


Possible Mechanism of Human Thought





The brains of newborns are quite…basic, for want of a better word. There are very few neurological connections that constitute our so called ‘faculties’, ranging from the ordinary (like recognition of an object) to the profound (composition of a symphony, for example). The connections are created as we gather experience and knowledge. These ‘connections’ are what make up an individual. We do gain some ‘instincts’ ‘by birth’; that is, through our genetic setup and heredity. However, it is our acquired experiences that define us as individuals. The same person, brought up in different circumstances, will ultimately result in different individuals. This experiment could be done using clones. Clones have identical genetic setup, down to the initial ‘wiring’ of their brains. So they should (and would) have the same personality if brought up in identical conditions. If three clones are born and raised by the same parents in the same locality, sent to the same schools, exposed to the same amount of human knowledge (say they are taught Greek, fishing, and how to play the guitar), it is expected that they will have the same personalities when and as they grow up. If, by careful control, they are subjected to the same set of experiences down to the last minute detail (an extremely difficult job, but conceivable), we can say with reasonable confidence that they would evolve into identical individuals [I will come back to the italics later]. I define identical individuals thus: identical individuals experience the same set of emotions on receiving the same set of stimuli and act in identical fashion, that is, take the same judgemental decisions on encountering the same options. For example, identical individuals might choose to walk the stairs even when there is a lift. It ultimately boils down to two things; reactions to stimuli and choice. Individuals could be said to be identical on the basis of these two criteria.


	What would now happen if the experimental conditions are different for different clones? Quite simply, they would not become identical individuals. Just as changing the experimental conditions of a Physics experiment gives different results, similarly changing the conditions under which a clone grows up makes different individuals. The brain ‘wiring’ becomes different. The clones no longer react the same way to the same set of stimuli or make the same choices on being confronted with the same options {actually, they might make the same choices if the number of options is small. But that is a statistical fact. Identical individuals, by definition, make the same choices in case of a> when the number of options is infinite and b> when number of options might be finite, but the same choices are made in an infinite number of situations, each situation comprising of a finite number of choices}. 


	Now I arrive at the two words I italicised. I have talked about identical individuals. I have defined the conditions under which we might call two individuals identical [thinking back, identical individuals is an oxymoron, a contradiction of terms- but I’ll stick with it]. Their might be further conditions to define identical individuals, but I’ll work with these two at present. In defining the conditions, I have neglected the omnipresence of quantum mechanics. I have assumed determinism. Faced with the same stimuli or options, identical individuals take identical courses of actions by definition. But quantum mechanics, or rather Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle (HUP), prevents my use of the word identical. Our brain is a quantum mechanical device and hence obeys, or is expected to obey, HUP. If that is so, then even if we monitor the conditions under which clones grow up “down to the last minute detail”, we cannot ensure the creation of identical individuals. HUP makes sure of that. There is no way that the brain-wirings in two individuals can be made absolutely identical. So, statistically, our ‘identical individuals’ cannot be expected to make the same set of choices for the same set of options in all cases. They will of course make a great number of identical decisions, but not all. In course of time, as they grow up/evolve, they will drift further and further apart from one another in view of the two conditions. If they could be made immortal, even if they be kept under the same external exposure conditions, after infinite time, they will become completely different individuals having no correlations as regards their behaviour. In short, the experiment is doomed to failure.


Keeping in mind the results of this gedanken experiment, we can now have a look at “transcendental” experiences. Kantian philosophy says about transcendental experiences- “of or relating to experience as determined by the mind's makeup: transcending experience but not human knowledge” (Encyclopaedia Britannica). I believe this is an interesting definition, one on which one can deliberate further. But I shall take a different course. 


No law has yet been discovered that can predict thoughts. It is most probable that none ever will. The brain, as we saw from the experiment, is not a deterministic system. Confronted with the same options, it cannot be expected to make the same choices each time. However, one can reasonably predict the course of action a multitude of individuals will take when confronted with the same situations. Human beings, when alone, are unpredictable. As a mass, the predictability rises. For example, if a person walking down an empty street hears a shot, he will either run away (fear) or try to investigate the cause of the sound (curiosity). He might also check if someone is injured and try to call for medical help (fellow-feeling) as well as alert the authorities (civil responsibility). But what would happen if say a thousand people take out a rally on the same street and hear the shot. There will be a stampede. [Both types of reactions depend on the shot being a sudden one. The people should not even have an inkling that there could be a possibility of a shot.]  An ensemble of human beings is predictable; a single one is not. 


However, in spite of such inherent unpredictability, why is it that we do predictable things at all? Why does a fruit vendor sell his fruits rather than eat them up? Why aren’t all humans unpredictable at all times? (Some, of course, are-but they are a rarity.) The answer is that we grow up under a set of rules or guidelines that we learn from our parents, our teachers, our society and our surroundings that help us survive and become “good human beings”. Being a social animal, humans adhere to these rules in order to preserve the social structure. This makes us predictable. Response to external stimuli or choice-making-instead of following a completely random distribution-contains a “most probable response/choice”. How so like the behaviour of Maxwellian gases!


I have written a great many words. I do not know how far I am correct, or if what I have written is just pure gibberish. I just put down what came uppermost to my mind, without pausing to reflect further. However, I do believe that unravelling the mysteries of the mechanism of thought is, doubtless, one of the greatest journeys undertaken by the human intellect. 





