from itself,

Freedom simply does not mean the same thing for boththe philosopher and the theologian
alike. Here in this brief editorial, I'd like to augment the pre ous exposition of human freedom
with a concise answer to the question: just what is distinctively Christian freedom?

Self-Determination and Christian Freedom

To establish the existence of free will understood as human & elf-determination is not yet to deal
with Christian anthropology; it does not yet address the fre e m that results from the gospel of
divine grace. ‘

In a previous work attending to the implications of so-called genetic determinism, I enum-
erated four extant concepts of freedom: (1) Dpolitical freedom o liberty; (2) natural freedom, free
will, or self-determination; (3) moral Jreedom or virtue or|the capacity to orient one’s self
toward the good or toward God; and (4) future freedom)|or the capacity for influencing
future events.® That is the background. In the foreground, I argued in the article, “Contingency
and Freedom in Brains and Selves,” for the existence of freed 0m in the first, second and fourth
senses. Freedom is exacted subjectively through deliberation|and decision combined with the
kind of action that influences the future state of affairs, ||

This model of freedom as self-determination is by no means foreign to the theologian. Even
Karl Barth can acknowledge: “A free man is one who choose decides, and determines himself
and who acts according to his thoughts, words, and deeds. ’ Or, in the words of John Cobb,

“Self-determination ... must mean that the intention was not/in its turn a product of antece-
dent factors alone. Instead the intention must have been in Py self-determined in the moment
in which it precipitated the action.” Natural freedom buttres ed by political liberty betoken
human beings who exhibit future freedom: we can ma history through deliberation,
decision, and activity. I

Even so, there is something else chiseled into Christiax [theology which determines its
singular profile. To see what marks distinctively Christian freedom, we turn to the third in
the above list, namely, moral freedom. Moral freedom incl :« es the commitment of the self
alue-that is, a virtue. Christian

to sacrifice itself in order to embody a selfless principle or
Jreedom is a form of moral freedom, but it is the neighbor’ ' elfare rather than an abstract
value to which the self becomes sacrificed. The result is a froed om from the self on behalf of

freedom for loving the neighbor. I

If we understand free will as self-determination, how is it ¢ ossible for the self to take action
on behalf of some good that is other to the self? To pursue q" e is to pursue a good for the
sake of the good, not for the sake of the self. When it comes to distin ctively Christian freedom,
these]fsetstheselfaside,sotospeak, in order to pursue the ;E od of the neighbor. Christians
are here asking our precious self to transcend itself l
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From the point of view of the Christian theologian or ethicist, what we call free will is in fact
t at liberty to represent fully
e Augustinian tradition, the
: i cannot but express itself on

torated as free will is nothing

In the face of this bound wil, what Christians intend by the
love neighbor requires liberation from this bondage to the se
challenge in the form of a stark paradox:

The Christian individual is a completely free lord of all, subject
The Christian individual is a completely dutiful servant of all, sub

God's grace liberates the self from the selfin order for the self to
Hinlicky employs the term, decentering, to make this point.

So true freedom on the earth consists in such decentering freedo,

in love and hope; freedom in faith from all other claims of allegia
martyrs refusing to bend the knee to the bullies or to sell one’s
Decentering is to dwell in Christ by faith that works in love (and

m self for others and all
e, and just so the Spirit’s
¢ soul t? their sycophants.

of loving either God or
om is here understood as
avo Guttierrez follows up.

Love in the form of agape love describes a human person in the 4
neighborinsuchawaythathisorherselfistranscended. Freed
freedom from the selfand for the neighbor. Liberation theologian G Fll

Freedom is a central element of the Christian message ... .It is necessary to consider a
freedom from and a freedom Jor. The former points to sin, to greed, to oppression, to injus-
tice, to need; conditions that all require liberation. The latter poiits to the reason for this
freedom: love, that is communion, is the final stage of liberation, Freedom Jfor gives a pro-
found meaning to freedom from.?

The Paradox: Selfless-Expression and Self-Expression i |

What does this imply for the scientific and Philosophical debate? Self-determination does
Dot go away. Even in the case of Christian freedom, we can observe that it is still the
human self which deliberates, decides, and acts. Even the liberated

Dy a self that deliberates
n and decision centered

frame separated let alone
’on. Paradoxically, “the

not be in the immediate
r us.” In the service of

Even when graced by God’s power, one may never in this life
liberated totally from the self which is engaged in self-dete

requires the self to transcend itself in love,
From the perspective of the human world, the person Iiberated by
rugged individualist: mission-bent, self-creative, independent, and

ine grace looks like a
ageous. Eastern Ortho-
an freedom, and human

is a good gift because it
: to grow into the divine
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Here is the point: loving one’s neighbor or loving God fi
the form of self-expression, even when engaged in moral
beloved. This paradox is unavoidable. We must accept the
actions will inevitably include self-expression and self-d ==
toward a good which transcends the self. Pure selfless acti
neighbor and loving God is possible. This led Luther to
“Be a sinner and sin boldly, but believe and rejoice in Christ ¢
ious over sin, death, and the world.”**

Dl

Conclusion

In the book chapter, “Contingehcy and Freedom in Brai
human free will exists, and what we mean by free will is
tended that the human self exercises free will in the fo

action. I defended this model of human freedom over a g

who seek to reduce what we experience as free will to 3
nature and nurture.

Here in this editorial, I have supplemented that argume;
concept of Christian freedom. On the surface, the doctrine
sacrifice the very self earlier defended when morally prescrib:
bor. It appears that the very self 1 had defended philosophical

given away theologically.

What actually happens, however, is that the human se

becomes capable of self-transcendence. This is a moral se]
self over to a principle of virtue or to the well-being of a
loving requires self-generated initiative, creativity, and co
the self defines the self as a giving self. This makes the self
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