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  By the wording "ontological homology," the paper intends to convey that we 

witness a horde of structural parallelisms among the three processes and/or 

entities: language, consciousness, and consciousness of freedom.  Our minds are 

a hierarchy of sets of processing gadgets (cf. Minsky’s concept of the “society 

of mind”), which are constituted of essentially identifiable and finite 

structures of brain cells and organs of sensation.  Thus, consciousness is a 

mental process that is brought about by some activation of specifiable portions 

of a hierarchical nature.  Consciousness of freedom is also defined in terms 

of the range of behaviours of mental gadgets that are specifiable and finite.  

Hence, freedom is restricted in nature, and in the same vein, freedom evolves 

if the number of mental processing gadgets increases or if the constitution of 

the hierarchy is somehow changed.  Language is a system or a hierarchy of gadgets 

that defines the set of grammatical outputs.  Crucially the outputs of the system 

of the mind are felicitous outputs from the system.  And the felicitous output 

is identified and evaluated by game-theoretic pay-off relationships.  The 

theoretical model of the mind internalizes hierarchically organized 

computational gadgets that give more than one mental strategy.  The outputs of 

the system are states of equilibria among the computational strategies.  The 

processes of consciousness, freedom and language are games among these gadgets. 

  The theoretical framework of the present paper militates against a major 

assumption in the Optimality Theory (henceforth, OT) by Prince, McCarthy and 

Smolensky, which declares to totally abandon any reference to the derivational 

contents in the grammar of language:  Richness of the Base Hypothesis.  Thus, 

the candidate forms are assumed to be “the same in every language” (McCarthy 

(2002:8)).  Pace Chomsky’s (1968) comment “A grammar is not an algorithm for 

computing that function nor is it a description of how speakers actually go about 

computing that function,” OT faces with an unsolvable problem, which is 

articulated as follows:  Is the set of faithfulness constraints applicable to 

the input (base) forms GEN that are enumerated with no principled restrictions?  

Our game-theoretic approach assumes specifications on computational gadgets so 

that it gives a natural explanation for the fact that the range of the possible 

inputs is virtually specifiable. 


