	I’m going to tell you about some changes in science’s conception of the connection between,,,and hence in science’s conception of  both your essential nature as a human being, and  the validity of the idea that you possess “Free Will”!

	

	Your Mind vs Your Brain
	Classical vs Quantum

	The Third Power:  Free Will

	Your Mind= Your thoughts, 
Ideas, & feelings:
1.Feelings: joys & sorrows, 
                  conscious intent
2. Sensations: color & form
3. Experienced Understandings: 

      Math & Philos concepts.
	Classical Mechanics—17th Newton
    1. Physical Determinism.
    2. Means You’re a Mechanical Automaton.

    3.  Causally, mind can be ignored!
Mind has no effect on physical beyond what is fixed by the physical alone!
The illusion of conscious will! 
Reigned 200years!

   20th Century: Incompatible with emp ph.! 

CM replaced as our basic theory by QM!

	THE OBSERVER’S CHOICE OF PROBING QUESTION: 

1. IS NOT DETERMINED BY THE SCHR. EQN, == QUANTUM ANALOG OF CM PHYSICAL DETERMINISM, 
2. NOR BY THE QUANTUM ELEMENT OF RANDOMNESS, WHICH ENTERS ONLY IN NATURE’S LOGICALLY SUBSEQUENT REPLY TO THE QUESTION. 
3. THUS  OBSERVER’S CHOICES ARE IN THIS SPECIFIC SENSE “FREE CHOICES”! 

	Your Brain consists of some physically described things located inside your skull.
Physically described things are things described by ascribing
mathematical properties to 

space-time points, or to tiny space-time regions.
1. bones, brain, nerve fibers
2. Ions

3. Electrons
	Reversal: Physical ((Mental

CM=Set of Rules relating physical events!
QM=Set of Rules relating psychol. events!

CM: Can know everything  without    disturbing anything!
Thus knowledge is effectively merely a portion of the physical description.
QM profoundly different from CM on this

QM: What you can know very different from what is physically described!!!

QM: Knowledge cannot = phys. described
QM Needs and provides a theory of 
     “acquisition of knowledge’
	 Thus QM identifies Three Powers: 
1. Physical Determinism.

2. The Observers’ FREE CHOICES of Questions.
3. Nature’s Statistically Governed Replies.
The observer’s “free choices” affect the quantum state of the observed system!

These “free choices” have physical effects!

	I am going to compare the conceptions of the connections between your mind and your brain specified in two different theories,
Classical Mechanics (CM), and

Quantum Mechanics (QM). 
	ACQUISITION OF KNOWLEDGE IN QM
1. THE OBSERVER MUST FIRST CHOOSE
 A QUESTION from among a limited set of options. 
2. THEN NATURE CHOOSES A STATISTICALLY CONTROLLED REPLY! 
3. EACH ACQUISITION OF KNOWLEDGE       REDUCES THE PHYSICAL STATE TO  THE PART COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEW 

KNOWLEDGE!  


	Do You Have FREE WILL?
Usual argument says NO!
  Classical physics says no, due to phys. determin.     
  Going to Quantum Mechanics does not help!   
   It merely introduces unhelpful “Chance”!

Usual argument is faulty because 
    QM  has, besides determinism and chance, 

a third power:: the observer’s free choices!
Combining this with the quantum Zeno effect 

explains how willful effort can convert the idea of an action into that action! [James/Hume]

“When a person is possessed of any power, there is no more required to convert it into action but the exertion of the will.”   David Hume

	These arguments were based on the Copenhagen-von Neumann version of quantum mechanics, which is built upon
“’our knowledge” and “collapses of the quantum state in association with increments of knowledge”. But some physicists
reject this orthodox approach, and try to construct physical theories that do not depend on human knowledge.

But I think most scientists accept the empiricist position that our knowledge of the physical world is derived from empirical phenomena, and that a secure physical theory should rest on the structure of the empirical phenomena, rather than on intuitions and traditions.
Empirical phenomena are increments in the knowledge of human observers. Thus an empirically adequate theory must

deal adequately with the changing knowledge of human observers, and the intersubjective agreement of communicating observers.
Hence they must, I believe, eventually bring in, effectively, the knowledge of human observers, and the associated collapses, 
that characterize the orthodox approach.



