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Представляем специальный тематический номер нашего журнала,
посвященный отдельному направлению в современной философии –
аналитической философии сознания. Это первый опыт такого рода, ко4
торый покажет приемлемость данной практики для будущего.

Редакторами номера и авторами редакционной статьи выступи4
ли приглашенные специалисты – И.Г. Гаспаров (Воронежская госу4
дарственная медицинская академия им. Н.Н. Бурденко) и С.М. Ле4
вин (Национальный исследовательский университет Высшая школа
экономики). Все материалы прошли установленную процедуру экс4
пертного рецензирования и были рекомендованы к печати редкол4
легией.

СОВРЕМЕННАЯ АНАЛИТИЧЕСКАЯ ФИЛОСОФИЯ

СОЗНАНИЯ: ВЫЗОВЫ И РЕШЕНИЯ1

CONTEMPORARY ANALITYC PHILOSOPHY OF MIND:

CHALLENGES AND SOLUTIONS

Цель настоящей статьи – описать парадигму современной анали4
тической философии сознания, с одной стороны, обозначив основ4
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В статье утверждается, что парадигма, в которой развивается аналитическая
философия сознания, может быть охарактеризована тремя основными элемен

тами: натурализм, учет данных эмпирических исследований и адекватное объ

яснение субъективного опыта. Популярность натурализма в современной ана

литической философии сознания совмещается с его неоднородностью. В ста

тье различаются натурализм в широком и узком смыслах, а также
методологический и онтологический натурализм. Учет эмпирических данных
представляется точкой максимального консенсуса в современной аналитиче

ской философии сознания. Все магистральные направления философии созна

ния – материализм, функционализм, дуализм – включают в свою аргументацию
экспериментальные данные. Объяснение субъективного опыта также многооб

разно – от постулирования особой онтологии ощущений до их полной элимина

ции. Вне зависимости от выбранной концептуальной стратегии большинство
философов сегодня соглашается с тем, что без адекватного объяснения субъек

тивного опыта у нас не может быть удовлетворительной теории сознания. В за

ключение статьи делается вывод о том, что сохранение текущей парадигмы за

висит от успешности объяснения субъективного опыта в рамках натурализма
и эмпиризма.
Ключевые слова: философия сознания, дуализм, материализм, физикализм,
функционализм, натурализм. эмпиризм.
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ные узловые точки, вокруг которых формируются главные
дискуссии этой области философского дискурса, и показав
многообразие позиций, присутствующих в аналитической
традиции, – с другой.

C самого начала существования аналитической филосо4
фии вопрос о природе сознания занимал в ней одно из цен4
тральных мест. Обычно в качестве основополагающего труда
в этой области называют вышедшую в 1949 г. книгу Г. Райла
«Понятие сознания» [Flanagan, and Honderich, 1995:
570–572]. Однако еще в 1921 г. вышли лекции Б. Рассела под
заголовком «Анализ сознания» [Russell, 1921]. В промежутке
между этими двумя публикациями можно отметить также вы4
ход целого ряда важных работ, посвященных философии со4
знания, среди которых следует упомянуть труды Ч. Броуда
[Broad, 1925] и Г. Прайса [Price, 1932]. Тем не менее райлов4
ское «Понятие сознания» в определенном смысле можно счи4
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In the paper, we argue that the paradigm of contemporary analytic
philosophy of mind has three main theoretical elements: naturalism,
respect to empirical data and the search for adequate explanation of
subjective experience.
The paper begins with a brief overview of the history of the beginning of
analytic philosophy of mind, with a description of its coming to Russia.
Then every theoretical element of contemporary philosophy of mind is
analyzed and their exemplification in the work of philosophers exposed.
Naturalism is very popular in contemporary analytic philosophy of mind
and it has many varieties. In the article, we specify naturalism in strong
and weak senses, methodological and ontological naturalism. The
shortcomings for the naturalistic in the strong sense explanation of
mind are considered.
Taking into account empirical data looks like a maximum consensus in
contemporary analytic philosophy of mind. All major lines in philoso-
phy of mind – materialism, functionalism, dualism – are trying to
strengthen their arguments with a help from empirical data. Materia-
lism tend to go by neuroscience due to its theoretical foundations.
Debates around functionalism today include empirical data from so-
ciology and psychology. Moreover even the proponents of dualism,
usually perceived as anti-naturalists, tend to include neuro-cognitive
research in their conceptual schema.
Explaining subjective experience may take radically different forms- from
postulating extra ontology of sensation to its total elimination. Never-
theless the choosing the strategy of explanation nearly everyone in the
field agree that there could not be any satisfactory explanation of mind
unless we have and adequate explanation of subjective experience.
In the end, we conclude that the welfare of the current paradigm of
philosophy of mind depends on successful explanation of subjecting
experience within the naturalistic framework and with a firm empirical
data support.
Keywords: philosophy of mind, dualism, materialism, physicalism,
functionalism, naturalism, empirism.



тать поворотным моментом в формировании современной
аналитической философии сознания.

В лекциях 1921 г. Рассел отмечает, что среди философов
материалисты «встречались не часто» [Russell, 1921: 7]. В от4
ношении современной философии верно как раз обратное.
Материализм является наиболее распространенной позици4
ей, тогда как на дуализм большинство смотрит с подозрени4
ем, если не с явным неприятием2. Такая ситуация едва ли бы4
ла бы возможна без радикальной критики картезианства,
развернутой Райлом в «Понятии сознания». Его метафора
«призрака в машине» отворила дверь другой популярной ме4
тафоре, принадлежащей Д. Деннету, – «картезианский те4
атр». Можно утверждать, что в 19504х гг. изменяется сама па4
радигма, в которой развивается аналитическая философия
сознания.

В Советском Союзе аналитическая философия никогда не
была приоритетным направлением философских и истори4
ко4философских изысканий. То, что попадало в поле внима4
ния исследователей, как правило, касалось логики, филосо4
фии языка, теории познания, философии науки. Философия
сознания оставалась по преимуществу в тени. В книгах совет4
ских философов, писавших на тему сознания ([Дубровский,
1971; Тугаринов, 1971]), можно обнаружить вопросы, схожие
с теми, которыми задаются аналитические философы созна4
ния, но это сходство требует отдельной концептуальной ра4
боты для установления тематического единства. В советской
философии ссылки на ключевые фигуры аналитической фи4
лософии сознания не носили сколько4нибудь массовый ха4
рактер, а их труды редко включались учебные планы будущих
философов4специалистов. Перевод отдельных работ (Л. Вит4
генштейн, Б. Рассел) не менял общего положения дел.

Сегодня ситуация с аналитической философией сознания
в России меняется к лучшему. С первой половины нулевых
стали регулярно проходить научные мероприятия, посвящен4
ные современной философии сознания. В МГУ, ИФ РАН,
РГГУ, ВШЭ, СПбГУ появились спецкурсы по философии со4
знания. Переводческая активность, в которой особая роль
принадлежала А.Ф. Грязнову, привела к появлению на рус4
ском языке немалого числа книг по аналитической филосо4
фии сознания ([Райл, 1999; Прист, 2000; Сёрл, 2002; Деннет,

CÎÂÐÅÌÅÍÍÀß ÀÍÀËÈÒÈ×ÅÑÊÀß ÔÈËÎÑÎÔÈß ÑÎÇÍÀÍÈß
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2004; Пинкер, 2004; Чалмерс, 2013]), что позволяет как со4
ставлять достаточно представительные русскоязычные спец4
курсы, так и иметь свободу выбора при освещении темы со4
знания в общих курсах философии. Полезным инструментом,
способствующим ориентации в мире философии сознания
для русскоязычного читателя, выступают словари и энцикло4
педии, где взгляды на ее ключевые понятия раскрываются
в связи другими понятиями аналитической философии [Каса4
вин, 2009; Никоненко, 2015]. К аналитической философии
сознания в России сегодня приковано заметное исследова4
тельское внимание. Появились монографии по философии
сознания, находящиеся в русле аналитической традиции
[Юлина, 2004; Васильев, 2009; 2014; Нагуманова, 2011; Вол4
ков, 2012; Иванов, 2013]. В ведущих отечественных философ4
ских журналах все чаще публикуются статьи соответствую4
щей тематики [Иванов, 2011; Касавин, 2012; Михайлов, 2012;
Мерзляков, 2013; Кузнецов, 2014; Секацкая, 2014]. Сложи4
лись устойчивые исследовательские коллективы – Москов4
ский центр исследования сознания (А.П. Беседин, В.В. Ва4
сильев, Д.В. Волков, А.В. Кузнецов и др.); Научный совет РАН
по методологии искусственного интеллекта (Д.И. Дубровский,
Д.В. Иванов, В.А. Лекторский и др.); Санкт4Петербургский
центр философии сознания (С.М. Левин, Д.Н. Разеев, М.А. Се4
кацкая, Д.В. Чирва и др.). При этом приходится признать, что
авторы, аффилированные с российскими университетами, се4
годня не относятся к разряду широко цитируемых и известных
за пределами России философов сознания. Хочется надеять4
ся, что перечисленная образовательная, переводческая и ис4
следовательская активность рано или поздно приведет к тому,
что отечественная философия сознания не просто встроится
в парадигму аналитической философии сознания, но будет
принимать участие в ее дальнейшем развитии.

Если попытаться сформулировать, что собой представляет
эта парадигма в начале XXI в., то большинство из тех, кто сего4
дня занимается философией сознания, наверное, согласи4
лись бы, что объяснение сознания должно а) быть натурали4
стическим, б) учитывать данные эмпирических исследований
и в) предлагать удовлетворительную концепцию субъективно4
го опыта. Выполнение этих трех условий делает философию
сознания весьма трудоемким и интригующим предприятием.

Почему именно эти условия? Труднее всего ответить на
этот вопрос в отношении условия а. Первая половина XIX в.
была временем трансцендентального идеализма á la Кант,
Фихте, Шеллинг и Гегель. Вторая половина XX в. – это период

È.Ã. ÃÀÑÏÀÐÎÂ, Ñ.Ì. ËÅÂÈÍ
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торжества натурализма: вера в науку в прошлом столетии
оказалась сильнее веры во что4либо иное. Однако что такое
натурализм? И являются ли все аналитические философы,
пишущие о сознании, натуралистами? Ответ на второй во4
прос будет отрицательным. Р. Суинберн, П. ван Инваген,
Л.Р. Бейкер, Д. Зиммерман – этот список можно продол4
жить – будут отрицать, что они натуралисты. На первый во4
прос ответить гораздо сложнее. Несмотря на то что, по сло4
вам Д. Папино, «почти каждый хочет быть натуралистом»
[Papineau, 1993: 1], далеко не все понимают «натурализм»
в одинаковом смысле. Г. Гассер выделяет методологический
и онтологический натурализм [Gasser, 2007: 4]. Согласно ме4
тодологическому натурализму, научный метод – единствен4
ный надежный источник знания. Для онтологического натура4
листа существует только то, что доступно (в принципе) для
научного эмпирического исследования, т.е. объекты, содер4
жащиеся в нашем пространственно4временном континууме.

На наш взгляд, уместно также различать натурализм в ши4
роком и узком смыслах. Ключевым моментом, объединяю4
щим эти два натурализма, можно было бы считать отказ от
ссылок на волю, желание или иное вмешательство сверхъес4
тественных существ как единственное и окончательное объ4
яснение фактического положения дел. Любое натуралистиче4
ское объяснение должно искать имманентные причины того,
почему вещи именно таковы. Натурализм в узком смысле
предполагает, что в качестве имманентных причин могут вы4
ступать только эмпирически устанавливаемые факты, касаю4
щиеся природы и структуры объясняемого положения дел, но
не общие принципы априорного характера. Натурализм в ши4
роком смысле, напротив, будет признавать осторожное ис4
пользование такого рода принципов в объяснении фактов.
С точки зрения натурализма в узком смысле, например, ари4
стотелевскую физику следовало бы квалифицировать как
бесполезную спекуляцию, а с точки зрения натурализма в ши4
роком смысле – как разновидность натуралистического объ4
яснения чувственно постигаемых явлений.

Узкое понимание натурализма накладывает серьезные
ограничения на философию сознания и создает значитель4
ное напряжение, если не противоречие, между требованием
натуралистического объяснения сознания и требованием
предложить удовлетворительную концепцию субъективного
опыта, с одной стороны, и особенностями философского ме4
тода – с другой. Т. Нагель в статье «Каково это быть летучей
мышью?» вводит в философскую дискуссию понятие «пер4
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спектива первого лица» и тесно связанное с этой перспекти4
вой понятие «квале» (множественное число «квалиа») [Nagel,
1974]. Если «перспектива первого лица» и «квалиа» – часть
естественной реальности, то каким образом они могут быть
объяснены в рамках натурализма в узком смысле? Кажется,
что сама природа субъективного опыта противится такому
объяснению, «перспектива первого лица» вроде бы дана нам
априори до всякой эмпирической работы. Стороннику нату4
рализма в узком смысле остается только элиминировать
«перспективу первого лица» и «квалиа». Однако такая страте4
гия не очень удачно сочетается с требованием серьезного от4
ношения к субъективному опыту. Ведь реальность субъектив4
ного опыта представляется большинству обычных людей, так
же как и многим философам, чем4то самоочевидным, чем4то,
от чего невозможно отделаться просто ссылкой на ее несо4
вместимость с научным объяснением.

Многие философы видят в концептуальном анализе су4
щественный момент объяснения сознания. В рамках такого
подхода объяснение сознания всегда будет неполным, если
оно не связывает факты, установленные эмпирическими ис4
следованиями, с нашим повседневным понятием сознания.
И поскольку такой анализ будет частично априорным, нату4
рализм в узком смысле снова оказывается в трудном поло4
жении, поскольку ему приходится объяснять, как априорная
часть объяснения сознания может быть сведена к неким эм4
пирически устанавливаемым фактам. Здесь натурализму
в узком смысле могли бы прийти на помощь идеи Крипке
о том, что факты, устанавливаемые в ходе эмпирического
исследования, сами являются частью значения рассматри4
ваемого понятия. Однако, на наш взгляд, идеи Крипке не
способны решить проблему в полной мере, так как априор4
ные принципы и в его концепции метафизической необходи4
мости апостериори продолжают играть существенную роль.
Если рассмотреть его знаменитый пример с тождеством ме4
жду водой и H2O, то необходимость этого тождества немыс4
лима без априорной необходимости всякого тождества как
такового. Таким образом, кажется, что принятие натурализ4
ма в узком смысле в качестве требования к объяснению соз4
нания ведет к существенным затруднениям, и поэтому тре4
бование натуралистического объяснения предпочтительнее
понимать как требование натуралистического объяснения
в широком смысле.

Требование учитывать данные эмпирических исследова4
ний представляется наиболее очевидным. Хотя современные
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дуалисты уделяют значительное внимание априорным аргу4
ментам (Р. Суинберн, Д. Чалмерс), большинство из них также
пытается согласовать ее с результатами современных эмпи4
рических исследований. При этом некоторые высказывают
идеи о том, как могли бы выглядеть способы ее эмпирической
проверки. Например, М. Бейкер и С. Гётц описывают возмож4
ный эксперимент, который помог бы нам разрешить вопрос
о правоте материализма или дуализма эмпирическим путем
[Baker, and Goetz, 2011: 15–16]. Так, если предположить, что
гипотетическая душа может каузально воздействовать на ход
событий в физическом мире, то это можно было бы прове4
рить, проанализировав статистику нейронных событий в моз4
ге, различия между событиями, возникающими случайно,
и событиями, являющимися частью регулярной деятельности
мозга. Фиксируя события, происходящие в мозге испытуемо4
го, можно было бы найти статистическую корреляцию между
активностью нейронов и произвольными и непроизвольными
миганиями век человека, участвующего в эксперименте. Если
бы коррелятами произвольных миганий оказалась случайная
активность нейронов, это служило бы аргументом в пользу
дуализма. Если же все мигания были бы скоррелированы с
регулярной мозговой активностью, это было бы свидетельст4
вом в пользу материализма. Кроме того, исследователь мог
бы самостоятельно стимулировать мозг испытуемого таким
образом, чтобы вызывать мигание искусственно. Если бы ис4
пытуемый сообщал, что мигания произвольны, эти данные
могли бы интерпретироваться в пользу гипотезы, что созна4
тельные волевые акты являются не более чем рационализа4
цией уже свершившихся фактов и не играют самостоятель4
ной каузальной роли в мире, что противоречило бы исходной
дуалистической гипотезе. Конечно, такой эксперимент не
смог бы предоставить нам окончательное доказательство
в пользу той или иной теории сознания, но вполне мог бы
стать важным аргументом в споре сторон.

Кроме того, в последние 10 лет в аналитической философии
сознания стали учитываться эмпирические данные нового типа,
а именно: данные социологических опросов и антропологиче4
ских описаний, получивших название экспериментальной фи4
лософии сознания. До начала 20004х учет данных эмпирических
исследований в философии сознания подразумевал данные
естественных наук, например нейрофизиологии. Предполага4
лось, что пролить свет на природу сознания поможет изучение
мозговых процессов. Насколько же результаты такого изучения
совместимы с обыденными и философскими представлениями
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о сознании? Элиминативные материалисты считают, что если
научные данные о работе мозга радикально отличаются от на4
ших обыденных и философских представлений, то тем хуже для
последних. Следует отказаться от того, что мы сейчас думаем
о сознании так же, как мы отказались от веры в колдовство или
от птолемеевой картины мира [Schouten, and de Jong, 2011: 11].
Но знаем ли мы то, от чего отказываемся?

Обыденные представления считались чем4то самооче4
видным или рефлексивно доступным. Однако затем выясни4
лось, что в отличие от концептуальных философских вопро4
сов вопрос о содержании обыденных представлений может
иметь потенциально верифицируемый ответ. Поиском таких
ответов и занялись «экспериментальные философы». Экспе4
риментальная философия претендует на то, чтобы отнять
у философов такой привычный для них аргумент, как ссылка
на очевидность.

Сегодня экспериментальной философией нередко назы4
вают исследования, проливающие свет на представления
обычных людей о проблемах различных областей филосо4
фии – этики, эпистемологии, философии сознания и др. Од4
ним из идейных вдохновителей экспериментальной филосо4
фии сознания называют Д. Деннета. Именно он предложил
для исследования сознания метод гетерофеноменологии –
систематизацию описаний ментального опыта разных людей
без всякой претензии на усмотрение универсалий, лежащих
в основе такого опыта. Как метод гетерофеноменология про4
тивопоставляется прежде всего традиционной феноменоло4
гии, целью которой является открытие универсальных сущ4
ностных характеристик сознания посредством рефлексии
[Dennett, 1992: 95–98]. При отказе от субстантивации гетере4
феноменологического описания оно тем не менее не может
пониматься как сообщающее нам нечто существенное отно4
сительно сознания. Дело в том, что одним из центральных по4
ложений функционализма является положение о том, что
обыденные интуиции относительно сознания составляют
концептуальное ядро понятия сознания [Churchland, 2005].
Таким образом, систематическое изучение наших интуиций
относительно сознания для некоторых функционалистов ока4
зывается вместе с тем и изучением сознания как такового.

К наиболее известным экспериментальным философам
сознания можно причислить Д. Нобе и Д. Принца. В своей со4
вместной работе «Интуиции о сознании: экспериментальное
исследование» [Knobe, and Prinz, 2008] они утверждают, что
приписывание ментальных состояний той или иной системе
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зависит как от ее функциональных характеристик, так и от фи4
зических. Первые важны для того, чтобы люди могли пове4
рить в существование у системы когнитивных состояний (ве4
ра, намерение, решение). Вторые важны для правдоподоб4
ности существования у системы феноменальных состояний
(чувства счастья, боли, страха). Авторы приходят к выводу,
что восприимчивость к физическим характеристикам не по4
зволяет людям считать, что феноменальными состояниями
могут обладать системы, функционально подобные людям,
но радикально отличающиеся от них своим физическим уст4
ройством. В мыслительном эксперименте Н. Блока «китай4
ская нация» скоординированные действия жителей Подне4
бесной коллективно эмулируют работу мозга [Block, 1978].
Результат их работы благодаря опосредующему интерфейсу
выражается в поведении отдельного тела, и это поведение
неотличимо от поведения обычного человека. Нобе и Принц
утверждают, что люди охотно приписывают такой системе на4
личие у нее когнитивных аспектов сознания и не соглашаются
с использованием феноменального языка описания менталь4
ных состояний. Другими словами, люди готовы поверить, что
«китайская нация» будет вести себя разумно, но не готовы со4
гласиться с тем, что она может чувствовать боль.

Включение в философскую аргументацию методов соци4
альных наук оказывается обоюдоострым, оно не только от4
крывает исследователям новые пути подтверждения своих
спекулятивных гипотез, но и делает уязвимыми к критике их
методологические основания. Практически каждая публика4
ция по экспериментальной философии может породить це4
лый шлейф последующих публикаций, где для ответа на тот
же вопрос используется другая методология. Например, мо4
жет выясниться, что «китайская нация» Блока не обладает
сознанием, поскольку этот кейс анализировался Нобе и
Принцем без учета культурных и региональных особенностей.
Далее, полученные результаты могут стать предметом срав4
нительной проверки, где будет приниматься во внимание
культурный багаж респондентов. И в ходе такого сравнитель4
ного исследования может выясниться, что приписывание
ощущений «китайской нации» зависит не столько от ее внут4
реннего устройства, сколько от места проживания того, кому
мы адресуем вопросы [Huebner et al., 2010].

Сегодняшний консенсус в вопросе о роли эмпирических
исследований в решении вопроса о сознании адекватно опи4
сывает Зиммерман: «Подводя итог, можно сказать, что мате4
риализм не может быть доказан просто с помощью… рассуж4
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дений a priori… Дуализм находится не в лучшем положении,
если принимать во внимание только доказательства a priori.
Пора встать с кресла и более пристально взглянуть на содер4
жание физического мира, чтобы понять, есть ли в нем место
для нас самих» [Zimmerman, 2011: 172].

Эти слова возвращают нас к третьему элементу парадиг4
мы современной аналитической философии сознания – не4
обходимости предложить адекватное объяснение субъектив4
ного опыта. Трудность такого объяснения состоит в том, что,
с одной стороны, субъективный опыт представляется чем4то
настолько очевидным, что невозможно просто отбросить его
как иллюзию. С другой стороны, он существенно отличается
от научных описаний реальности. В начале 19704х гг. Нагель
[Nagel, 1974], сформулировал знаменитое определение со4
знания: «каково это (what it is like) быть сознающим сущест4
вом, или каково это переживать определенное ментальное
состояние. Как минимум с этого времени и до сих пор про4
блема объяснения субъективности находится в центре вни4
мания аналитических философов сознания и вполне заслу4
женно получила название трудная проблемы сознания»3.

Хотя большинство современных философов соглашается
с тем, что без объяснения природы субъективного опыта мы
не можем иметь адекватной философии сознания, подходы
к этому объяснению могут быть диаметрально противопо4
ложны. Для некоторых субъективный опыт – это не просто
один из аспектов сознания, а фундаментальная основа всяко4
го ментального состояния. Для Сёрла любая интенция имеет
место лишь постольку, поскольку она может быть сознатель4
ной интенцией, т.е. попасть в поток нашего субъективного
опыта [Сёрл, 2002: 69]. Субъективный опыт есть и основание,
и критерий сознания; но все мыслительные операции акту4
ально и потенциально зависят от их осознаваемости. Такой
подход имеет свою метафизическую цену. Если природа со4
знания объясняется через субъективный опыт, последний по4
лучает особый онтологический статус (концепция дуализма
свойств). Сторонники альтернативного подхода стремятся
объяснить субъективный опыт исходя из факторов, к которым
субъективный опыт мог бы быть редуцирован. Так, согласно
интенционально4системному подходу Деннета, субъективный
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опыт – это не особое измерение реальности, а удобный инст4
румент интерпретации поведения других и самого себя [Ден4
нет, 2004: 27–44]. Интерпретация лежит в основе объяснения
Деннетом субъективного опыта и сознания вообще. В связи с
этим его философию сознания отделяют от функционализма
вообще и называют интерпретивизмом [Mülder, 2010]. Интер4
претивизм противостоит гиперреалзму относительно со4
знания [Dennett, 1987: 342]. По Деннету, задаваясь вопросом
относительно содержания того или иного субъективного опы4
та, мы должны помнить, что любой ответ будет не указанием на
факт субъективного опыта, а интерпретацией других фактов.

В современной литературе проблему объяснения субъек4
тивного опыта связывают в основном с двумя вопросами –
о существовании нередуцируемых субъективных свойств и
о субъекте этих свойств. Есть немало философов и нейроуче4
ных, признающих субъективность нередуцируемым аспектом
реальности. В последнее время значительную известность
получил «панпсихизм», согласно которому ментальные свой4
ства являются базовыми свойствами реальности [Chalmers,
1996; Rosenberg, 2004; Koch, 2012; Tononi, 2012]. Те же, кто не
готов принимать натуралистический дуализм свойств, пыта4
ются совместить существование субъективных качеств как
сущностей, не зависящих от физических характеристик ре4
альности, но при этом и не элиминировать субъективный
опыт. Несмотря на весомые аргументы против когерентности
нередуктивного физикализма [Kim, 1989], Ф. Джексон и
М. Тай предложили свои варианты объяснения субъективного
опыта в рамках физикалистского инструментария [Jackson,
2005]. Наиболее популярной стратегией такого объяснения
является истолкование феноменальных характеристик как
реляционных, интенциональных свойств в противополож4
ность «квалиа» как свойств самого сознающего субъекта. Од4
нако остается неясным, можно ли дать адекватное материа4
листическое объяснение самой интенциональности.

Для тех же, кто готов признать самостоятельное сущест4
вование феноменальных качеств, проблема носителей этих
свойств становится важной частью повестки дня. В связи с
этим понятно возрождение интереса к эмерджентизму со
стороны как дуалистов, так и тех, кто симпатизирует нередук4
тивному материализму. Термин «эмерджентный» был введен
еще во второй половине XIX в. английским философом
Д.Г. Льюисом [Lewes, 1875] и широко употреблялся сторон4
никами «британского эмерджентизма» – С. Александером,
К.Л. Морганом, Ч.Д. Броудом [McLaughlin, 1992].
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В настоящее время с эмерджентизмом связаны две основ4
ные дискуссии: о природе «эмерджентных свойств» и об
«эмерджентных индивидах». Само по себе существование
эмерджентных свойств кажется довольно тривиальным и может
быть признано даже редукционистами. Действительно, такое
свойство группы молекул воды, как, например, текучесть, явля4
ется эмерджентным в том смысле, что оно невыводимо из
свойств каждой отдельной из этих молекул и их взаимного рас4
положения, но требует также учета каузальных взаимодействий
между ними [Сёрл, 2002: 115–117]. Такое понимание эмерд4
жентных свойств получило название «слабая эмерджентность».
Напротив, «сильная эмерджентность» – это такое понимание
эмерджентных свойств, при котором они рассматриваются
как несводимые к свойствам составляющих элементов и кау4
зальным взаимодействиям между ними и наделяются собст4
венными каузальными силами. Более того, некоторые авто4
ры, например У. Хаскер, полагают, что признание реальности
таких свойств, как свобода воли, неизбежно влечет за собой
признание существования не только сильных эмерджентных
свойств, но и существования особых носителей этих свойств –
«эмерджентных индивидов» [Hasker, 1999: ch. 7]. В современ4
ной литературе можно встретить несколько концепций «эмерд4
жентных индивидов». Хаскер и Зиммерман понимают их как
особые, нематериальные субстанции, являющиеся продуктом
каузального взаимодействия высокоорганизованной материи
(эмерджентный дуализм). Т. О’Коннор и Д. Джекобс, напротив,
предлагают концепцию эмерджентных индивидов в рамках не4
оаристотелевской метафизики, настаивая при этом на сохра4
нении базовой материалистической онтологии [O‘Connor, and
Jacobs, 2003]. Несмотря на то что идея эмерджентных индиви4
дов на первый взгляд имеет очевидные преимущества перед
классическим дуализмом субстанций, ее появление объясня4
ется подходом, господствующим в современной аналитиче4
ской философии сознания. При этом сама идея особой (нема4
териальной) субстанции как носителя ментальных свойств, не4
обходимым образом возникающей на основе сложных
каузальных взаимодействий между материальными частица4
ми, представляется далеко не бесспорной [Гаспаров, 2014].

Проблематика эмерджентных свойств и индивидов нахо4
дится на стыке классической философии сознания и метафи4
зики. Такое сочетание, равно как и соединение классической
проблематики философии сознания с эпистемологией, также
является одной из значимых характеристик современного со4
стояния этой области философских исследований.
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***

Несмотря на огромное разнообразие тем и концепций,
центральное место в современной аналитической филосо4
фии сознания занимает проблема натуралистического объ4
яснения сознания, включая натуралистическое объяснение
субъективности, которое было бы способно интегрировать
имеющийся на сегодняшний день массив эмпирических дан4
ных и проверенных обыденных интуиций, предоставленных
как нейронаукой, так и экспериментальной психологией. От
успешности решения такой задачи зависит консенсус совре4
менных аналитических философов вокруг парадигмы, кото4
рую мы попытались описать в настоящей статье.
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НА ПУТИ К ОБЪЯСНЕНИЮ СОЗНАНИЯ
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Статья посвящена проблеме сознания, которая заключается в выработке натурали

стического объяснения феноменальных аспектов нашего сознательного опыта.
Многие философы полагают, что такое объяснение невозможно. Согласно их мне

нию, мы не можем редуцировать феноменальные качества сознательных состоя

ний, или квалиа, к физическим или функциональным свойством нашего тела. Ос

новная идея статьи состоит в следующем: для того чтобы продвинуться вперед на
пути объяснения сознания, нам следует ответить на вопрос о том, являются ли ква

лиа свойствами, внутренне присущими сознательным состояниям, а не обсуждать,
редуцируемы ли они к физическим или функциональным характеристикам. Если
квалиа являются внутренне присущими свойствами, то должен быть мыслим сце

нарий перевернутого спектра. В статье демонстрируется, что этот сценарий немыс

лим. Вслед за Гиблертом Харманом в статье предлагается рассматривать квалиа
как реляционные свойства репрезентируемых объектов и понимать сознательные
состояния как репрезентационные состояния. Такой подход позволяет нам выра

ботать натуралистическое объяснение сознания. В заключение отстаивается тезис
о том, что эти репрезентационные состояния принадлежат не мозгу, а всему телу,
вовлеченному в систему сложных взаимодействий с окружающей средой.
Ключевые слова: философия сознания, проблема сознания, феноменальное
сознание, квалиа, аргумент инвертированного спектра, интенциональность,
ментальные репрезентации, репрезентационизм.

Dmitry Ivanov –
Institute of philosophy,
Russian academy of
sciences.

The article deals with the problem of consciousness. It is the problem of providing na

turalistic explanation of phenomenal aspects of our conscious experience. Today ma

ny philosophers believe that such explanation is impossible. According to them, we
can’t reduce phenomenal qualities of conscious states, or qualia, to physical or
functional properties of our body. The main idea of the paper is that to move forward
towards explanation of consciousness we should answer the question whether qualia
are intrinsic properties of conscious states instead of discussing whether they are re

ducible to physical or functional characteristics. If qualia are intrinsic properties then
the inverted spectrum scenario must be conceivable. In the paper it is demonstrated
that this scenario is inconceivable. We can demonstrate this inconceivability appea

ling to Wittgenstein’s critics of the theory of private language and using his arguments
such as, for example, “beetle in the box” argument. If qualia are not intrinsic proper

ties of conscious states then we must try to explain the phenomenal aspects of consci

ous experience using the concept of intentionality (or mental representation). Follo

wing Gilbert Harman, it is proposed to consider qualia as relational properties of repre

sented objects and treat conscious states as representational states. This approach
allows us to provide naturalistic explanation of consciousness. In conclusion it is ar

gued that these representational states belong not to the brain alone but to the whole
body that involved in complex relationship with environment.
Key words: philosophy of mind, the problem of consciousness, phenomenal consci

ousness, qualia, inverted spectrum argument, intentionality, mental representati

on, representationalism.



1. Îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ äîëæíî íà÷èíàòüñÿ ñ âûäåëåíèÿ ôå-

íîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ, êîòîðûìè ñîçíàòåëüíûé îïûò õàðàêòåðè-

çóåòñÿ ñóùíîñòíûì îáðàçîì.

Ñóùåñòâóþò ðàçíûå òåîðèè îáúÿñíåíèÿ. Íàèáîëåå ïîïóëÿðíîé

ÿâëÿåòñÿ ãåìïåëåâñêàÿ ìîäåëü äåäóêòèâíî-íîìîëîãè÷åñêîãî îáúÿñ-

íåíèÿ. Îäíàêî êàê áû íè ïîíèìàòü îáúÿñíåíèå, äëÿ ëþáîé òåîðèè

îáúÿñíåíèÿ, êàê ÿ ïîëàãàþ, ñïðàâåäëèâî ñëåäóþùåå: ïðåæäå ÷åì îáú-

ÿñíÿòü ïðèðîäó êàêîãî-ëèáî îáúåêòà, ìû äîëæíû êàêèì-òî îáðàçîì

âûäåëèòü ýòîò îáúåêò, èäåíòèôèöèðîâàòü åãî êàê èìåííî ýòîò îáúåêò.

Â ôèëîñîôèè âåäóòñÿ ñïîðû ïî ïîâîäó òîãî, êàêèì îáðàçîì îñó-

ùåñòâëÿåòñÿ èíäèâèäóàöèÿ îáúåêòà. Íå âíèêàÿ â ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèå

äèñêóññèè, ñâÿçàííûå ñ îáñóæäåíèåì ïðèíöèïà èíäèâèäóàöèè èëè

çàêîíà Ëåéáíèöà î òîæäåñòâå íåðàçëè÷èìûõ îáúåêòîâ, ñëåäóåò ïðè-

çíàòü, ÷òî èíäèâèäóàöèÿ, ïîíÿòàÿ êàê ÷àñòü îáúÿñíåíèÿ ïðèðîäû êîí-

êðåòíîãî îáúåêòà, äîëæíà íà÷èíàòüñÿ ñ ôèêñèðîâàíèÿ åãî ñâîéñòâ.

Òîëüêî ñïåöèôèöèðóÿ ñâîéñòâà êîíêðåòíîãî îáúåêòà, ìû ñïîñîáíû

íà÷àòü îáúÿñíåíèå åãî ïðèðîäû.

Âñå ñêàçàííîå êàñàåòñÿ è ïðîáëåìû îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Êàêèå

æå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàíèÿ ïîçâîëÿþò íàì âûäåëèòü åãî êàê îáúåêò îáúÿñ-

íåíèÿ? Ñóùåñòâåííûé âêëàä â âûÿâëåíèå ïîäîáíûõ ñâîéñòâ áûë ñäå-

ëàí ïðåæäå âñåãî Ð. Äåêàðòîì. Ñîãëàñíî Äåêàðòó, ñîçíàòåëüíûå ïðî-

öåññû è ñîñòîÿíèÿ õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ ñâîåé ÿâëåííîñòüþ, êàæèìîñòüþ

ñóáúåêòó. Íàïðèìåð, ôèëîñîô ïèøåò: «ß – òîò, êòî âèäèò ñâåò, ñëû-

øèò çâóêè, îùóùàåò æàð. Âñå ýòî – ëîæíûå îùóùåíèÿ, èáî ÿ ñïëþ. Íî

äîñòîâåðíî, ÷òî ìíå êàæåòñÿ, áóäòî ÿ âèæó, ñëûøó è ñîãðåâàþñü. Ïî-

ñëåäíåå íå ìîæåò áûòü ëîæíûì, è ýòî, ñîáñòâåííî, òî, ÷òî èìåíóåòñÿ

ìîèì îùóùåíèåì» [Äåêàðò, 1994: 25]. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, ñóùåñòâåííûìè

ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñâîéñòâà, êîòîðûå ìîæíî

îáîçíà÷èòü êàê ôåíîìåíàëüíûå.

Åñëè ìåíòàëüíûå ïðîöåññû è ñîñòîÿíèÿ õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ ñóùíî-

ñòíûì îáðàçîì òîëüêî íàëè÷èåì ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî èçìåðåíèÿ, òî èõ ñó-

ùåñòâîâàíèå íå ìîæåò çàâèñåòü îò ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ êàêèõ-ëèáî òåëåñ-

íûõ îáúåêòîâ. Ñîãëàñíî Äåêàðòó, ìû äîëæíû ãîâîðèòü î íèõ êàê î ìî-

äóñàõ ìûñëÿùåé âåùè, îñîáîé ñóáñòàíöèè, îòëè÷íîé îò ïðîòÿæåííîé

ñóáñòàíöèè, êîòîðàÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ îñíîâîé ìàòåðèàëüíûõ îáúåêòîâ. Ïîçè-

öèÿ Äåêàðòà, êîòîðóþ îáîçíà÷àþò êàê äóàëèçì ñóáñòàíöèé, íå ñòàëêè-

âàåòñÿ ñ ïðîáëåìîé îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Åñëè ñîçíàíèå ÿâëÿåòñÿ îñî-

áûì ñóïðàíàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêèì îáúåêòîì, òî íå èìååò ñìûñëà èñêàòü êà-

êîå-ëèáî íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå åãî ïðèðîäû. Îäíàêî ïðîòèâ

ïîçèöèè äóàëèçìà ñóáñòàíöèé áûëî âûñêàçàíî óæå äîñòàòî÷íî ìíîãî

ñèëüíûõ àðãóìåíòîâ, êîòîðûå ïîçâîëÿþò íàì åå íå çàíèìàòü.

2. Âûäåëÿÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàíèÿ è âìåñòå ñ òåì

îñòàâàÿñü íà ïîçèöèÿõ íàòóðàëèçìà, ìû ñòàëêèâàåìñÿ ñ ïðîáëå-

ìîé ñîçíàíèÿ.
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Îòêàçûâàÿñü îò äóàëèçìà ñóáñòàíöèé, íî ñîõðàíÿÿ ïîëîæåíèå

î òîì, ÷òî ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ ïðåæäå âñåãî ôå-

íîìåíàëüíûìè êà÷åñòâàìè, ìû ñòàëêèâàåìñÿ ñ ïðîáëåìîé îáúÿñíå-

íèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Â ñàìîì îáùåì âèäå ýòà ïðîáëåìà ìîæåò áûòü ïðåä-

ñòàâëåíà êàê ïðîáëåìà îáúÿñíåíèÿ òîãî, êàêèì îáðàçîì ôåíîìåíàëü-

íûå êà÷åñòâà âïèñûâàþòñÿ â íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêóþ êàðòèíó ìèðà.

Â áîëåå ñïåöèôè÷åñêîì âèäå ïðîáëåìà ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ìíîãèìè

ôèëîñîôàìè êàê ïðîáëåìà ðåäóêöèè ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ ê åñòåñò-

âåííûì ñâîéñòâàì è ïðîöåññàì, êîòîðûå ìîãóò èññëåäîâàòüñÿ ñðåäñò-

âàìè åñòåñòâåííî-íàó÷íûõ äèñöèïëèí, ôóíäèðóåìûõ ôèçèêîé. Èíà-

÷å ãîâîðÿ, îáúÿñíÿÿ ñîçíàíèå, ìû äîëæíû ïîêàçàòü, êàêèì îáðàçîì

óòâåðæäåíèÿ î ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâàõ äåäóöèðóþòñÿ èç íàòóðàëè-

ñòè÷åñêèõ óòâåðæäåíèé. Èìåííî âîêðóã ïðîáëåìû ðåäóêöèè ôåíîìå-

íàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ ê ôèçè÷åñêèì âåëèñü îñíîâíûå ñïîðû â ôèëîñîôèè

ñîçíàíèÿ â ïîñëåäíåé ÷åòâåðòè XX â. Ìíîãèå ôèëîñîôû ïûòàëèñü

ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü íåðåäóöèðóåìîñòü ìåíòàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ ê ôèçè-

÷åñêèì ñâîéñòâàì. Ïîçèöèþ âñåõ ýòèõ ôèëîñîôîâ ìîæíî îáîçíà÷èòü

êàê äóàëèçì ñâîéñòâ.

Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ðàçîáðàòüñÿ, âîçìîæíî ëè âûðàáîòàòü ðåäóêöèî-

íèñòñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ, ñëåäóåò ïðåæäå âñåãî ïîíÿòü, ÷òî

ïðåäñòàâëÿþò ñîáîé òå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà, êîòîðûå ìû ïûòà-

åìñÿ îáúÿñíèòü. ×òîáû íå óñëîæíÿòü îáñóæäåíèå äàííîãî âîïðîñà, ÿ

íå áóäó âäàâàòüñÿ â äåòàëè îíòîëîãèè ðàçëè÷íûõ ìåíòàëüíûõ îáúåê-

òîâ. Âñå, ÷òî íàì âàæíî ïîêà çàôèêñèðîâàòü, ýòî òî, ÷òî ìû êàê ôèçè-

÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà ïîìèìî ìàòåðèàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ îáëàäàåì òàêæå êàêè-

ìè-òî îñîáûìè ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè ñâîéñòâàìè, êîòîðûå, ïî ìíåíèþ

ðÿäà ôèëîñîôîâ, íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ôèçè÷åñêèìè ñâîéñòâàìè. Ýòó ìûñëü

ìîæíî ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü òî÷íåå. Íàøè ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìîãóò

áûòü ïðåäñòàâëåíû êàê åñòåñòâåííûå, ôèçè÷åñêèå ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Îäíàêî,

êàê ñ÷èòàþò äóàëèñòû ñâîéñòâ, ïîìèìî ñâîèõ åñòåñòâåííûõ êà÷åñòâ

ýòè ñîñòîÿíèÿ òàêæå õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè ñâîéñòâàìè,

êîòîðûå ÿâëÿþòñÿ íåôèçè÷åñêèìè.

Ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà, âçÿòûå â èõ íàèáîëåå ñëîæíîì äëÿ ðå-

äóêòèâíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ àñïåêòå, ÷àñòî îáîçíà÷àþòñÿ ïîíÿòèåì «êâà-

ëèà» (qualia)
1
. Ýòî ïîíÿòèå ïðèçâàíî çàôèêñèðîâàòü êà÷åñòâåííóþ ñî-

ñòàâëÿþùóþ íàøåãî ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà. Ñêàæåì, êîãäà ÿ èñïûòû-

âàþ áîëü, ïîñëåäíÿÿ ìîæåò ôåíîìåíàëüíî ïðåäñòàâëÿòüñÿ ìíå êàê

ðåæóùàÿ, êîëþùàÿ, íîþùàÿ è ò.ä.

3. Ïðîÿñíåíèå ïðèðîäû ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ çàêëþ÷àåò-

ñÿ â ðåøåíèè âîïðîñà, ïðèñóùè ëè âíóòðåííå (intrinsic) ýòè ñâîé-

ñòâà íàøèì ñîçíàòåëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì, à íå â ñïîðàõ î âîçìîæíî-

ñòè èõ ðåäóêöèè ê ôèçè÷åñêèì ñâîéñòâàì.

Ä.Â. ÈÂÀÍÎÂ

22

1
Ïîäðîáíåå ñì.: [Èâàíîâ, 2013a; Èâàíîâ, 2013b; Tye, 2013].



Èòàê, äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ïîíÿòü ñîçíàíèå, íàì íåîáõîäèìî îáúÿñ-

íèòü ïðèðîäó ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ, ò.å. êâàëèà. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, îáú-

åêòîì îáúÿñíåíèÿ âûñòóïàþò ñâîéñòâà. Êàê óæå îòìå÷àëîñü, ïðåæäå

÷åì ïðèñòóïèòü ê îáúÿñíåíèþ ïðèðîäû êàêîãî-ëèáî îáúåêòà, ìû

äîëæíû ñïåöèôèöèðîâàòü ñâîéñòâà, êîòîðûå ïîçâîëÿþò íàì èíäèâè-

äóèðîâàòü ýòîò îáúåêò. Â ñëó÷àå ñ îáúÿñíåíèåì ñâîéñòâ íàì íåîáõî-

äèìî âûÿâèòü ñâîéñòâà âòîðîãî ïîðÿäêà. Îïèñûâàÿ êâàëèà, ìíîãèå

ôèëîñîôû ïîìèìî óêàçàíèÿ íà òî, ÷òî ýòè ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ ôåíîìå-

íàëüíîé äàííîñòüþ, ÷àñòî âûäåëÿþò òàêèå èõ êà÷åñòâà, êàê íåâûðàçè-

ìîñòü, ïðèâàòíîñòü, íåêîððåêòèðóåìîñòü, äîñòóïíîñòü äëÿ ñõâàòûâà-

íèÿ ïðÿìûì è íåïîñðåäñòâåííûì îáðàçîì, âíóòðåííÿÿ ïðèñóùíîñòü.

Îòíîñèòåëüíî òîãî, êîððåêòíî ëè õàðàêòåðèçîâàòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

êà÷åñòâà ñ ïîìîùüþ ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ, âåäóòñÿ äèñêóññèè. Ïî ìîåìó ìíå-

íèþ, ðåøåíèå ýòîãî âîïðîñà çàâèñèò îò òîãî, ïðèíèìàåì ëè ìû ïîëî-

æåíèå î òîì, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóòðåííèìè

(intrinsic) êà÷åñòâàìè ôèçè÷åñêèõ îáúåêòîâ.

Êàê ÿ ïîëàãàþ, âìåñòî òîãî ÷òîáû ðåøàòü, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ôåíîìå-

íàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà ÷åì-òî ôèçè÷åñêèì èëè íåò, ðåäóöèðóåìû ëè îíè

ê ôèçè÷åñêèì êà÷åñòâàì, íàì ñëåäóåò îòâåòèòü íà âîïðîñ, ÿâëÿþòñÿ

ëè îíè âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèìè íàì êàê ôèçè÷åñêèì ñóùåñòâàì. ×òî

èìååòñÿ â âèäó ïîä ïîíÿòèåì «âíóòðåííÿÿ ïðèñóùíîñòü»? Íà ýòîò âî-

ïðîñ ìîæíî îòâåòèòü ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì. Âñå ñâîéñòâà ìîãóò áûòü

äèõîòîìè÷åñêè ïîäåëåíû íà äâà êëàññà. Íåêîòîðûå ñâîéñòâà íå ïðè-

íàäëåæàò îáúåêòàì ñàìèì ïî ñåáå, à ÿâëÿþòñÿ ðåçóëüòàòîì òîãî, ÷òî

îáúåêòû, êîòîðûì îíè ïðèïèñûâàþòñÿ, íàõîäÿòñÿ â îïðåäåëåííûõ

îòíîøåíèÿõ ê äðóãèì îáúåêòàì. Íàïðèìåð, êàêîé-ëèáî ÷åëîâåê ìî-

æåò îáëàäàòü ñâîéñòâîì áûòü ìóæåì, òîëüêî åñëè îí íàõîäèòñÿ â îï-

ðåäåëåííûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ ê äðóãîìó ÷åëîâåêó. Âíå êîíòåêñòà òàêèõ îò-

íîøåíèé íå èìååò ñìûñëà ñïðàøèâàòü î òîì, ïðèñóùå ëè åìó ýòî

ñâîéñòâî. Ýòè ñâîéñòâà ìîãóò áûòü îáîçíà÷åíû êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå.

Â îòëè÷èå îò ýòîãî êëàññà ñâîéñòâ ñóùåñòâóþò ñâîéñòâà, î êîòîðûõ

ìû ìîæåì ãîâîðèòü êàê î ïðèíàäëåæàùèõ îáúåêòàì ñàìèì ïî ñåáå.

Èõ ñóùåñòâîâàíèå íå çàâèñèò îò òîãî, âçàèìîäåéñòâóåò ëè èõ íîñè-

òåëü êàêèì-ëèáî îáðàçîì ñ äðóãèìè îáúåêòàìè. Èìåííî ýòè ñâîéñòâà

ìîæíî îáîçíà÷èòü êàê âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèå îáúåêòàì. Ïîíèìàÿ âíóò-

ðåííþþ ïðèñóùíîñòü ïîäîáíûì îáðàçîì, ÿ ïîëàãàþ, ÷òî ìû äîëæíû

îòâåòèòü îòðèöàòåëüíî íà âîïðîñ î òîì, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

êà÷åñòâà ñâîéñòâàìè, êîòîðûå âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùè íàì êàê ôèçè÷å-

ñêèì ñóùåñòâàì. Ê òàêîìó âûâîäó íàñ ïîäâîäÿò ñëåäóþùèå ñîîáðà-

æåíèÿ.

4. Åñëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóòðåííèìè ñâîéñò-

âàìè ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, òî äîëæåí áûòü ìûñëèì ñöåíàðèé

èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà. Îäíàêî åãî íåìûñëèìîñòü ìîæíî
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ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü ñ ïîìîùüþ ðàññóæäåíèé âèòãåíøòåéíîâ-

ñêîãî òèïà.

Åñëè ìû ðàññìàòðèâàåì ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà êàê âíóòðåííèå

êà÷åñòâà, íå çàâèñÿùèå íå òîëüêî îò êàêèõ-ëèáî îòíîøåíèé, â êîòî-

ðûõ ìû êàê ôèçè÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà íàõîäèìñÿ ê âíåøíèì îáúåêòàì, íî

è îò íàøåé ôèçè÷åñêîé îðãàíèçàöèè, òî äîëæåí áûòü ìûñëèì ñöåíà-

ðèé èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà. Ìûñëåííûé ýêñïåðèìåíò «èíâåðñèÿ

ñïåêòðà» â ôèëîñîôèè îáñóæäàåòñÿ äîñòàòî÷íî äîëãî. Óæå â òåêñòàõ

Ëîêêà îí ñôîðìóëèðîâàí ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì.

«Âïðî÷åì, èäåÿ ãîëóáîãî, èìåþùàÿñÿ ó îäíîãî ÷åëîâåêà, ìîæåò

îòëè÷àòüñÿ îò ýòîé èäåè ó äðóãîãî. Â íàøèõ ïðîñòûõ èäåÿõ íå áûëî

áû íè÷åãî îò ëîæíîñòè è â òîì ñëó÷àå, åñëè áû âñëåäñòâèå ðàçëè÷íî-

ãî ñòðîåíèÿ íàøèõ îðãàíîâ áûëî áû òàê îïðåäåëåíî, ÷òî îäèí è òîò

æå ïðåäìåò â îäíî è òî æå âðåìÿ ïðîèçâîäèë áû â óìàõ íåñêîëüêèõ

ëþäåé ðàçëè÷íûå èäåè; íàïðèìåð, åñëè áû èäåÿ, âûçâàííàÿ ôèàëêîé

â óìå îäíîãî ÷åëîâåêà ïðè ïîìîùè åãî ãëàç, áûëà òîæäåñòâåííà ñ èäå-

åé, âûçâàííîé â óìå äðóãîãî íîãîòêàìè, è íàîáîðîò. Âåäü ýòîãî íèêî-

ãäà íåëüçÿ áûëî áû óçíàòü, ïîòîìó ÷òî óì îäíîãî ÷åëîâåêà íå ìîæåò

ïåðåéòè â òåëî äðóãîãî, ÷òîáû âîñïðèíÿòü, êàêèå ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ âû-

çûâàþòñÿ ñ ïîìîùüþ îðãàíîâ ïîñëåäíåãî; è ïîòîìó íå ïåðåïóòàëèñü

áû íè èäåè, íè èìåíà è íè â òåõ, íè â äðóãèõ íå áûëî áû íèêàêîé ëîæ-

íîñòè. Â ñàìîì äåëå, åñëè âñå âåùè, èìåþùèå ñòðîåíèå ôèàëêè, áó-

äóò ïîñòîÿííî âûçûâàòü â êîì-íèáóäü èäåþ, êîòîðóþ îí íàçîâåò “ãî-

ëóáîå”, à âñå âåùè, èìåþùèå ñòðîåíèå íîãîòêîâ, áóäóò ïîñòîÿííî âû-

çûâàòü èäåþ, êîòîðóþ îí òàêæå ïîñòîÿííî áóäåò íàçûâàòü “æåëòîå”,

òî, êàêîâû áû íè áûëè ýòè ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ â åãî óìå, îí áóäåò â ñîñòîÿ-

íèè òàê æå ïðàâèëüíî ðàçëè÷àòü ïî íèì âåùè äëÿ ñâîèõ íàäîáíîñòåé

è ïîíèìàòü è îáîçíà÷àòü ýòè ðàçëè÷èÿ, îòìå÷åííûå èìåíàìè “ãîëó-

áîå” è “æåëòîå”, êàê åñëè áû ýòè ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ èëè èäåè â åãî óìå,

ïîëó÷åííûå îò ýòèõ äâóõ öâåòêîâ, áûëè ñîâåðøåííî òîæäåñòâåííû ñ

èäåÿìè â óìàõ äðóãèõ ëþäåé» [Ëîêê, 1985: 444].

Â ýòîì ìûñëåííîì ýêñïåðèìåíòå íàì ïðåäëàãàåòñÿ ïðåäñòàâèòü

ñèòóàöèþ, êîãäà äâà ñóùåñòâà, òîæäåñòâåííûå ôèçè÷åñêè è ôóíêöèî-

íàëüíî, îêàçûâàþòñÿ íàäåëåííûìè ðàçíûìè ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè êà÷å-

ñòâàìè. Â XX â. àðãóìåíò îò èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà îáñóæäàëñÿ ïðåæäå

âñåãî â êîíòåêñòå àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Íåñìîòðÿ íà

ìíîæåñòâî äîâîäîâ â åãî ïîääåðæêó, âîçðàæåíèÿ, âûäâèíóòûå åãî îï-

ïîíåíòàìè, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, âñå æå çàñòàâëÿþò íàñ ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî â êà-

êîì-òî âàæíîì ñìûñëå ïåðåâåðíóòûé ñïåêòð íåìûñëèì. Çäåñü íåò

ìåñòà äëÿ ïîäðîáíîãî àíàëèçà âñåõ äèñêóññèé, êîòîðûå âîçíèêàëè ïî

ïîâîäó ýòîãî àðãóìåíòà, îäíàêî îáùóþ íàïðàâëåííîñòü âîçðàæåíèé

ìîæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì
2
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Ðàññóæäàÿ î ñòàòóñå êâàëèà, ìû ñòàëêèâàåìñÿ ñî ñëåäóþùåé äè-

ëåììîé. Åñëè ìåíòàëüíûå òåðìèíû, îáîçíà÷àþùèå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

êà÷åñòâà, óêàçûâàþò íà âíóòðåííèå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà, òî

åäèíñòâåííûì êðèòåðèåì ïðàâèëüíîãî óïîòðåáëåíèÿ ýòèõ òåðìèíîâ

ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñâèäåòåëüñòâà ñóáúåêòà ýòîãî îïûòà, íèêòî äðóãîé íå ìîæåò

óäîñòîâåðèòüñÿ, ïðàâèëüíî ëè ôèêñèðóþòñÿ äàííûìè òåðìèíàìè

è ôèêñèðóþòñÿ ëè âîîáùå ýòè ñâîéñòâà. Îäíàêî, êàê îòìå÷àë Âèòãåí-

øòåéí, êðèòèêóÿ èäåþ ïðèâàòíîãî ÿçûêà, â ýòîì ñëó÷àå âîîáùå íå ìî-

æåò áûòü êàêèõ-ëèáî êðèòåðèåâ ïðàâèëüíîñòè óïîòðåáëåíèÿ äàííûõ

ìåíòàëüíûõ òåðìèíîâ. Åñëè êòî-òî íàñòàèâàåò íà òîì, ÷òî äëÿ ñåáÿ ñà-

ìîãî îí ïðàâèëüíî ôèêñèðóåò ýòèìè òåðìèíàìè âíóòðåííèå ñâîéñòâà

ñâîåãî îïûòà, òî åìó ìîæíî âîçðàçèòü ñëîâàìè Âèòãåíøòåéíà: «“ß çà-

êðåïëÿþ äëÿ ñåáÿ ñâÿçü” ìîæåò îçíà÷àòü òîëüêî îäíî: ýòîò ïðîöåññ

îáåñïå÷èâàåò òî, ÷òî âïîñëåäñòâèè ÿ ïðàâèëüíî âñïîìèíàþ ýòó ñâÿçü.

Íî âåäü â äàííîì ñëó÷àå ÿ íå ðàñïîëàãàþ íèêàêèì êðèòåðèåì ïðà-

âèëüíîñòè. Òàê è òÿíåò ñêàçàòü: ïðàâèëüíî òî, ÷òî ìíå âñåãäà ïðåä-

ñòàâëÿåòñÿ ïðàâèëüíûì. À ýòî îçíà÷àåò ëèøü, ÷òî çäåñü íå ìîæåò èä-

òè ðå÷ü î “ïðàâèëüíîñòè”» [Âèòãåíøòåéí, 1994: 175].

Åñëè æå ìåíòàëüíûå òåðìèíû â ñâîåì óïîòðåáëåíèè íè÷åì ïðèí-

öèïèàëüíî íå îòëè÷àþòñÿ îò ëþáûõ äðóãèõ ñëîâ, òî îíòîëîãè÷åñêèé

ñòàòóñ êâàëèà îêàçûâàåòñÿ ïîäîáåí ñòàòóñó æóêà â êîðîáêå èç ìûñ-

ëåííîãî ýêñïåðèìåíòà Âèòãåíøòåéíà: «Ïðåäïîëîæèì, ÷òî ó êàæäîãî

áûëà áû êîðîáêà, â êîòîðîé íàõîäèëîñü áû ÷òî-òî, ÷òî ìû íàçûâàåì

“æóêîì”. Íèêòî íå ìîã áû çàãëÿíóòü â êîðîáêó äðóãîãî; è êàæäûé ãî-

âîðèë áû, ÷òî îí òîëüêî ïî âíåøíåìó âèäó ñâîåãî æóêà çíàåò, ÷òî òà-

êîå æóê. Ïðè ýòîì, êîíå÷íî, ìîãëî áû îêàçàòüñÿ, ÷òî â êîðîáêå ó êàæ-

äîãî íàõîäèëîñü áû ÷òî-òî äðóãîå. Ìîæíî äàæå ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå, ÷òî

ýòà âåùü íåïðåðûâíî èçìåíÿëàñü áû. Íó, à åñëè ïðè âñåì òîì ñëîâî

“æóê” óïîòðåáëÿëîñü áû ýòèìè ëþäüìè? Â òàêîì ñëó÷àå îíî íå áûëî

áû îáîçíà÷åíèåì âåùè. Âåùü â êîðîáêå âîîáùå íå ïðèíàäëåæàëà áû

ê ÿçûêîâîé èãðå äàæå â êà÷åñòâå íåêîåãî íå÷òî: âåäü êîðîáêà ìîãëà

áû áûòü è ïóñòîé. Âåðíî, òåì ñàìûì âåùü â ýòîé êîðîáêå ìîãëà áû

áûòü “ñîêðàùåíà”, ñíÿòà íåçàâèñèìî îò òîãî, ÷åì áû îíà íè îêàçàëàñü

[Âèòãåíøòåéí, 1994: 183].

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà, ðàññìîòðåííûå ñòî-

ðîííèêàìè âîçìîæíîñòè èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà êàê âíóòðåííèå ñâîéñòâà

ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà, äîñòóï ê êîòîðûì èìååò òîëüêî ñóáúåêò ýòîãî

îïûòà, îêàçûâàþòñÿ èñêëþ÷åííûìè èç êîíòåêñòîâ, â êîòîðûõ ìû ñïî-

ñîáíû îáñóæäàòü è ñðàâíèâàòü ïñèõè÷åñêèå ôåíîìåíû. Î íèõ ìîæíî

ñêàçàòü ñëîâàìè Âèòãåíøòåéíà: «Îíè íå íå÷òî, íî è íå íè÷òî! Âûâîä

ñîñòîÿë áû ëèøü â òîì, ÷òî íè÷òî âûïîëíÿëî áû òàêóþ æå ôóíêöèþ,

êàê è íå÷òî, î êîòîðîì íè÷åãî íåëüçÿ ñêàçàòü» [Âèòãåíøòåéí, 1994:

185]. Îäíàêî åñëè ìû íå ìîæåì ñðàâíèâàòü íåïîñðåäñòâåííî êâàëèòà-
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òèâíûé îïûò äâóõ ñóáúåêòîâ, òî ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ãèïîòåçà èíâåðòè-

ðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà íåìûñëèìà.

5. Åñëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóòðåííèìè

ñâîéñòâàìè íàøåãî ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà, òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå àñ-

ïåêòû ýòîãî îïûòà äîëæíû ìûñëèòüñÿ ñ ïîìîùüþ ïîíÿòèÿ èí-

òåíöèîíàëüíîñòè.

×òî ìû èìååì â âèäó, êîãäà ãîâîðèì, ÷òî ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ

íàäåëåíû ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè ñâîéñòâàìè? Î÷åâèäíûì îòâåòîì áóäåò

óêàçàíèå íà òî, ÷òî êîãäà ìû íàõîäèìñÿ â ýòèõ ñîñòîÿíèÿõ, íå÷òî ÿâ-

ëåíî, äàíî íàì îïðåäåëåííûì îáðàçîì. Áîëåå òîãî, òî, ÷òî ìû âîñïðè-

íèìàåì, ïðåäñòàâëåíî íàì óíèêàëüíûì îáðàçîì, èç ïåðñïåêòèâû ïåð-

âîãî ëèöà. Êàêèì îáðàçîì ñëåäóåò ïîíèìàòü òî, ÷òî ñóáúåêòèâíûå

ôåíîìåíû âîñïðèíèìàþòñÿ â ïåðñïåêòèâå ïåðâîãî ëèöà? Ñîãëàñíî

ìíåíèþ ìíîãèõ ôèëîñîôîâ, ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ñîçíàòåëüíûé îïûò èí-

òåíöèîíàëåí. Ñóùåñòâåííîé ÷åðòîé èíòåíöèîíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé ÿâ-

ëÿåòñÿ èõ àñïåêòóàëüíîñòü. Îíà îáúÿñíÿåò ïåðñïåêòèâíûé õàðàêòåð

íàøåãî îïûòà, ò.å. òîò ôàêò, ÷òî ñóáúåêòèâíûå ôåíîìåíû âñåãäà äàíû

íàì îïðåäåëåííûì îáðàçîì. Êàê ïèøåò Ñ¸ðë, «îáðàùàòü âíèìàíèå íà

ïåðñïåêòèâíûé õàðàêòåð ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà – ýòî õîðîøèé ñïîñîá

íàïîìíèòü ñåáå î òîì, ÷òî âñÿêàÿ èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòü àñïåêòóàëü-

íà... Êàæäîå èíòåíöèîíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå èìååò òî, ÷òî ÿ íàçûâàþ àñ-

ïåêòóàëüíîé ôîðìîé» [Ñ¸ðë, 2002: 131]. Ñêàçàòü, ÷òî èíòåíöèîíàëü-

íîå ñîñòîÿíèå îáëàäàåò àñïåêòóàëüíîé ôîðìîé, ôàêòè÷åñêè îçíà÷àåò

óêàçàòü íà òî, ÷òî ýòî ñîñòîÿíèå èìååò ñîäåðæàíèå, ôèêñèðóþùåå

îáúåêò, íà êîòîðûé îíî íàïðàâëåíî, â îïðåäåëåííûõ àñïåêòàõ.

Îáñóæäàÿ ïðîáëåìó âíóòðåííèõ êà÷åñòâ ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà,

Ãèëáåðò Õàðìàí îòìå÷àåò ñëåäóþùèå âàæíûå àñïåêòû èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîñòè [Harman, 1997]. Ïðåæäå âñåãî íàëè÷èå ñîäåðæàíèÿ èíòåí-

öèîíàëüíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ ôèêñèðóåò òîò ôàêò, ÷òî ñóáúåêò íàõîäèòñÿ

â îïðåäåëåííîì îòíîøåíèè ê îêðóæàþùåé åãî ñðåäå. Äðóãîé âàæíûé

àñïåêò çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî ñîäåðæàíèå ýòèõ ñîñòîÿíèé íå îáÿçà-

òåëüíî ñõâàòûâàåò òî, ÷òî äåéñòâèòåëüíî ñóùåñòâóåò. Ñêàæåì, èñïàí-

ñêèé êîíêèñòàäîð Ïîíñå äå Ëåîí ïðèáûë âî Ôëîðèäó â ïîèñêàõ ôîí-

òàíà âå÷íîé ìîëîäîñòè. Îí ïûòàëñÿ íàéòè êîíêðåòíûé îáúåêò, íàäå-

ëåííûé ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèìè ñâîéñòâàìè. Îá ýòîì îáúåêòå ìîæíî

ãîâîðèòü êàê îá èíòåíöèîíàëüíîì îáúåêòå, ïîñêîëüêó êàê ðåàëüíûé

îáúåêò îí íå ñóùåñòâîâàë â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè. Õàðìàí ñðàâíèâàåò

ýòó ñèòóàöèþ ñ êàðòèíîé, èçîáðàæàþùåé åäèíîðîãà, êîòîðàÿ, íåñî-

ìíåííî, îáëàäàåò îïðåäåëåííûì ñîäåðæàíèåì. Ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî

îíà ôèêñèðóåò îïðåäåëåííûé èíòåíöèîíàëüíûé îáúåêò. Îäíàêî, êàê

è ôîíòàí âå÷íîé ìîëîäîñòè, ýòîò îáúåêò íå ñóùåñòâóåò â äåéñòâè-

òåëüíîñòè.

Ïðîâîäÿ ïàðàëëåëè ìåæäó èçîáðàæåíèåì åäèíîðîãà è ìåíòàëü-

íûìè ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿìè íåñóùåñòâóþùèõ îáúåêòîâ, íàïðèìåð òåõ
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æå åäèíîðîãîâ, Õàðìàí ïîä÷åðêèâàåò, ÷òî «ýòî íå çíà÷èò ïðåäïîëî-

æèòü, ÷òî ìåíòàëüíîå âîñïðîèçâåäåíèå åäèíîðîãà âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ

îñâåäîìëåííîñòü î ñâîéñòâàõ ñàìîãî ýòîãî ìåíòàëüíîãî âîñïðîèç-

âåäåíèÿ åäèíîðîãà». Îí ïèøåò: «ß ñðàâíèâàþ ìåíòàëüíîå èçîáðà-

æåíèå ÷åãî-ëèáî ñ êàðòèíîé, íî íå ñ âîñïðèÿòèåì êàðòèíû… Ïðåä-

ñòàâëåíèå åäèíîðîãà îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ èçîáðàæåíèÿ

åäèíîðîãà… Âàæíî ïðîâîäèòü ðàçëè÷èå ìåæäó ñâîéñòâàìè ðåïðå-

çåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà è ñâîéñòâàìè ðåïðåçåíòàöèè ýòîãî îáúåêòà»

[Harman, 1997: 665].

Èãíîðèðîâàíèå ïîäîáíîãî ðàçëè÷èÿ ïðèâîäèò ê ïðåäñòàâëåíèþ

î ñóùåñòâîâàíèè îñîáûõ âíóòðåííèõ êà÷åñòâ ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà.

×àñòî ýòî ïðåäñòàâëåíèå ïîäêðåïëÿåòñÿ àðãóìåíòîì îò èëëþçèè.

Õàðìàí îïèñûâàåò åãî ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì.

Ýòîò àðãóìåíò íà÷èíàåòñÿ ñ íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâîé ïîñûëêè î òîì,

÷òî âåùè, áóäó÷è ïðåäñòàâëåíû â âîñïðèÿòèè, íå âñåãäà òàêîâû, êà-

êèå îíè â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè. Ýëîèçà âèäèò íå÷òî êîðè÷íåâîå è çåëå-

íîå. Íî ïåðåä íåé íåò íè÷åãî êîðè÷íåâîãî è çåëåíîãî; âñå ýòî èëëþ-

çèÿ èëè ãàëëþöèíàöèÿ. Èç ýòîãî àðãóìåíò îøèáî÷íî âûâîäèò, ÷òî êî-

ðè÷íåâîå è çåëåíîå, êîòîðûå âèäèò Ýëîèçà, íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ÷åì-òî

âíåøíèì ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íåé è ñîîòâåòñòâåííî äîëæíû áûòü ÷åì-òî

âíóòðåííèì èëè ìåíòàëüíûì. Ïîñêîëüêó âåðíîå, íå èëëþçîðíîå, íå

ãàëëþöèíàòîðíîå âîñïðèÿòèå ìîæåò áûòü êà÷åñòâåííî íåîòëè÷èìî

îò èëëþçîðíîãî èëè ãàëëþöèíàòîðíîãî âîñïðèÿòèÿ, â àðãóìåíòå äå-

ëàåòñÿ âûâîä î òîì, ÷òî âî âñåõ ñëó÷àÿõ âîñïðèÿòèÿ Ýëîèçà íåïîñðåä-

ñòâåííûì îáðàçîì îñîçíàåò ÷òî-òî âíóòðåííåå è ìåíòàëüíîå è òîëüêî

îïîñðåäîâàííî îñîçíàåò âíåøíèå îáúåêòû, òàêèå, êàê äåðåâüÿ è

ëèñòüÿ» [Harman, 1997: 665].

Åñëè ïðèìåíèòü ýòî ðàññóæäåíèå ê êàðòèíå, èçîáðàæàþùåé åäè-

íîðîãà, èëè ê ïîèñêàì ôîíòàíà âå÷íîé ìîëîäîñòè, òî ñëåäóåò ñêàçàòü,

÷òî êàðòèíà íå ìîæåò èçîáðàæàòü åäèíîðîãà, ïîñêîëüêó îí íå ñóùåñò-

âóåò, è ÷òî îíà ñêîðåå èçîáðàæàåò ÷òî-òî èíîå, ñêàæåì, èäåþ åäèíî-

ðîãà, èìåþùóþñÿ â ñîçíàíèè õóäîæíèêà. Ïîíñå äå Ëåîí òàêæå íå ìîã

èñêàòü ôîíòàí âå÷íîé ìîëîäîñòè, ïîñêîëüêó òîò íå ñóùåñòâóåò, ñêî-

ðåå îí èñêàë êàêóþ-òî èäåþ ýòîãî ôîíòàíà. Îäíàêî ýòî î÷åâèäíî íå

òàê. Ïîèñêè Ïîíñå äå Ëåîíà áûëè èìåííî ïîèñêàìè îïðåäåëåííîãî

îáúåêòà, à íå åãî èäåè, è õóäîæíèê, åñëè òîëüêî îí íå õóäîæíèê-êîí-

öåïòóàëèñò, íàöåëåííûé íà ïåðåäà÷ó íà ïîëîòíå èäåé, òàêæå ñòðå-

ìèëñÿ èçîáðàçèòü ñàìîãî åäèíîðîãà.

Îøèáî÷íîñòü äàííîãî àðãóìåíòà ìîæåò çàêëþ÷àòüñÿ â íåîáîñíî-

âàííîì ïðåäïîëîæåíèè î òîì, ÷òî âîñïðèÿòèå â ñëó÷àå îòñóòñòâèÿ

â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè îáúåêòà âîñïðèÿòèÿ äîëæíî áûòü íàïðàâëåíî íà

êàêîé-òî èíîé âíóòðåííèé, ìåíòàëüíûé îáúåêò. Îäíàêî åñëè ìû ìî-

æåì ãîâîðèòü î ïîèñêàõ, íàöåëåííûõ íà îáúåêò, êîòîðûé íå ñóùåñò-
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âóåò â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, òî ìû ìîæåì òî÷íî òàê æå ïðåäñòàâëÿòü

è âîñïðèÿòèå, è äðóãèå èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ.

6. Ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà, êâàëèà, êîòîðûå ìû ñ÷èòàëè

âíóòðåííèìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, ñëåäóåò ðàñ-

ñìàòðèâàòü êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ îáú-

åêòîâ.

Èñõîäÿ èç ñêàçàííîãî îá èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè è âíóòðåííèõ ñâîé-

ñòâàõ îïûòà, êàêèì îáðàçîì ñëåäóåò ìûñëèòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñò-

âà? Êîãäà ìû ñîçåðöàåì âíåøíèé îáúåêò, ñêàæåì, äåðåâî, òî çåëåíûé

è êîðè÷íåâûé öâåòà âîñïðèíèìàþòñÿ íàìè êàê êà÷åñòâà ýòîãî äåðåâà,

à íå êàê âíóòðåííèå êà÷åñòâà íàøåãî îïûòà. Õàðìàí îòìå÷àåò: «Ïî-

ñìîòðèòå íà äåðåâî è ïîïûòàéòåñü íàïðàâèòü âíèìàíèå íà âíóòðåí-

íèå ñâîéñòâà âàøåãî âèçóàëüíîãî îïûòà. Âû îáíàðóæèòå, ÷òî åäèíñò-

âåííûå ñâîéñòâà, íà êîòîðûå âû íàïðàâèëè âíèìàíèå, áóäóò ñâîéñòâà

äåðåâà, âêëþ÷àÿ ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà äåðåâà, êàê îíî âèäèòñÿ “îò-

ñþäà”» [Harman, 1997: 667]. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà,

èëè êâàëèà, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ

îáúåêòîâ. Âàæíî ïîä÷åðêíóòü, ÷òî ýòî íå ïðîñòî ñâîéñòâà îáúåêòà,

à ñâîéñòâà îáúåêòà, íàáëþäàåìîãî èç îïðåäåëåííîé ïåðñïåêòèâû,

èëè, ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ñâîéñòâà èíòåíöèîíàëüíîãî îáúåêòà. Èìåííî

â òàêîì êà÷åñòâå îíè ïðèíàäëåæàò íàøåìó ñîçíàòåëüíîìó îïûòó.

Ñèòóàöèþ âîñïðèÿòèÿ îáúåêòîâ ìîæíî îïèñàòü èíûì îáðàçîì.

Âîñïðèíèìàÿ îáúåêòû îêðóæàþùåé åãî äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, ñóáúåêò

íàõîäèòñÿ â îïðåäåëåííîì îòíîøåíèè (ñîñòîÿíèè) ê ìèðó. Èìåííî

ýòîò ôàêò îñîáîãî îòíîøåíèÿ ê ìèðó ñõâàòûâàåòñÿ íàìè, êîãäà ìû ãî-

âîðèì î íàëè÷èè ñîäåðæàíèÿ ó äàííîãî êîíêðåòíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Ñî-

äåðæàíèå îáúÿñíÿåò íàëè÷èå ó íåãî ïåðñïåêòèâû, ò.å. àñïåêòóàëü-

íîñòè, êîòîðàÿ ïîçâîëÿåò íàì ãîâîðèòü î äàííîì ñîñòîÿíèè êàê î ôå-

íîìåíàëüíîì. Íåñîìíåííî, ìû ìîæåì ãîâîðèòü î ôàêòå îñîáîãî

îòíîøåíèÿ ñóáúåêòà ê ìèðó, à çíà÷èò, è î íàëè÷èè îïðåäåëåííîãî ñî-

äåðæàíèÿ ó ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåãî ðåïðåçåíòàöèîííîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ, äàæå

êîãäà â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè íå ñóùåñòâóåò îáúåêòà, íà êîòîðûé íàöåëåí

àêò âîñïðèÿòèÿ ýòîãî ñóáúåêòà. Ïîäîáíî êíèãå, ñîäåðæàíèå êîòîðîé

ïðåäñòàâëÿåò âûìûøëåííîãî ãåðîÿ â ðåàëüíîì ìèðå, ñêàæåì, Øåðëî-

êà Õîëìñà, â ñîäåðæàíèè ñîçíàòåëüíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìîæåò ðåïðåçåíòè-

ðîâàòüñÿ íåñóùåñòâóþùèé îáúåêò. Åñëè âûìûøëåííûé ãåðîé ìîæåò

îáëàäàòü ñâîéñòâàìè (íàïðèìåð, êóðèòü òðóáêó), òî è íåñóùåñòâóþ-

ùèé îáúåêò, ïðåäñòàâëåííûé â îïðåäåëåííîì ñîñòîÿíèè ñîçíàíèÿ,

òàêæå ìîæåò îáëàäàòü êàêèìè-íèáóäü êà÷åñòâàìè. Îáñóæäåíèå îíòî-

ëîãè÷åñêîãî ñòàòóñà èíòåíöèîíàëüíûõ îáúåêòîâ è èõ ñâîéñòâ äîëæíî

âåñòèñü, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, òîëüêî ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ òîãî, êàêèì ñîäåðæàíè-

åì îáëàäàåò èíòåíöèîíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå.
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7. Èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿìè íå

ìîçãà, à âñåãî îðãàíèçìà, äåÿòåëüíîñòíî âêëþ÷åííîãî â îêðó-

æàþùóþ ñðåäó.

Èíòåðïðåòèðóÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîé-

ñòâà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà, ìû âïîëíå ñïîñîáíû âûðàáîòàòü íà-

òóðàëèñòè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ïðèðîäû èíòåíöèîíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé

(ìåíòàëüíûõ ðåïðåçåíòàöèé). Êàê ÿ ïîëàãàþ, äëÿ ýòîãî íàì íóæíî ðà-

çîáðàòüñÿ ëèøü ñ âîïðîñîì î òîì, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ìåíòàëüíûå ðåïðåçåí-

òàöèè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà. Ïîñëåäíèé âîïðîñ îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò âîïðîñà

î òîì, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà âíóòðåííèìè ñâîéñòâà-

ìè ìåíòàëüíûõ ðåïðåçåíòàöèé, òåì, ÷òî îí òðåáóåò íå êîíöåïòóàëü-

íîãî ðåøåíèÿ, à ñêîðåå, ýìïèðè÷åñêîãî. Òîò, êòî ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî ìåí-

òàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà, ðàññìàòðèâàåò èõ

ëèáî êàê ôèçè÷åñêèå, ëèáî êàê ôóíêöèîíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìîçãà. Îä-

íàêî, ïî ìíåíèþ ðÿäà ôèëîñîôîâ è ó÷åíûõ, åñòü ýìïèðè÷åñêèå ñâèäå-

òåëüñòâà òîãî, ÷òî îíòîëîãèÿ ïðîöåññîâ â ìîçãå íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ îíòîëîãè-

åé ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé. Òàêóþ ïîçèöèþ ìîæíî îáîçíà÷èòü êàê

ýëèìèíàòèâèçì.

Ïðåäñòàâèòåëè ýëèìèíàòèâèçìà èñõîäÿò èç òîãî, ÷òî íàøè ïîâñå-

äíåâíûå ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ î ïðèðîäå ïñèõè÷åñêèõ ïðîöåññîâ ôîðìè-

ðóþò îïðåäåëåííóþ òåîðèþ, êîòîðóþ ýëèìèíàòèâèñòû îáîçíà÷àþò

òåðìèíîì «íàðîäíàÿ ïñèõîëîãèÿ». Ïîäîáíî ëþáîé äðóãîé òåîðèè,

íàðîäíàÿ ïñèõîëîãèÿ ìîæåò îêàçàòüñÿ ëîæíîé òåîðèåé. Ñîãëàñíî

ýëèìèíàòèâèñòàì, èìåííî òàêîâîé îíà è ÿâëÿåòñÿ. Åå îáúåêòû, òàêèå,

êàê ìûñëè, ýìîöèè, æåëàíèÿ è ò.ä., èñïîëüçóåìûå äëÿ îáúÿñíåíèÿ íà-

øåãî êîãíèòèâíîãî ïîâåäåíèÿ, äîëæíû íå îáúÿñíÿòüñÿ ïîñðåäñòâîì

ðåäóêöèè, à ýëèìèíèðîâàòüñÿ ïîäîáíî òîìó, êàê áûëè ýëèìèíèðîâà-

íû òàêèå ñóùíîñòè, êàê ôëîãèñòîí èëè, ñêàæåì, ela´n vital.

Î÷åâèäíî, ýëèìèíàòèâèçì ïðåäëàãàåò äîñòàòî÷íî ðàäèêàëüíûé

ïîäõîä ê ïîíèìàíèþ ïñèõè÷åñêèõ ôåíîìåíîâ. Òàêîé âçãëÿä íå ìîã íå

âûçâàòü êðèòèêó. Îäíàêî, êàê ÿ ïîëàãàþ, íå îáÿçàòåëüíî ïðèíèìàòü

âñå ïîëîæåíèÿ ýëèìèíàòèâèçìà. Âïîëíå ìîæíî äîïóñòèòü ñóùåñòâî-

âàíèå ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, êàê îíè ïîñòóëèðóþòñÿ íàðîäíîé ïñè-

õîëîãèåé, è ïðè ýòîì ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî îíòîëîãèÿ ïðîöåññîâ â ìîçãå,

îáåñïå÷èâàþùèõ ôóíêöèîíèðîâàíèå êîãíèòèâíîé ñôåðû, íå ìîæåò

áûòü ïîíÿòà êàê îíòîëîãèÿ ìåíòàëüíûõ ðåïðåçåíòàöèé, çàäàâàåìûõ

íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëîãèåé. Ïðèçíàâàÿ ñïðàâåäëèâîñòü ýòîãî ïîëîæåíèÿ

ýëèìèíàòèâèçìà, íî íå îòêàçûâàÿñü îò íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëîãèè, ìû ïðè-

õîäèì ê âçãëÿäó, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîìó ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ, êàê îíè

ôèêñèðóþòñÿ íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëîãèåé, íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîç-

ãà. Â òàêîì ñëó÷àå ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ äîëæíû ïîíèìàòüñÿ êàê ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿ âñåãî îðãàíèçìà. Îíòîëîãè÷åñêè ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ÿâ-

ëÿþòñÿ ïðîñòî ïîëîæåíèÿìè äåë (states of affairs), êîòîðûå çàêëþ÷à-

þòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî îðãàíèçì íàõîäèòñÿ â îïðåäåëåííûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ ñ
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îêðóæàþùèì ìèðîì. Òàêîå ïîíèìàíèå ìîæåò áûòü ñîâìåñòèìî ñ

ýíàêòèâèçìîì – ñîâðåìåííûì ïîäõîäîì, ðàçðàáàòûâàåìûì â êîíòåê-

ñòå êîãíèòèâíûõ íàóê, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîìó ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ

äîëæíû ïîíèìàòüñÿ êàê ñîñòîÿíèÿ îðãàíèçìà, çàâèñÿùèå íå òîëüêî îò

ðàáîòû ìîçãà, íî è îò åãî òåëåñíîé îðãàíèçàöèè, è îò õàðàêòåðà åãî

äåÿòåëüíîñòíîé âêëþ÷åííîñòè â îêðóæàþùóþ ñðåäó. Â ñëó÷àå ÷åëî-

âåêà ìû òàêæå ìîæåì ãîâîðèòü î çàâèñèìîñòè ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿ-

íèé îò ÿçûêà è êóëüòóðû.
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КВАЛИА, ВИТГЕНШТЕЙН И «ПЕРЕВЕРНУТЫЙ СПЕКТР»

QUALIA, WITTGENSTEIN AND "INVERTED SPECTRUM"

Â ñâîåé ñòàòüå «Íà ïóòè ê îáúÿñíåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ» Äìèòðèé Èâàíîâ ïðèâî-

äèò àðãóìåíòû â ïîëüçó òîãî, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàíèÿ íå ìîãóò

áûòü ïðèçíàíû âíóòðåííèìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàþùåãî ñóáúåêòà è ÷òî èõ ñëå-

äóåò ïîíèìàòü ñêîðåå êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå, èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà. Ïî åãî

óòâåðæäåíèþ, åñëè áû ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿëèñü âíóòðåííèìè ñâîé-

ñòâàìè, òî «ïåðåâåðíóòûé ñïåêòð» áûë áû ìûñëèìûì ñöåíàðèåì. Îäíàêî íå-

êîòîðûå ðàññóæäåíèÿ â âèòãåíøòåéíîâñêîì ñòèëå ïîçâîëÿþò íàì çàêëþ÷èòü,

÷òî ñöåíàðèé ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà íå èìååò ñìûñëà. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ïî

modus tollens, ìû äîëæíû ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî êâàëèà íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóòðåííèìè

ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàþùåãî ñóáúåêòà. Â ñâÿçè ñ ýòèì âîçíèêàåò íåñêîëüêî âîïðî-

ñîâ, êîòîðûå ñòîèò îáñóäèòü ïîäðîáíåå.

Èòàê, àðãóìåíò âêëþ÷àåò äâå ïîñûëêè. Ñîãëàñíî ïåðâîé, ìûñëèìîñòü èëè

âîçìîæíîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåîáõîäèìûì óñëîâèåì ñóùå-

ñòâîâàíèÿ êâàëèà, ò.å. ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ, ïîíÿòûõ êàê âíóòðåííèå, íåðå-

ëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàòåëüíîãî ïåðåæèâàíèÿ. Â äàëüíåéøåì òåðìèí «êâà-

ëèà» ÿ áóäó óïîòðåáëÿòü òîëüêî â ýòîì ñìûñëå, à â äðóãèõ ñëó÷àÿõ áóäó ãîâî-

ðèòü ïðîñòî î ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâàõ. Âòîðàÿ ïîñûëêà óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî

ïåðåâåðíóòûé ñïåêòð íåìûñëèì â íåêîòîðîì ðåëåâàíòíîì ñìûñëå ýòîãî òåð-

ìèíà. Â îñíîâíîì ÿ õîòåë áû îñòàíîâèòüñÿ íà òîì, íàñêîëüêî õîðîøî âòîðàÿ

ïîñûëêà ìîæåò áûòü îáîñíîâàíà ññûëêîé íà èçâåñòíûå ðàññóæäåíèÿ Âèòãåí-

øòåéíà î áåññìûñëåííîñòè ïðèâàòíîãî ÿçûêà âîîáùå è ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåê-

òðà â ÷àñòíîñòè. Íî ñíà÷àëà ìíå êàæåòñÿ íåîáõîäèìûì îáðàòèòü âíèìàíèå íà

íåêîòîðóþ ïðîáëåìàòè÷íîñòü ïåðâîé ïîñûëêè àðãóìåíòà Èâàíîâà.

Íà ìîé âçãëÿä, íè íåìûñëèìîñòü, íè íåâîçìîæíîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåê-

òðà íå ìîãóò ñëóæèòü ðåøàþùèì òåñòîì äëÿ ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ êâàëèà. Ïî÷åìó?

Ïðåäñòàâüòå, ÷òî ëþáîå ñâîéñòâî ýêçåìïëèôèöèðóåòñÿ îáúåêòàìè, èìåþùè-

ìè ýòî ñâîéñòâî, íåîáõîäèìûì îáðàçîì. Â ýòîì ñëó÷àå, åñëè êâàëèà ñóùåñòâó-

þò, òî îíè ýêçåìïëèôèöèðîâàíû íåîáõîäèìûì îáðàçîì. Òî åñòü åñëè ìîå ñîç-

íàòåëüíîå ïåðåæèâàíèå ýêçåìïëèôèöèðóåò êðàñíûé êâàëå, òî âñå ìîè äâîéíè-

êè âî âñåõ âîçìîæíûõ ìèðàõ òîæå. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ïåðåâåðíóòûé ñïåêòð
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íåâîçìîæåí. Íî äåëàåò ëè ýòî íåâîçìîæíûì òî, ÷òî íåêîòîðûå èç

ñâîéñòâ ìîåãî ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî ïåðåæèâàíèÿ áóäóò íîñèòü âíóòðåí-

íèé, íåðåëÿöèîííûé è íåèíòåíöèîíàëüíûé õàðàêòåð? Prima facie, êà-

æåòñÿ ÷òî íåò.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, åñëè ñâîéñòâà ýêçåìïëèôèöèðóþòñÿ ñ àáñîëþò-

íîé ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîé íåîáõîäèìîñòüþ, òî ïåðåâåðíóòûé ñïåêòð ìåòà-

ôèçè÷åñêè íåâîçìîæåí íåçàâèñèìî îò ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ êâàëèà. Íà ýòî

ìîæíî áûëî áû âîçðàçèòü, ÷òî íåâîçìîæíîñòü è ìûñëèìîñòü – íå îä-

íî è òî æå è êëþ÷åâûì ìîìåíòîì ÿâëÿåòñÿ èìåííî ìûñëèìîñòü, à íå

ìåòàôèçè÷åñêàÿ âîçìîæíîñòü. Íî ÿ íå äóìàþ, ÷òî ââåäåíèå òàêîãî

ðàçëè÷èÿ êàê-òî ñïàñåò ñèòóàöèþ, ïîñêîëüêó, åñëè ìû ìîæåì ïðåä-

ñòàâèòü ñåáå ñöåíàðèé, â êîòîðîì êâàëèà ñóùåñòâóþò, íåñìîòðÿ íà îò-

ñóòñòâèå âîçìîæíîñòè ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà, íåïîíÿòíî, êàê åãî

ìûñëèìîñòü ñàìà ïî ñåáå, ò.å. åãî ïðåäñòàâèìîñòü áåç ñîîòâåòñòâóþ-

ùåé ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîé âîçìîæíîñòè, ìîãëà áû áûòü íåîáõîäèìûì óñ-

ëîâèåì ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ êâàëèà. Ýòè ðàçìûøëåíèÿ, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, çà-

ñòàâëÿþò ñåðüåçíî óñîìíèòüñÿ â îïðàâäàííîñòè ïåðâîé ïîñûëêè.

Îáðàòèìñÿ êî âòîðîé ïîñûëêå. Íàñêîëüêî âèòãåíøòåéíîâñêèå

ðàññóæäåíèÿ ñïîñîáíû îïðàâäàòü òåçèñ î íåìûñëèìîñòè ïåðåâåðíó-

òîãî ñïåêòðà? Ïîäîáíîå îáîñíîâàíèå ïðîáëåìàòè÷íî ïî íåñêîëüêèì

ïðè÷èíàì. Âî-ïåðâûõ, ïîíÿòèå ìûñëèìîñòè (conceivability), êàê îíî

ïîíèìàåòñÿ â êîíòåêñòå ìûñëåííûõ ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ, ïðåäïîëàãàþùèõ

ïåðåâåðíóòûé ñïåêòð, âðÿä ëè èìååò àíàëîãè ó Âèòãåíøòåéíà. Îáû÷-

íî â ëèòåðàòóðå, ïîñâÿùåííîé âèòãåíøòåéíîâñêîìó îòíîøåíèþ ê ïå-

ðåâåðíóòîìó ñïåêòðó, óêàçûâàåòñÿ íà òî, ÷òî îí îòâåðãàåò åãî âîçìîæ-

íîñòü èñõîäÿ èç âåðèôèêàöèîíèñòêèõ ñîîáðàæåíèé. Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ

âåðèôèêàöèîíèçìà íåêîå ñóæäåíèå, èëè íåêèé, êàê â äàííîì ñëó÷àå,

ñöåíàðèé, ÿâëÿåòñÿ áåññìûñëåííûì â òîì ñëó÷àå, êîãäà äëÿ íåãî íå

ñóùåñòâóåò ñïîñîáà ýìïèðè÷åñêîé ïðîâåðêè. Â ýòîì ñìûñëå ìíîãèå,

åñëè íå áîëüøèíñòâî ìûñëåííûõ ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ, îáñóæäàåìûõ â ñî-

âðåìåííîé ìåòàôèçèêå íóæíî áûëî áû ïðèçíàòü áåññìûñëåííûìè.

Ýòî íå óäèâèòåëüíî, òàê êàê ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ëîãè÷åñêîãî ïîçèòèâèçìà

ñàìà ìåòàôèçèêà áåññìûñëåííà.

Â óïðîùåííîì âàðèàíòå òà æå ïîçèöèÿ ïðèïèñûâàåòñÿ Âèòãåí-

øòåéíó ïåðèîäà «Ëîãèêî-ôèëîñîôñêîãî òðàêòàòà». Îäíàêî åäâà ëè

îäíîé ëèøü ññûëêîé íà âåðèôèêàöèîíèçì âîçìîæíî îïðàâäàòü íå-

ìûñëèìîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà, òåì áîëåå ÷òî â ñîâðåìåííîé ìå-

òàôèçèêå ïîä ìûñëèìîñòüþ ïîíèìàåòñÿ íå÷òî ñîâñåì äðóãîå. Íàïðè-

ìåð, â ïðåäèñëîâèè ê îáúåìíîìó ñáîðíèêó ñòàòåé ïîä íàçâàíèåì

«Conceivability and Possibility» ìû ÷èòàåì: «Ó íàñ åñòü ñïîñîáíîñòü,

êîòîðàÿ ïîçâîëÿåò, èñïîëüçóÿ ñëîâà èëè êîíöåïòû, èëè ÷óâñòâåííûå

îáðàçû, ðåïðåçåíòèðîâàòü äëÿ ñàìèõ ñåáÿ íåêèå ñöåíàðèè, âêëþ÷àþ-

ùèå êàê àêòóàëüíûå, òàê è íåàêòóàëüíûå îáúåêòû, ôèãóðèðóþùèå êàê

â àêòóàëüíûõ, òàê è â íåàêòóàëüíûõ êîìáèíàöèÿõ» [Gendler, Haw-
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thorne, 2002: 1]. Ñîáñòâåííî, ýòî è åñòü ìûñëèìîñòü, è ìåæäó íåé

è âîçìîæíîñòüþ ïðåäïîëàãàåòñÿ íàëè÷èå íåêîòîðîé è äàëåêî íå âñå-

ãäà îäíîçíà÷íîé ñâÿçè. Ïîíÿòíî, ÷òî òàêîå ïîíèìàíèå ìûñëèìîñòè

ñîâåðøåííî íå ñîâïàäàåò ñ âåðèôèêàöèîíèçìîì. Ïîýòîìó âïîëíå

óìåñòíî çàäàòü âîïðîñ: ïî÷åìó íåîáõîäèìî îïèðàòüñÿ íà âåðèôèêà-

öèîíèñòñêèé êðèòåðèé ïðè ðåøåíèè ïðîáëåìû, îáñóæäàåìîé â ñóùå-

ñòâåííî èíîì êîíòåêñòå? Ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå, çäåñü íóæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü

îáîñíîâàíèå äëÿ âåðèôèêàöèîíèñòñêîãî ïîäõîäà ê ðåøåíèþ ïðîáëå-

ìû ìûñëèìîñòè ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà.

Êðîìå òîãî, åñòü ñåðüåçíûå îñíîâàíèÿ ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî ñàì Âèòãåí-

øòåéí â «Ôèëîñîôñêèõ èññëåäîâàíèÿõ», öèòàòû èç êîòîðûõ ïðèâîäèò

Èâàíîâ, îòõîäèò îò âåðèôèêàöèîíèçìà, ïðåäëàãàÿ äðóãîå ïîíÿòèå

ìûñëèìîñòè è áåññìûñëåííîñòè, îñíîâàííîå íà õàðàêòåðå óïîòðåáëå-

íèÿ ñëîâ â ÿçûêå. Â § 500 îí ïèøåò: «Êîãäà ãîâîðèòñÿ, ÷òî ïðåäëîæå-

íèå áåññìûñëåííî, òî ýòî çíà÷èò, íå òî, ÷òî áåññìûñëåí åãî ñìûñë,

à òî, ÷òî îïðåäåëåííîå ñî÷åòàíèå ñëîâ èñêëþ÷åíî èç ÿçûêà, èç óïîò-

ðåáëåíèÿ» [Wittgenstein, 1993: 433]. Îäíàêî è òàêîå ïîíèìàíèå íå ñî-

îòâåòñòâóåò îáùåïðèíÿòîé òðàêòîâêå ìûñëèìîñòè èëè íåìûñëèìî-

ñòè îïðåäåëåííîãî âîîáðàæàåìîãî ñöåíàðèÿ. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, èç òîãî,

÷òî Âèòãåíøòåéí èëè ñòîðîííèêè ëîãè÷åñêîãî ïîçèòèâèçìà ñ÷èòàþò

ñöåíàðèé ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà íåìûñëèìûì, åùå íå ñëåäóåò åãî íå-

ìûñëèìîñòü â êîíòåêñòå ìåòàôèçè÷åñêîé äèñêóññèè. È ýòî íå ïîòîìó,

÷òî îíè íå ïðàâû, à ïîòîìó, ÷òî ìûñëèìîñòüþ îíè íàçûâàþò ðàçíûå

âåùè.

Äðóãàÿ ïðè÷èíà, ïî êîòîðîé, êàê ÿ ñ÷èòàþ, âèòãåíøòåéíîâñêèå

ðàññóæäåíèÿ íå ñïîñîáíû îáîñíîâàòü íåìûñëèìîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî

ñïåêòðà, íîñèò íå ñòîëüêî ôîðìàëüíûé, ñêîëüêî ñîäåðæàòåëüíûé õà-

ðàêòåð. Äåëî â òîì, ÷òî ñàì ôèëîñîô îäíîçíà÷íî íå îòðèöàë âîçìîæ-

íîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà â ëþáîé ôîðìå. Â «Çàìåòêàõ ê ëåêöèÿì îá

“èíäèâèäóàëüíûõ ïåðåæèâàíèÿõ” è “÷óâñòâåííûõ äàííûõ”» Âèòãåí-

øòåéí ïðèçíàåò, ÷òî ìûñëèìà ñèòóàöèÿ, êîãäà îäèí è òîò æå ÷åëîâåê

ïî-ðàçíîìó âîñïðèíèìàåò öâåòà. «Ðàññìîòðèì ñëåäóþùèé ñëó÷àé.

Êòî-òî ãîâîðèò: “Íå ìîãó ïîíÿòü, ñåãîäíÿ âñå êðàñíîå ÿ âèæó ãîëóáûì

è íàîáîðîò”. Ìû îòâå÷àåì: “Ýòî äîëæíî âûãëÿäåòü ñòðàííî!” Îí îòâå-

÷àåò, ÷òî ýòî òàê, è ïðîäîëæàåò ðàçãîâîð, íàïðèìåð, î òîì, êàêèì õî-

ëîäíûì âûãëÿäèò ïûëàþùèé óãîëü è êàêèì ðàñêàëåííûì – ÿñíîå (ãî-

ëóáîå) íåáî. ß äóìàþ, ÷òî ïðè ýòèõ èëè ñõîäíûõ îáñòîÿòåëüñòâàõ ìû

ñêëîííû ñêàçàòü, ÷òî îí âèäåë êðàñíûì òî, ÷òî ìû âèäåëè ãîëóáûì.

Îïÿòü æå ìû ñêàçàëè áû, ÷òî çíàåì, ÷òî îí ïîäðàçóìåâàåò ïîä ñëîâàìè

“ãîëóáîé” è “êðàñíûé” òî, ÷òî ïîäðàçóìåâàåì ìû, ÷òî îí âñå âðåìÿ

óïîòðåáëÿë èõ òàê, êàê óïîòðåáëÿëè èõ ìû» [Wittgenstein, 1968: 284].

Â ïîñëåäóþùåé ëèòåðàòóðå ñöåíàðèè, ïîäîáíûå îïèñàííîìó âû-

øå, ñòàëè íàçûâàòü ñöåíàðèÿìè èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíîãî ïåðåâåðíóòîãî

ñïåêòðà, ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëÿÿ èõ ñöåíàðèÿì èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîãî ïåðå-
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âåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà. Ðàçíèöà ìåæäó íèìè çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî â ïåð-

âîì ñëó÷àå öâåòîâîå âîñïðèÿòèå èçìåíÿåòñÿ è ôèêñèðóåòñÿ âíóòðè

îäíîãî è òîãî æå ñóáúåêòà, òîãäà êàê âî âòîðîì ñëó÷àå âîñïðèÿòèå

öâåòà ðàçëè÷àåòñÿ ó äâóõ ðàçíûõ ñóáúåêòîâ. Ñèäíè Øóìåéêåð ïðèâåë

àðãóìåíò, ïî÷åìó åñëè ìû ïðèçíàåì âîçìîæíîñòü èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíî-

ãî ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà, òî äîëæíû ïðèçíàòü è âîçìîæíîñòü èíòåð-

ñóáúåêòèâíîãî ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà [Shoemaker, 1982: 357–381]. Íà

ìîé âçãëÿä, íè÷òî íå ìîæåò âîñïðåïÿòñòâîâàòü ýòîìó âûâîäó. Äåéñò-

âèòåëüíî, åñëè ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî â t
1

ñîçíàþùèé ñóáúåêò S
1

è îòëè÷-

íûé îò íåãî ñîçíàþùèé ñóáúåêò S
2

èìåþò îäèíàêîâîå âîñïðèÿòèå

öâåòà, à â t
2

âîñïðèÿòèå öâåòà èçìåíÿåòñÿ ó S
1

è îñòàåòñÿ íåèçìåííûì

ó S
2
, òî èìååò ìåñòî íå òîëüêî ñëó÷àé èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíîãî ïåðåâåðíó-

òîãî ñïåêòðà, íî è ñëó÷àé èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîãî ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåê-

òðà. Ïîñêîëüêó åñëè S
2

ìîæåò ïîíÿòü âåðáàëüíûé îò÷åò S
1

î òîì, ÷òî

ñëó÷èëîñü ñ âîñïðèÿòèåì öâåòà ó S
1
, òî îí òàêæå áóäåò ñïîñîáåí ïî-

íÿòü, ÷òî òîãî æå íå ñëó÷èëîñü ñ åãî ñîáñòâåííûì âîñïðèÿòèåì öâåòà,

è íà îñíîâàíèè ýòîãî ïðèéòè ê çàêëþ÷åíèþ, ÷òî â t
2

ñóùåñòâóþò ïî

êðàéíåé ìåðå äâà ñîçíàþùèõ ñóáúåêòà, êîòîðûå ïî-ðàçíîìó âîñïðè-

íèìàþò öâåòà îäíèõ è òåõ æå îáúåêòîâ. Êîíå÷íî, íà îñíîâàíèè ýòèõ

ðàññóæäåíèé åùå íåâîçìîæíî ñäåëàòü âûâîä î ñóùåñòâîâàíèè êâà-

ëèà. Íî íà ìîé âçãëÿä, èõ âïîëíå äîñòàòî÷íî, ÷òîáû îòâåðãíóòü èäåþ

î òîì, ÷òî ðàññóæäåíèé Âèòãåíøòåéíà äîñòàòî÷íî äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû óò-

âåðæäàòü íåìûñëèìîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà.

Â çàêëþ÷åíèå õîòåëîñü áû îòìåòèòü è òî îáñòîÿòåëüñòâî, ÷òî

ãëàâíîé öåëüþ Âèòãåíøòåéíà áûëà òåîðèÿ «÷óâñòâåííûõ äàííûõ».

Ïðåæäå âñåãî îí ïûòàåòñÿ ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî ðåôåðåíòàìè ìåíòàëüíûõ

òåðìèíîâ òèïà «êðàñíûé» èëè «çóáíàÿ áîëü» ÿâëÿþòñÿ íåêèå ïðèâàò-

íûå ñóùíîñòè, èíòðîñïåêòèâíî äîñòóïíûå òîëüêî îáëàäàþùåìó èìè

ñóáúåêòó. Âèòãåíøòåéí ïûòàåòñÿ ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî ïðåäïîëîæåíèå, ÷òî

òàêèå ñóùíîñòè ñóùåñòâóþò, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ãëóáîêî ïàðàäîêñàëüíûì è íå

ïðîòèâîðå÷àùèì ñîöèàëüíîé ïðèðîäå ÿçûêà êàê ñðåäñòâà êîììóíè-

êàöèè, ôóíêöèîíèðóþùåãî òîëüêî â êîíòåêñòå îïðåäåëåííîé äåÿ-

òåëüíîñòè. Òåì íå ìåíåå ôèëîñîô íå îòðèöàåò ñàìîé äàííîñòè ôåíî-

ìåíàëüíîãî îïûòà.

Â òåõ æå «Çàìåòêàõ ê ëåêöèÿì îá “èíäèâèäóàëüíûõ ïåðåæèâàíè-

ÿõ” è “÷óâñòâåííûõ äàííûõ”» ìîæíî íàéòè ñëåäóþùèé ïàññàæ: «Íî

÷òî åñëè áû ÿ ñêàçàë, ÷òî ïîä âûðàæåíèåì ñòûäà íà ëèöå ÿ ïîäðàçóìå-

âàë òî, ÷òî âû ïîäðàçóìåâàåòå ïîä “âûðàæåíèå ëèöà + ÷óâñòâî”, åñëè

ÿ ÿâíî íå ïðîâîæó ðàçëè÷èÿ ìåæäó ïîäëèííûìè è ìíèìûìè âûðàæå-

íèÿìè ëèöà? ß ñ÷èòàþ, ÷òî îøèáî÷íî îïèñûâàòü ïîäëèííîå âûðàæå-

íèå êàê ñóììó âûðàæåíèÿ è ÷åãî-òî åùå, õîòÿ òî÷íî òàêîå æå çàáëóæ-

äåíèå – ìû íåïðàâèëüíî ïîíèìàåì ôóíêöèþ íàøèõ âûðàæåíèé – âîç-

íèêàåò, åñëè ìû ãîâîðèì, ÷òî ïîäëèííîå âûðàæåíèå åñòü îñîáîå

ïîâåäåíèå è íè÷åãî áîëåå» [Wittgenstein, 1968: 302–303]. Òî åñòü
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ñêëàäûâàåòñÿ âïå÷àòëåíèå, ÷òî Âèòãåíøòåéí îòðèöàåò êàê àäåêâàò-

íîñòü àääèòèâíîãî ïîíèìàíèÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî ïåðåæèâàíèÿ êàê íå-

êîé äîáàâêè ê íàáëþäàåìîìó ïîâåäåíèþ, íî è îòðèöàåò è îòîæäåñòâ-

ëåíèå ýòîãî ïîâåäåíèÿ ñ ÷óâñòâîì. Îäíàêî äàæå åñëè ìû âñëåä çà Âèò-

ãåøòåéíîì îòâåðãàåì ñóùåñòâîâàíèå ÷óâñòâåííûõ äàííûõ, ýòî åùå

íå çíà÷èò, ÷òî ó íàñ íåò âîçìîæíîñòè ðàññìàòðèâàòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

ñâîéñòâà êàê âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèå êà÷åñòâà ñàìîãî ñóáúåêòà. Âåäü

ó íàñ åùå îñòàåòñÿ âîçìîæíîñòü àäâåðáèàëèçìà, óòâåðæäàþùåãî, ÷òî

êâàëèà – ýòî íå ÷òî èíîå, êàê ìîäèôèêàöèè ñàìîãî ñîçíàþùåãî ñóáú-

åêòà. Íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ïðèíÿòèå àäâåðáèàëèçìà, ïî ìíåíèþ íåêîòî-

ðûõ àâòîðîâ, ñîïðÿæåíî äëÿ ñòîðîííèêîâ ìàòåðèàëèçìà ñ îïðåäåëåí-

íûìè òðóäíîñòÿìè, íåëüçÿ ñêàçàòü, ÷òî ýòà ïîçèöèÿ ïðÿìî âåäåò ê ñóá-

ñòàíöèàëüíîìó äóàëèçìó. Ïîýòîìó êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî âïîëíå âîçìîæíî

ïðèçíàòü êâàëèà, íå ïðèíèìàÿ êàðòåçèàíñêèé äóàëèçì. Ïî êðàéíåé

ìåðå äîâîäû Âèòãåíøòåéíà íå ñòàâÿò íàñ ïåðåä ïîäîáíîé äèëåììîé.
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ПУТЬ И ДАЛЕК, И ДОЛОГ…

Îæèäàíèå è èñïîëíåíèå ñîïðèêàñàþòñÿ

â ÿçûêå.

Ë. Âèòãåíøòåéí. Ôèëîñîôñêèå èññëåäîâàíèÿ

A LONG WAY, FAR AWAY…

×èòàÿ ñòàòüþ Ä. Èâàíîâà, ÿ íå ìîã îòäåëàòüñÿ îò ñòðàííîãî îùóùåíèÿ: ÿ ñî-

ãëàñåí ïî÷òè ñî âñåìè ïîñûëêàìè, íî òàì, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, ÷òî-òî íå òàê ñ âûâî-

äîì. Ãëàâíîå, â ÷åì ìû ñîãëàñíû ñ àâòîðîì, – ýòî â òîì, ÷òî ôèëîñîôèÿ çàíèìà-

åòñÿ êîíöåïòóàëüíûìè âîïðîñàìè, îñòàâëÿÿ íàóêàì ïðîáëåìû, äëÿ êîòîðûõ

âîçìîæíî ýìïèðè÷åñêîå ðåøåíèå. Íî âäðóã îêàçûâàåòñÿ, ÷òî âñÿ àðãóìåíòàöèÿ

àâòîðà, âûïîëíåííàÿ íà âûñîêîì ïðîôåññèîíàëüíîì óðîâíå, ïðèâîäèò ê âûâî-

äó, ÷òî «ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ, êàê îíè ôèêñèðóþòñÿ íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëîãèåé,

íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà... ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ äîëæíû ïîíèìàòüñÿ

êàê ñîñòîÿíèÿ âñåãî îðãàíèçìà». Äàëåå ÿ ïîñòàðàþñü ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî, âî-ïåðâûõ,

ýòîò âûâîä íè÷åãî íå ìåíÿåò â êîíöåïòóàëüíûõ êîíòóðàõ ïðîáëåìû, à âî-âòî-

ðûõ, îí ëîãè÷åñêè íå ñâÿçàí ñ âûáðàííîé àâòîðîì ëèíèåé àðãóìåíòàöèè.

Äìèòðèé èñõîäèò èç òîãî, ÷òî ñîçíàíèå îíòîëîãè÷åñêè èäåíòèôèöèðóåòñÿ

÷åðåç åãî ñïåöèôè÷åñêèå ñâîéñòâà, êëàññè÷åñêèé àíàëèç êîòîðûõ âîñõîäèò

ê Äåêàðòó. Ïîñêîëüêó ýòè ñâîéñòâà ïðîòèâîïîëîæíû ñâîéñòâàì ôèçè÷åñêèõ

îáúåêòîâ èëè íåñîâìåñòèìû ñ íèìè, âîçìîæíû äâà ïóòè ðåøåíèÿ âîïðîñà îá

îíòîëîãè÷åñêîì ñòàòóñå ñîçíàíèÿ – äóàëèçì ñóáñòàíöèé â äóõå Äåêàðòà èëè

ðåäóêöèÿ ìåíòàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ ê ôèçè÷åñêèì. Ïåðâûé ïóòü àâòîð ñ÷èòàåò ìíî-

ãîêðàòíî äèñêðåäèòèðîâàííûì è ïðåäëàãàåò ñîñðåäîòî÷èòüñÿ íà ïðèåìëåìûõ

ñïîñîáàõ ðåäóêöèè.

Çäåñü ñðàçó âîçíèêàåò, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, çàêîííûé âîïðîñ: ïî÷åìó ðåäóêöèè

èìåííî ìåíòàëüíîãî ê ôèçè÷åñêîìó, à íå íàîáîðîò? Êîììåíòèðóåìûé òåêñò íå

ñîäåðæèò îòâåòà, íî, âîçìîæíî, îí ëåæèò íà ïîâåðõíîñòè: ïîòîìó ÷òî ôèçè÷å-

ñêèå ñâîéñòâà íàáëþäàåìû, èçìåðÿåìû è äîñòóïíû íàó÷íîìó èññëåäîâàíèþ,

à ìåíòàëüíûå... Íî â òîì-òî è äåëî, ÷òî ìåíòàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ïðèâàòíû, êâàëè-

òàòèâíû è ñóáúåêòèâíû òîëüêî â ðàìêàõ «íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëîãèè», î êîòîðîé

âåñüìà êñòàòè âñïîìèíàåò àâòîð è êîíöåïöèåé êîòîðîé ìû îáÿçàíû Ëüþèñó,

Äåííåòó è äð. Íåíàáëþäàåìîñòü ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî îïûòà â äîñòàòî÷íîé ñòåïåíè
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îïðîâåðãàåòñÿ ðàçìûøëåíèÿìè Âèòãåíøòåéíà, íà êîòîðûå ññûëàåòñÿ

àâòîð (ïðèâàòíûé ÿçûê, «æóê â êîðîáêå»). Ñîâðåìåííûå òåõíèêè ïñè-

õîëîãè÷åñêèõ ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ ïîçâîëÿþò êîëè÷åñòâåííî èçìåðÿòü ìåí-

òàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ
1
. À áóðíîå ðàçâèòèå êîãíèòèâíûõ èññëåäîâàíèé,

âîçìîæíî, ñêîðî îñòàâèò â ïðîøëîì àðãóìåíò íåäîñòóïíîñòè âíóò-

ðåííåé æèçíè ñîçíàíèÿ äëÿ îáúåêòèâíûõ íàóê è «äðóãèõ ñîçíàíèé».

Äóìàþ, âïîëíå çàêîííî áûëî áû ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî ñòðåìëåíèå

÷àñòè ôèëîñîôîâ ê ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåäóêöèè ìåíòàëüíîãî âûçâàíî íå

ñòîëüêî ïîòðåáíîñòÿìè íàóêè â åå íûíåøíåì ñîñòîÿíèè, ñêîëüêî

óíàñëåäîâàííûìè ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿìè ñàìèõ ôèëîñîôîâ îòíîñèòåëüíî

ïàðàäèãìàëüíîñòè ôèçè÷åñêîãî äèñêóðñà, à òàêæå èõ ñîáñòâåííîé –

âîçìîæíî, íåîñîçíàâàåìîé – íàðîäíî-ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîé óñòàíîâêîé,

êîòîðàÿ çàñòàâëÿåò èõ ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî èìååò ìåñòî íå÷òî òàêîå, ÷òî íóæ-

íî ðåäóöèðîâàòü.

Äàëåå àâòîð óêàçûâàåò, ÷òî ðåøåíèå ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ ðàâíîçíà÷-

íî ñîçäàíèþ óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíîé îíòîëîãèè åãî ñâîéñòâ, à íà÷àòü ýòó

ðàáîòó íóæíî ñ ðåøåíèÿ âîïðîñà, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà

âíóòðåííèìè èëè âíåøíèìè, ò.å. â åãî èíòåðïðåòàöèè, àòðèáóòèâíûìè

(ïðèñóùèìè èõ íîñèòåëþ ñàìîìó ïî ñåáå) èëè ðåëÿöèîííûìè (ïðîÿâ-

ëÿþùèìèñÿ â åãî îòíîøåíèè ê äðóãèì îáúåêòàì). Âîïðîñ ðåøàåòñÿ

â ïîëüçó ðåëÿöèîííûõ ñâîéñòâ íà îñíîâàíèè, â ÷àñòíîñòè, àðãóìåíòà èí-

âåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà. Íî çäåñü ÿ âèæó åùå îäíó ñòðàííîñòü â ðàññóæ-

äåíèÿõ àâòîðà. Îí ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî åñëè àðãóìåíòû Âèòãåíøòåéíà âåðíû,

òî «ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà, ðàññìîòðåííûå ñòîðîííèêàìè âîçìîæíî-

ñòè èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà êàê âíóòðåííèå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà,

äîñòóï ê êîòîðûì èìååò òîëüêî ñóáúåêò ýòîãî îïûòà, îêàçûâàþòñÿ èñ-

êëþ÷åííûìè èç êîíòåêñòîâ, â êîòîðûõ ìû ñïîñîáíû îáñóæäàòü è ñðàâ-

íèâàòü ïñèõè÷åñêèå ôåíîìåíû», à «åñëè ìû íå ìîæåì ñðàâíèâàòü íåïî-

ñðåäñòâåííî êâàëèòàòèâíûé îïûò äâóõ ñóáúåêòîâ, òî ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî

ãèïîòåçà èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà íåìûñëèìà».

Âî-ïåðâûõ, êàê ÿ âèæó ñìûñë ýòîé ãèïîòåçû, îíà íå òîëüêî âïîë-

íå ìûñëèìà â êîíòåêñòå, íî è íàïðÿìóþ îñíîâàíà íà ïðåäïîëîæåíèè

î íåäîñòóïíîñòè êâàëèòàòèâíîãî îïûòà. Îíà, â òîì ÷èñëå â ôîðìóëè-

ðîâêå Äæ. Ëîêêà, êîòîðóþ ïðèâîäèò àâòîð, ãîâîðèò î âîçìîæíîñòè

êîììóíèêàòèâíîãî ñîãëàñèÿ ìåæäó ëþäüìè îòíîñèòåëüíî âòîðè÷íûõ

êà÷åñòâ âåùåé, äàæå åñëè ýòè êà÷åñòâà âîñïðèíèìàþòñÿ èìè ïî-ðàç-

íîìó, ïîñêîëüêó ñëîâà âûðàæàþò íå êâàëèà, à ñîöèàëüíî ñåðòèôèöè-

ðîâàííûå ñïîñîáû ðàçëè÷åíèÿ ñâîéñòâ. Âîêðóã ýòîé æå ìûñëè èìïðî-

âèçèðóåò Âèòãåíøòåéí â «Ôèëîñîôñêèõ èññëåäîâàíèÿõ», â ÷àñòíî-

ñòè, ðàññóæäàÿ î ñåìàíòèêå öâåòîâûõ òåðìèíîâ (§ 239–279).
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Ìîæíî âîçðàçèòü, ÷òî îíè ÷àñòî èçìåðÿþòñÿ íåïðÿìûì îáðàçîì. À ðàçâå ñîñòîÿ-

íèÿ ýëåìåíòàðíûõ ÷àñòèö èçìåðÿþòñÿ ôèçèêàìè íåïîñðåäñòâåííî? Äà è àíòèòåçà ïðÿ-

ìîé–íåïðÿìîé èìååò ñìûñë òîëüêî â êîíòåêñòå «íàðîäíî-ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîãî» óáåæäå-

íèÿ â ñóùåñòâîâàíèè ñêðûòûõ è íåíàáëþäàåìûõ ýëåìåíòîâ ïñèõè÷åñêîãî îïûòà.



Âî-âòîðûõ, Äìèòðèé óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî åñëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå îùó-

ùåíèÿ îòíîñÿòñÿ ê âíóòðåííèì ñâîéñòâàì, òî îíè íåâûðàçèìû. Íî êàê

ñâÿçàíà ïðèðîäà ñâîéñòâ (âíåøíèå èëè âíóòðåííèå) ñ èõ âûðàçè-

ìîñòüþ? Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, íóæíî ðàçîáðàòüñÿ, ÷òî´ ìû èìååì â âèäó, êî-

ãäà ãîâîðèì î ðåëÿöèîííûõ ñâîéñòâàõ: èõ ìàòåðèàëüíóþ èëè ôîð-

ìàëüíóþ îïðåäåëåííîñòü, ò.å. èõ ïðîÿâëÿåìîñòü òîëüêî â ìàòåðèàëü-

íûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ îáúåêòà ê îáúåêòó èëè âñåãî ëèøü ôîðìó ïðåäèêàòà

(îäíîìåñòíûé èëè n-ìåñòíûé), êîòîðûé âûðàæàåò òàêîå ñâîéñòâî

(ñì. ïðèìåð àâòîðà ñ «ìóæåì»). Íåòðóäíî çàìåòèòü, ÷òî ýòè âåùè íå

âñåãäà ñîâïàäàþò: áîëü ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåëÿòèâíûì ñâîéñòâîì ìîåé «äó-

øè», íî ëîãè÷åñêè îíà – ïðîñòîå àòðèáóòèâíîå ñâîéñòâî, âûðàæàåìîå

îäíîìåñòíûì ïðåäèêàòîì. Íî äàæå åñëè ìû äèðåêòèâíî ïðèâåäåì ëî-

ãèêó áîëåâîãî äèñêóðñà â ñîîòâåòñòâèå ñî ñòðóêòóðîé ôàêòîâ, ò.å., íà-

ïðèìåð, çàñòàâèì âñåõ âìåñòî «Ó ìåíÿ áîëèò ãîëîâà» ãîâîðèòü «Ó ìå-

íÿ â ãîëîâå áîëü îò ñïàçìà ñîñóäîâ», ýòî íè÷åãî íå äîáàâèò ê âûðàçè-

ìîñòè ñàìîãî îùóùåíèÿ.

Æàëü, ÷òî àâòîð, ïðèâîäÿ ÿðêèé ïàññàæ Âèòãåíøòåéíà î òîì, ÷òî

â ïîïóëÿðíî-ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîì äèñêóðñå «íè÷òî âûïîëíÿëî áû òàêóþ

æå ôóíêöèþ, êàê è íå÷òî, î êîòîðîì íè÷åãî íåëüçÿ ñêàçàòü», ïðåðûâà-

åò öèòèðîâàíèå íà ýòèõ ñëîâàõ è îñòàâëÿåò âíå ÷èòàòåëüñêîãî âíèìà-

íèÿ ñëåäóþùåå ïðåäëîæåíèå, âûðàæàþùåå ñóòü âèòãåíøòåéíèàí-

ñêîé «òåðàïèè ÿçûêà»: «Ìû îòâåðãàåì ëèøü ãðàììàòèêó, êîòîðàÿ

çäåñü âñÿ÷åñêè íàâÿçûâàåò ñåáÿ íàì». Áî´ëüøàÿ ÷àñòü «ïðîáëåì ñîçíà-

íèÿ», òàêèõ, êàê êâàëèà, «äðóãèå ñîçíàíèÿ» è ò.ï., ïîðîæäåíû åñòåñò-

âåííîé ãëóáèííîé ãðàììàòèêîé íàøèõ äåñêðèïöèé è, ïî ìûñëè Âèò-

ãåíøòåéíà, äîëæíû èñ÷åçíóòü ïîñëå ïðàâèëüíîé ïåðåíàñòðîéêè

ÿçûêà.

Ñëåäóþùèé øàã â ðàññóæäåíèÿõ àâòîðà òàêîâ: åñëè íåâåðíî, ÷òî

ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóòðåííèìè, òî îíè èíòåíöèîíàëüíû.

Íà ýòîì ýòàïå ÿ âèæó ñëåäóþùóþ òðóäíîñòü: êîíöåïöèÿ èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîñòè, ñîçäàííàÿ Ôðàíöåì Áðåíòàíî, ìóëüòèïëèöèðîâàëàñü â ìíî-

ãî÷èñëåííûå âåðñèè è âàðèàíòû, íå âñå èç êîòîðûõ ñîâìåñòèìû äðóã ñ

äðóãîì. Ïîìèìî Ãóññåðëÿ ìîæíî óïîìÿíóòü Àíñêîìá, Ìåéíîíãà,

Ìàëëè, Ñ¸ðëà, Äåííåòà, êòî âñòðàèâàë ýòî ïîíÿòèå â ñîáñòâåííûå

êîíöåïöèè. Â ðàññóæäåíèÿõ Äìèòðèÿ óëàâëèâàþòñÿ ÿâíûå íîòêè

Ñ¸ðëà – àñïåêòóàëüíîñòü, ïåðñïåêòèâà ïåðâîãî ëèöà, ÷åãî íå áûëî

â îðèãèíàëüíîé êîíöåïöèè Áðåíòàíî. È íå ñîâñåì ïîíÿòíî, çà÷åì

çäåñü ýòà ïåðñïåêòèâà, åñëè ìíîãèå èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå ïðåäèêàòû ðà-

áîòàþò îäèíàêîâî âî âñåõ ëèöàõ.

Âñå ñóùåñòâóþùèå êîíöåïöèè èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè ïîäðîáíî ðàç-

áèðàþòñÿ â ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåé ñòàòüå èçâåñòíîé àâòîðó ýíöèêëîïå-

äèè
2
, ÿ ëèøü ïîïûòàþñü âûðàçèòü ñóòü ïðîáëåìû â åå îðèãèíàëüíîì
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âèäå: êàê âîçìîæíî, ÷òî âûñêàçûâàíèÿ «ß èíòåðåñóþñü åäèíîðîãà-

ìè» è «Åäèíîðîãîâ íå ñóùåñòâóåò» ìîãóò áûòü îäíîâðåìåííî èñòèí-

íûìè? Áðåíòàíî â ñâîå âðåìÿ ñ÷èòàë, ÷òî ñâîéñòâî «èíòåíöèîíàëüíî-

ãî íåñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ» ïðèñóùå âñåì ìåíòàëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì è òîëüêî

èì (ìíîãèå âïîñëåäñòâèè îñïàðèâàëè ýòî òîæäåñòâî).

Êàê áû òî íè áûëî, îñòàåòñÿ íåÿñíûì, êàêèì îáðàçîì ïîëó÷åííûé

íà ïðåäûäóùåì ýòàïå âûâîä, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ

âíåøíèìè ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàíèÿ, èìïëèöèðóåò êîí-

öåïöèþ èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè, êîòîðàÿ ñàìà ïî ñåáå, áåçóñëîâíî, óâà-

æàåìà è ïîëåçíà. Ýòà íåÿñíîñòü îò÷àñòè ñíèìàåòñÿ íà ñëåäóþùåì ýòà-

ïå, ãäå àâòîð óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî â êîíòåêñòå ïðåäûäóùåãî ëîãè÷åñêîãî

øàãà ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà îêàçûâàþòñÿ ñâîéñòâàìè íå ñîçíàíèÿ,

à èíòåíöèîíàëüíûõ îáúåêòîâ. Ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå ñòàíîâèòñÿ ÿñíî îòíî-

ñèòåëüíî èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè, åñëè óæ íå îòêóäà îíà ïîñëåäîâàëà, òî

äëÿ ÷åãî ïîíàäîáèëàñü. Íî è çäåñü ÿ íå ìîãó îòäåëàòüñÿ îò âîïðîñà:

÷òî ðåøàåò ýòî ïåðåáðàñûâàíèå ñâîéñòâ îò ñóáúåêòà ê îáúåêòó?

Åñëè ìû, ïîäîáíî àâòîðó, èñõîäèì èç òîãî, ÷òî ñîçíàíèå êîíñòè-

òóèðóåòñÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè ñâîéñòâàìè (÷òî äàëåêî íå âñåì î÷åâèä-

íî), òî çàäà÷à åãî íàó÷íîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ âíå êàðòåçèàíñêîé ñêîìïðî-

ìåòèðîâàííîé òðàäèöèè ñîñòîèò â èõ ðåäóêöèè ê íàòóðàëüíûì ñâîé-

ñòâàì. Äëÿ ýòîãî íà êîíöåïòóàëüíî-ôèëîñîôñêîì óðîâíå âàæíî

çíàòü, ñâîéñòâàìè ÷åãî îíè ÿâëÿþòñÿ: «äóøè», âîñïðèíèìàåìîé åþ

âåùè èëè èõ âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ (Ëîêê). Äìèòðèé ãîâîðèò: îíè ÿâëÿþòñÿ

ñâîéñòâàìè âåùè, òîëüêî èíòåíöèîíàëüíîé. Èíòåíöèîíàëüíûé îáú-

åêò, êàê îí ñ÷èòàåò, – ýòî íåêèé «àñïåêò» ðåàëüíîãî îáúåêòà, âèäèìûé

èç ïåðñïåêòèâû ïåðâîãî ëèöà (ÏÏË). Íî òîãäà âîçíèêàåò âîïðîñ: à èç

êàêîé ïåðñïåêòèâû ìû âèäèì – åñëè âèäèì – íåèíòåíöèîíàëüíûå

îáúåêòû?

Åñëè èç ìîåé ÏÏË íåêèé íàòóðàëüíûé îáúåêò O âûãëÿäèò êàê èí-

òåíöèîíàëüíûé îáúåêò O
1

è O
1

îáëàäàåò ôåíîìåíàëüíûì ñâîéñòâîì

A, òî ïðèñóùå ëè ýòî ñâîéñòâî îáúåêòó O? Åñëè äà, òî ââåäåíèå èíòåí-

öèîíàëüíîñòè íå îçíà÷àåò íèêàêîãî ïðîãðåññà ïî ñðàâíåíèþ ñ Ëîê-

êîì. Åñëè íåò, òî – âñïîìíèì ðàññóæäåíèÿ àâòîðà îá èíäèâèäóàöèè

îáúåêòîâ â ñàìîì íà÷àëå òåêñòà – ýòî ðàçíûå îáúåêòû. Òîãäà – êàê òà-

êîå óäâîåíèå ñóùíîñòåé ñîãëàñóåòñÿ ñ íàó÷íîé êàðòèíîé ìèðà?

Íî äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû íàêîíåö ðåäóöèðîâàòü ýòè ôåíîìåíàëüíî-èí-

òåíöèîíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà, àâòîð çàäàåòñÿ âîïðîñîì: ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ìåí-

òàëüíûå ðåïðåçåíòàöèè (òîæäåñòâåííûå – â åãî ïîíèìàíèè – èíòåí-

öèîíàëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì) ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà? Çäåñü ÿ õî÷ó îòìåòèòü

äâà îáñòîÿòåëüñòâà. Âî-ïåðâûõ, ñëîâî «ìîçã» â ýòîì çàêëþ÷èòåëüíîì

ïóíêòå ñòàòüè ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ âïåðâûå – êàê ãîíåö ñ âàæíîé âåñòüþ â êîí-

öå ïüåñû. Âî-âòîðûõ, ñàì Äìèòðèé ïðèçíàåò, ÷òî ýòîò âîïðîñ èìååò

ýìïèðè÷åñêèé, à íå êîíöåïòóàëüíûé õàðàêòåð è, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, a

priori íèêàê íå âëèÿåò íà ðåøåíèå êîíöåïòóàëüíûõ ïðîáëåì.
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Íî íå ýòî ãëàâíîå. Â ýòîì ïóíêòå ìû äîëæíû íàêîíåö óâèäåòü âû-

õîä èç êîíöåïòóàëüíîãî ëàáèðèíòà, è ìû åãî âèäèì. Îí â òîì, ÷òî

ìåíòàëüíûå ðåïðåçåíòàöèè íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà, êàê ìû

ýòî äî ñèõ ïîð, îêàçûâàåòñÿ, èìïëèöèòíî ïîäðàçóìåâàëè. Îíòîëîãè-

÷åñêè, ãîâîðèò Äìèòðèé, îíè ÿâëÿþòñÿ îïðåäåëåííûì îòíîøåíèåì

âñåãî îðãàíèçìà ê îêðóæàþùåìó ìèðó.

Èòàê, ìîçã èëè «âåñü îðãàíèçì»? Ãîëîâà ïðîôåññîðà Äîóýëÿ èëè

«äåéñòâèòåëüíûé, òåëåñíûé ÷åëîâåê, ñòîÿùèé íà õîðîøî îêðóãëåí-

íîé çåìëå»? Íåâîçìîæíî èçáàâèòüñÿ îò îùóùåíèÿ ôèëîñîôñêîãî de´jà
vu, íåñìîòðÿ íà ìîäíûé «ýíàêòèâèçì». Ðàñïðåäåëåíèå ìåíòàëüíûõ

ðåïðåçåíòàöèé ïî âñåìó îðãàíèçìó, ðàâíî êàê è ïî âñåìó àðåàëó îáè-

òàíèÿ ÷åëîâåêà, íè íà øàã íå ïðèáëèæàåò íàñ ê îòâåòàì íà âîïðîñû,

èç-çà êîòîðûõ ëþäè è íà÷èíàþò çàíèìàòüñÿ ôèëîñîôèåé: äåéñòâè-

òåëüíî ëè ìèð òàêîâ, êàêèì ÿ åãî âèæó? Äåéñòâèòåëüíî ëè äðóãèå ëþ-

äè äóìàþò, âèäÿò è ÷óâñòâóþò òàê æå, êàê ÿ? Ñóùåñòâóþ ëè ÿ, êîãäà íå

ìûñëþ? Íó è îñòàëüíîå – ïðî áåññìåðòèå äóøè è ñâîáîäó âîëè.

Ïîñëåäíÿÿ ôðàçà ñòàòüè âñåëÿåò íàäåæäó: «Â ñëó÷àå ÷åëîâåêà ìû

òàêæå ìîæåì ãîâîðèòü î çàâèñèìîñòè ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé îò

ÿçûêà è êóëüòóðû». Íî â öåëîì îáñóæäàåìûé òåêñò ñâèäåòåëüñòâóåò,

÷òî «íà ïóòè ê îáúÿñíåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ» ìû âìåñòå ñ Äåêàðòîì è Ëîêêîì

åäâà ëèøü ïðîøëè åãî íà÷àëî.
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ФЕНОМЕНАЛЬНЫЕ КАЧЕСТВА КАК РЕЛЯЦИОННЫЕ

СВОЙСТВА1

PHENOMENAL QUALITIES AS RELATIONAL PROPERTIES

Â ñòàòüå Äìèòðèÿ Èâàíîâà «Íà ïóòè ê îáúÿñíåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ» íåîáõîäè-

ìûì ýòàïîì îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ íàçûâàåòñÿ âûäåëåíèå ñâîéñòâ ñîçíàíèÿ,

îäíèì èç êîòîðûõ îêàçûâàåòñÿ êâàëèòàòèâíîñòü. Â ñâÿçè ñ ýòèì ñòàâèòñÿ âî-

ïðîñ î òîì, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà (êâàëèà) âíóòðåííèìè èëè

ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè. Èâàíîâ îòñòàèâàåò òî÷êó çðåíèÿ, ñîãëàñíî êîòî-

ðîé ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà – ýòî ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ

îáúåêòîâ. Ìû æå óòâåðæäàåì, ÷òî ïðîâîçãëàøåíèå ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ

ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ÷åì-ëèáî, êðîìå óäîáíîé ÿçûêîâîé

êîíâåíöèè, êîòîðàÿ íå óêàçûâàåò íà ðåàëüíî ñóùåñòâóþùèå, êàóçàëüíî ýô-

ôåêòèâíûå ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà.

Àðãóìåíòàöèþ Äìèòðèÿ Èâàíîâà ìîæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü ñëåäóþùèì îá-

ðàçîì:

(1) Êâàëèà ñóòü ñâîéñòâà.

(2) Ñâîéñòâà áûâàþò âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèå èëè ðåëÿöèîííûå.
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Непосредственное субъективное переживание определенных чувственных
данных в философии сознания принято называть феноменальным качеством,
или квалиа. Феноменальные качества традиционно считаются одним из наибо

лее трудных для натуралистического объяснения аспектов сознания. Многие
философы исходят из того, что полное физическое или функциональное описа

ние состояния человека не дает однозначного указания на то, что он в данный
момент переживает на самом деле. Квалиа представляются нередуцируемыми
к физическому устройству системы или к ее функциональным возможностям
и зачастую объявляются особыми нефизическими свойствами. Но какими
свойствами? Внутренними или реляционными? Существуют аргументы, доказы

вающие немыслимость квалиа как внутренних свойств организма или мозга.
В статье исследуется вопрос о концептуальной возможности рассмотрения ква

лиа как реляционных свойств организма и репрезентируемого им объекта.
В заключение утверждается, что феноменальные качества как реляционные
свойства при их описании могут быть сведены без потери смысла к описанию
внутренних свойств организма и внутренних свойств репрезентируемого объ

екта, а также их натуральных неквалитативных реляционных свойств. Исходя
из немыслимости квалиа как свойств внутренних и редуцируемости квалиа как
реляционных свойств к свойствам внутренним, делается вывод о теоретиче

ской несостоятельности самого понятия квалиа.
Ключевые слова: философия сознания, квалиа, внутренние свойства, реляци

онные свойства, ментальная репрезентация.
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(3) Åñëè êâàëèà ñóòü âíóòðåííèå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿ-

íèé, òî äîëæåí áûòü ìûñëèì ñöåíàðèé èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåê-

òðà.

(4) Ñöåíàðèé èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà íåìûñëèì.

(5) Êâàëèà íå ñóòü âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèå ñâîéñòâà.

(6) Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, êâàëèà ñóòü ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà.

Â ñòàòüå ìû ñêîíöåíòðèðóåìñÿ íà àíàëèçå ïîëîæåíèÿ (6) î òîì,

÷òî êâàëèà ñóòü ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà. Ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëåíèå âíóò-

ðåííèõ è ðåëÿöèîííûõ ñâîéñòâ â ôèëîñîôèè èìååò äîëãóþ èñòîðèþ.

Ðåëÿöèîííûå (relational) ñâîéñòâà ìîãóò ïðîòèâîïîñòàâëÿòüñÿ íå

òîëüêî âíóòðåííèì ñâîéñòâàì (intrinsic), íî è âíåøíèì (extrinsic).

Â ñòàòüå Ä. Èâàíîâà ðåëÿöèîííûå è âíåøíèå ñâîéñòâà îáúåäèíåíû

â îäíó êàòåãîðèþ. Òàê æå ïîñòóïèì è ìû, òåì áîëåå ÷òî äëÿ öåëåé íà-

øåé äèñêóññèè ýòèì ðàçëè÷èåì ìåæäó âíåøíèìè è ðåëÿöèîííûìè

ñâîéñòâàìè ìîæíî ïðåíåáðå÷ü.

Ïîä ðåëÿöèîííûìè ïîíèìàþòñÿ ñâîéñòâà, âîçíèêàþùèå èç-çà îòíî-

øåíèÿ îäíèõ âåùåé ñ äðóãèìè. Åñëè â îòíîøåíèå âîâëå÷åíû äâå âåùè,

òî òàêîå ñâîéñòâî ìîæíî íàçâàòü äèàäè÷åñêèì, åñëè òðè âåùè, òî òðèà-

äè÷åñêèì, è ò.ä. Íèêîãäà ïî îïðåäåëåíèþ ðåëÿöèîííîå ñâîéñòâî íå ìî-

æåò áûòü ñâîéñòâîì îäíîé âåùè, òîãäà ýòî áóäåò ïðîñòî âíóòðåííåå

ñâîéñòâî. Â êà÷åñòâå ïàðàäèãìàëüíîãî ïðèìåðà ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà

â ñòàòüå Äìèòðèÿ Èâàíîâà ïðèâîäèòñÿ ñâîéñòâî «áûòü ìóæåì», ýòî

ñâîéñòâî ïðèíàäëåæèò ìóæó áëàãîäàðÿ íàëè÷èþ ó íåãî æåíû, áåç êîòî-

ðîé èñêîìûé ÷åëîâåê ìóæåì áûòü áû íå ìîã. Ó æåíû î÷åâèäíî íåò ñâîé-

ñòâà áûòü ìóæåì, íî ó íåå åñòü ñâîéñòâî áûòü æåíîé, êîòîðîå íå ïðèíàä-

ëåæèò åé ñàìîé ïî ñåáå è âîçìîæíî, ïîñêîëüêó ó íåå åñòü ìóæ.

Íà ïåðâûé âçãëÿä, ìîæåò ïîêàçàòüñÿ, ÷òî åñòü äâà ðàçíûõ ðåëÿöèîí-

íûõ ñâîéñòâà – «áûòü ìóæåì» äëÿ ìóæà è «áûòü æåíîé» äëÿ æåíû, êàæ-

äîå èç êîòîðûõ ïðèíàäëåæèò îòäåëüíûì ëþäÿì, íî íå îáîèì ñðàçó. Ïðè

áëèæàéøåì ðàññìîòðåíèè ïîíÿòíî, ÷òî áûòü æåíîé è áûòü ìóæåì – ýòî

ðàçíûå àñïåêòû îäíîãî ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà «ñîñòîÿòü â áðàêå». Êàê

îòìå÷àåò Êèò Ôàéí, ñîãëàñíî ñòàíäàðòíîìó âçãëÿäó íà ðåëÿöèîííûå

ñâîéñòâà, âíóòðè êàæäîãî ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà ìîæíî âûäåëèòü ðàç-

íûå íàïðàâëåíèÿ îòíîøåíèÿ ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ äëÿ ðàçíûõ ó÷àñòíèêîâ [Fine,

2000: 2–7]. Ñàì Ôàéí íå ñîãëàñåí ñ òåì, ÷òî íàïðàâëåíèÿ îòíîøåíèÿ

ìîæíî âûäåëèòü â ëþáîì ðåëÿöèîííîì ñâîéñòâå. Ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, åñòü

ñèììåòðè÷íûå ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà, â êîòîðûõ êàæäûé ó÷àñòíèê òîæ-

äåñòâåí äðóãîìó â íàïðàâëåíèè îòíîøåíèÿ, íî îí ñîãëàñåí ñ òåì, ÷òî ðå-

ëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ñ ðàçíûìè íàïðàâëåíèÿìè îòíîøåíèé òàêæå ñóùå-

ñòâóþò. Â ïðèìåðå ñ ðåëÿöèîííûì ñâîéñòâîì «ñîñòîÿòü â áðàêå» íà-

ïðàâëåíèÿìè îòíîøåíèÿ áóäóò «áûòü ìóæåì» è «áûòü æåíîé».

Êàêèå æå âåùè Äìèòðèé Èâàíîâ ñ÷èòàåò ó÷àñòíèêàìè ðåëÿöèîííî-

ãî ñâîéñòâà êâàëèà? Îäíîé èç òàêèõ âåùåé, ó÷àñòâóþùåé â êîíñòèòóè-
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ðîâàíèè ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî êà÷åñòâà, ó íåãî âûñòóïàåò ðåïðåçåíòèðóå-

ìûé îáúåêò, î ÷åì â ñòàòüå ïðÿìî íàïèñàíî íåîäíîêðàòíî. Îäíàêî, êàê

ìû ïîìíèì, äëÿ ýêçåìïëèôèêàöèè ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà îäíîé âåùè

íåäîñòàòî÷íî, ïîýòîìó íåëüçÿ ñêàçàòü, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà –

ýòî ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà òîëüêî ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ îáúåêòîâ. ×òî

åùå ïîìèìî ðåïåðåçåíòóåìîãî îáúåêòà ñîñòàâëÿåò èññëåäóåìîå ðåëÿ-

öèîííûå ñâîéñòâà? Åñëè íàéäåòñÿ åùå îäíà âåùü, òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

êà÷åñòâà áóäóò äèàäè÷åñêèì ðåëÿöèîííûì ñâîéñòâîì, åñëè òðè, òî

òðèàäè÷åñêèì, è ò.ä. Â òåêñòå ñòàòüè ìû íå íàøëè ìåñòà, ãäå áûëî áû

îäíîçíà÷íî íàïèñàíî, ÷òó èìåííî ñîñòàâëÿåò ðåëÿöèîííîå ñâîéñòâî

âìåñòå ñ ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûì îáúåêòîì. Ñóäÿ ïî îáùåìó õîäó ðàçìûø-

ëåíèé è ïî ôðàçå «Îíòîëîãè÷åñêè ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ

ïðîñòî ïîëîæåíèÿìè äåë (states of affairs), êîòîðûå çàêëþ÷àþòñÿ â òîì,

÷òî îðãàíèçì íàõîäèòñÿ â îïðåäåëåííûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ ê îêðóæàþùåìó

åãî ìèðó»2, âòîðûì ÷ëåíîì îòíîøåíèÿ ìîæíî íàçâàòü âåñü îðãàíèçì

÷åëîâåêà. Âåäü âñå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà, åñëè îíè âîîáùå ñóùåñò-

âóþò, – ýòî ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Îáíàðóæèòü äðóãèõ ïðåòåíäåíòîâ

íà ó÷àñòèå â ðåëÿöèîííîì ñâîéñòâå íàì íå óäàëîñü, çíà÷èò, ìû ìîæåì

çàêëþ÷èòü, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà – ýòî äèàäè÷åñêèå ðåëÿöèîí-

íûå ñâîéñòâà îðãàíèçìà è ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà.

Ñ ó÷åòîì íàëè÷èÿ ó ðåëÿöèîííûõ ñâîéñòâ íàïðàâëåíèé îòíîøå-

íèé ìîæíî ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíîå êà÷åñòâî – ýòî àñèì-

ìåòðè÷íîå ðåëÿöèîííîå ñâîéñòâî. Îðãàíèçì îòíîñèòñÿ ê ðåïðåçåíòè-

ðóåìîìó îáúåêòó íå òàê, êàê ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûé îáúåêò îòíîñèòñÿ

ê îðãàíèçìó. Òàêîé îáúåêò, åñëè ìû ãîâîðèì î âíåøíåé ïî îòíîøå-

íèþ ê îðãàíèçìó íåîäóøåâëåííîé âåùè, êàæåòñÿ ïàññèâíûì îáúåê-

òîì, íå ïðîÿâëÿþùèì íèêàêîé àêòèâíîñòè äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû ñòàòü ó÷à-

ñòíèêîì êàêèõ-ëèáî îòíîøåíèé ñ îðãàíèçìîì. Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ñòàòü

îáúåêòîì ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî îùóùåíèÿ, ñêàæåì, âèçóàëüíîãî îïûòà ÷å-

ëîâåêà, ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûé îáúåêò ìîæåò îáëàäàòü ëèøü íåáîëüøèì

÷èñëîì íåîáõîäèìûõ è äîñòàòî÷íûõ âíóòðåííèõ êà÷åñòâ (ðàçìåð,

ïðîçðà÷íîñòü è ò.ï.) è åãî ïðèðîäà ìîæåò î÷åíü øèðîêî âàðüèðîâàòü-

ñÿ. Òàêèì îáúåêòîì ìîæåò ñòàòü è íåáîëüøîå íàñåêîìîå, è îãðîìíàÿ

ñêàëà. Îðãàíèçì æå, ÷òîáû ó íåãî ïîÿâèëîñü âèçóàëüíîå îùóùåíèå,

äîëæåí ñîîòâåòñòâîâàòü ñòðîãîìó ïåðå÷íþ íåîáõîäèìûõ òðåáîâà-

íèé. Ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî äëÿ ïîÿâëåíèÿ ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà

â ôåíîìåíàëüíîì ïîëå îðãàíèçìà îäíèì èç íåîáõîäèìûõ óñëîâèé

ÿâëÿåòñÿ äåÿòåëüíîñòíàÿ âêëþ÷åííîñòü ïîñëåäíåãî â îêðóæàþùóþ

ñðåäó, à ñî ñòîðîíû ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà íàëè÷èå êàêîé-ëèáî

äåÿòåëüíîñòè íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåîáõîäèìûì óñëîâèåì. Íàïðàâëåííîñòü

âíèìàíèÿ îðãàíèçìà íà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûé îáúåêò òðàäèöèîííî èìå-
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íóåòñÿ èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòüþ, â îáñóæäàåìîé ñòàòüå ýòà íàïðàâëåí-

íîñòü èìåíóåòñÿ òàê æå.

Ïîõîæå, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóþò ñèòóàöèè, â êîòîðûõ ìû ìîæåì îñìûñ-

ëåííî ãîâîðèòü î ôåíîìåíàëüíîì êà÷åñòâå êàê î ðåëÿöèîííîì ñâîé-

ñòâå. Äîïóñòèì, ÿ âèæó áåëóþ ñòåíó; â ïåðåâîäå ñ îáûäåííîãî ÿçûêà

íà ÿçûê ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ìåíòàëüíîå ñîñòîÿ-

íèå ìîåãî îðãàíèçìà õàðàêòåðèçóåòñÿ íàëè÷èåì ó íåãî â òîì ÷èñëå

ïåðåæèâàíèÿ êâàëèà áåëîãî öâåòà. Ýòî ôåíîìåíàëüíîå êà÷åñòâî åñòü

ðåëÿöèîííîå ñâîéñòâî ìîåãî îðãàíèçìà è ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåê-

òà, à èìåííî áåëîé ñòåíû. Åñëè óáðàòü èç ýòîãî îòíîøåíèÿ îäíó èç

ñòîðîí – ìîé îðãàíèçì èëè ñòåíó, ïðîïàäåò è êâàëèà áåëîãî.

Òî, ÷òî ìû ìîæåì ãîâîðèòü î ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâàõ êàê î ðå-

ëÿöèîííûõ ñâîéñòâàõ, òåì íå ìåíåå íå îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

êà÷åñòâà ñóòü ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà. Âåäü èíîãäà íàì ìîæåò áûòü

ïðîñòî óäîáíî îïèñûâàòü íåêîòîðóþ ñèòóàöèþ â òåðìèíàõ ðåëÿöèîí-

íûõ ñâîéñòâ, õîòÿ ýòè òåðìèíû áóäóò ëèøü ñîêðàùåííûìè îïèñàíèÿ-

ìè ñâîéñòâ, âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèõ íåñêîëüêèì âåùàì, î êîòîðûõ ìû

ãîâîðèì. Íàïðèìåð, óòâåðæäåíèå «À è Á ëþáÿò äðóã äðóãà» çâó÷èò

êàê îïèñàíèå ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà ñ äâóìÿ ðàçíûìè íàïðàâëåíèÿ-

ìè îòíîøåíèÿ (ëþáèòü è áûòü ëþáèìûì). Ïî ñóòè ìû ìîæåì ïåðå-

äàòü òîò æå ñìûñë, àïåëëèðóÿ ëèøü ê âíóòðåííèì ñâîéñòâàì À è Á.

Ñîñòîÿíèå âëþáëåííîñòè â êîãî-òî öåëèêîì è ïîëíîñòüþ ÿâëÿåòñÿ

ñâîéñòâîì âëþáëåííîãî ÷åëîâåêà, íàëè÷èå âîçëþáëåííîãî äëÿ ýòîãî

íå òðåáóåòñÿ. Äîí Êèõîò ìîã âîñïåâàòü ñâîþ ëþáîâü ê ïðåêðàñíîé

Äóëüñèíåå Òîáîññêîé ïðè àáñîëþòíîì îòñóòñòâèè òîé â ìèðå. À óò-

âåðæäåíèå áûòü ëþáèìûì, êîòîðîå, êàæåòñÿ, îòíîñèòñÿ ê òîìó, êîãî

ëþáÿò, ïðè áëèæàéøåì ðàññìîòðåíèè îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóåò íåê-

òî, ëþáÿùèé ýòîãî ÷åëîâåêà.

Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ìû ìîãëè ñêàçàòü, ÷òî èìååò ìåñòî íåêîòîðîå ðå-

ëÿöèîííîå ñâîéñòâî, à íå ïðîñòî ñîêðàùåííîå îïèñàíèå íåñêîëüêèõ

âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèõ ñâîéñòâ, íåîáõîäèìî îïðåäåëèòü àêòóàëüíóþ

èëè ïîòåíöèàëüíóþ êàóçàëüíóþ ýôôåêòèâíîñòü ýòîãî ðåëÿöèîííîãî

ñâîéñòâà, ò.å. ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî âñòóïëåíèå â ýòî îòíîøåíèå äîáàâëÿåò âå-

ùàì ÷òî-òî ïîìèìî òîãî, ÷òî ó íèõ óæå åñòü, èëè â êà÷åñòâå âíóòðåí-

íèõ ñâîéñòâ, èëè â êà÷åñòâå äðóãèõ ðåëÿöèîííûõ ñâîéñòâ. Îòíîøåíèå

áðàêà î÷åâèäíî êàóçàëüíî çíà÷èìî äëÿ ñóïðóãîâ íåçàâèñèìî îò èõ

âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ. Ñóïðóãè, ê ïðèìåðó, ìîãóò ïðåòåíäîâàòü íà èïî-

òå÷íûé êðåäèò ñ áîëåå âûãîäíîé ñòàâêîé. À ðåëÿöèîííîå ñâîéñòâî

ïðîñòðàíñòâåííîãî âçàèìîïîëîæåíèÿ – îäèí ëèñò íàõîäèòñÿ íàä äðó-

ãèì – òàêæå ìîæåò îêàçûâàòü êàóçàëüíîå âëèÿíèå íà íèõ. Êëåðê âîçü-

ìåò äëÿ ïèñüìà òîò ëèñò, ÷òî áûë ñâåðõó, à íå ñíèçó. Íî â ÷åì çàêëþ÷à-

åòñÿ êàóçàëüíàÿ ýôôåêòèâíîñòü ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî êà÷åñòâà? Êàê îíî

ìîæåò ïîâëèÿòü íà îðãàíèçì âíå çàâèñèìîñòè îò âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ
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ñàìîãî îðãàíèçìà, ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà è îòíîøåíèé ìåæäó

íèìè? Äîáàâëÿåò ëè ïîÿâëåíèå ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà êâàëèà ÷òî-òî

òàêîå, ÷åãî óæå íå áûëî â èñõîäíîé ñèòóàöèè?

Îòíîøåíèå, ëåæàùåå â îñíîâå ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà êâàëèà,

áûëî ðåøåíî îïèñûâàòü ïðè ïîìîùè òåðìèíà «èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòü».

Ñàìó èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòü ìîæíî ïîíèìàòü êàê ðåçóëüòàò âçàèìîäåé-

ñòâèÿ âåùåé ñ îïðåäåëåííûìè âíóòðåííèìè ñâîéñòâàìè, ñîñòîÿùèõ

â ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèõ îòíîøåíèÿõ. Ñ òàêèì îïðåäåëåíèåì èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîñòè ìîæåò ñîãëàñèòüñÿ è òîò, êòî âûäåëÿåò äëÿ íåå îñîáóþ

ñóáúåêòèâíóþ îíòîëîãèþ (Ñ¸ðë), è òîò, êòî áóäåò îïèñûâàòü èíòåðíà-

öèîíàëüíîñòü â îáúåêòèâíûõ òåðìèíàõ (Äåííåò). Åñëè êàæäûé èíòåí-

öèîíàëüíûé àêò ìîæåò áûòü ïðåäñòàâëåí êàê ñîâîêóïíîñòü âíóòðåí-

íèõ ñâîéñòâ è îòíîøåíèé è ïðè ýòîì îáëàäàòü âñåì òåì, ÷åãî ìû îæè-

äàåì îò ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ áåç àïåëëÿöèè ê ôåíîìåíàëüíûì êà-

÷åñòâàì êàê ðåëÿöèîííûì, òî ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî ðåëÿöèîííîñòü êâàëèà

íå îáëàäàåò îñîáûì îíòîëîãè÷åñêèì ñòàòóñîì.

Âåðíåìñÿ ê ïðèìåðó ñ áåëîé ñòåíîé è äîïóñòèì, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëü-

íîå ïåðåæèâàíèå áåëîãî èìååò ìåñòî. Äëÿ ïîÿâëåíèÿ ýòîãî êâàëèà,

âî-ïåðâûõ, íåîáõîäèìî, ÷òîáû ìîé îðãàíèçì îáëàäàë çðåíèåì. Åñëè

áû ÿ áûë íåçðÿ÷èì, òî è êâàëèà áåëîãî ó ìåíÿ áû íå áûëî. Äàëåå ìîæ-

íî ïåðå÷èñëÿòü òðåáóåìûå ôèçèîëîãè÷åñêèå ñâîéñòâà è äàæå âêëþ-

÷èòü ñþäà ïîäðîáíîå îïèñàíèå âñåé íåéðîôèçèîëîãèè. Áóäóò ëè ýòè

îïèñàíèÿ îòíîñèòüñÿ ê ìîèì âíóòðåííèì êà÷åñòâàì? Ä. Ëüþèñ ïèñàë,

÷òî «ïðåäëîæåíèå, èëè âûêàçûâàíèå, èëè óòâåðæäåíèå, êîòîðîå ïðè-

ïèñûâàåò âíóòðåííèå ñâîéñòâà êàêîé-ëèáî âåùè, öåëèêîì è ïîë-

íîñòüþ îòíîñèòñÿ ê ýòîé âåùè [Lewis, 1983: 197]». Ïðè òàêîì îïðåäå-

ëåíèè âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ ïîõîæå, ÷òî óòâåðæäåíèÿ, îïèñûâàþùèå

ìîþ ôèçèîëîãèþ è íåéðîôèçèîëîãèþ, áóäóò îòíîñèòüñÿ ê ìîèì âíóò-

ðåííèì ñâîéñòâàì. Âî-âòîðûõ, íåîáõîäèì áîëåå ñêðîìíûé ñïèñîê

âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ ñòåíû, ïîêðàøåííîé â áåëûé öâåò. È, íàêîíåö,

â-òðåòüèõ, äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû âèäåòü ñòåíó, íàì íóæíî íàõîäèòüñÿ ñ íåé

âî âïîëíå îïðåäåëåííûõ ïðîñòðàíñòâåííûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ. Òî åñòü

îïèñàíèÿ ðåëåâàíòíûõ âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ ìîåãî îðãàíèçìà, ñòåíû

è èõ îòíîøåíèé áóäåò äîñòàòî÷íî, ÷òîáû óçíàòü î íàëè÷èè ó ìåíÿ

êâàëèà áåëîãî. Ðåëÿöèîííîñòü êâàëèà íè÷åãî íå èçìåíÿåò â îíòîëîãèè

ñèòóàöèè.

Èç ïðèâåäåííûõ ðàññóæäåíèé íàïðàøèâàåòñÿ ñëåäóþùèé âûâîä.

Åñëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà åñòü ëèøü

ñîêðàùåííûé ñïîñîá îïèñàíèÿ âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ è ïðè ýòîì ìû ñî-

ãëàøàåìñÿ ñ òåì, ÷òî âíóòðåííèìè ñâîéñòâàìè îíè òîæå áûòü íå ìî-

ãóò, òî ñòîèò çàäóìàòüñÿ îá îáîñíîâàííîñòè èññëåäîâàíèÿ ôåíîìå-

íàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ êàê ñâîéñòâ âîîáùå. Âîçìîæíî, ÷òî ðåàëüíîå áû-

òèå êâàëèà ïîäïàäàåò ïîä èíóþ îíòîëîãè÷åñêóþ êàòåãîðèþ, íåæåëè
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ñâîéñòâà, íàïðèìåð âåùü, ïðîöåññ, ñóáñòàíöèÿ, èëè æå îòíîñèòåëüíî

êâàëèà ñòîèò çàíÿòü àíòèðåàëèñòè÷åñêóþ ïîçèöèþ è íå ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî

â ðåàëüíîñòè èì ñîîòâåòñòâóåò ÷òî-ëèáî, êðîìå ïðèíÿòûõ ÿçûêîâûõ

êîíâåíöèé.
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ЧТО МЫ В ДЕЙСТВИТЕЛЬНОСТИ ОБЪЯСНЯЕМ, КОГДА

ПЫТАЕМСЯ ОБЪЯСНИТЬ СОЗНАНИЕ?

WHAT DO WE REALLY EXPLAIN

WHEN WE TRY TO EXPLAIN CONSCIOUSNESS?

Ä. Èâàíîâ ïðåäëàãàåò îò âîïðîñà, ðåäóöèðóåìû ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷å-

ñòâà ê ôèçè÷åñêèì, ïåðåéòè ê âîïðîñó, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà

âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèìè íàì êàê ôèçè÷åñêèì ñóùåñòâàì. Ïîíÿòèå âíóòðåííå

ïðèñóùåãî ñâîéñòâà èñõîäèò èç äèõîòîìè÷åñêîãî ðàçäåëåíèÿ âñåõ ñâîéñòâ íà
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В статье подвергнута критике позиция Д. Иванова, согласно которой натурали

стическое объяснение сознания возможно осуществить посредством интер

претации феноменальных качеств как реляционных свойств репрезентируемых
объектов. Показано, что не существует такого способа обоснования физиче

ского характера феноменальных качеств, чтобы данное обоснование отвечало
научному идеалу объективности.
Ключевые слова: сознание, научное объяснение, квалиа, интенциональность,
натурализм.

Max Belyaev –
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Ivanov’s aim in his article is to defend a naturalistical point of view in discussion
about the nature of consciousness. The author used three philosophical presupposi-
tions: (1) There are two kind of properties. We have some of our properties purely in
virtue of the way we are (e.g., our mass). We have other properties in virtue of the
way we interact with the world (e.g., our weight). The former are the intrinsic proper-
ties, the latter are the extrinsic properties; (2) The phenomenal properties are extrin-
sic; (3) The phenomenal properties must be ascribed to objects represented through
the mind (e.g., material things, signs). The core of the article is Ivanov’s argument
for scientific explanation of the intentionality. This argument is strongly critisized
in this paper. The point of disagreement is the following: it is impossible to find the
objective explanation of consciousness since it is impossible to describe phenome-
nal attributes of objects as physical. The general conclusion is that if (A) to take a
naturalistic and scientific explanation of consciousness as identical, and (B) to defi-
ne the scientific explanation as the study the relationships between different kinds
of objectively existing things, and (C) to agree that phenomenal states are relational
properties of the body, there is no way to justify the physical nature of phenomenal
states themselves, and therefore their objectivity. Impossibility of explaining in this
case due to the fact that (1) the consciousness is not conceived at the same time ob-
jectively and subjectively existing, and (2) body do not possess intentionality.
Key words: consciousness, scientific explanation, qualia, intentionality, natu-
ralism.



äâà êëàññà – âíóòðåííèå è âíåøíèå (ðåëÿöèîííûå). Âíóòðåííèå ñâîé-

ñòâà ïðèñóùè îáúåêòàì ñàìèì ïî ñåáå, èõ ñóùåñòâîâàíèå íå çàâèñèò

îò òîãî, âçàèìîäåéñòâóåò ëè èõ íîñèòåëü ñ äðóãèìè îáúåêòàìè. Ðåëÿ-

öèîííûå ñâîéñòâà, íàïðîòèâ, ïðåäïîëàãàþò òàêóþ çàâèñèìîñòü è íå

ìîãóò áûòü îïèñàíû âíå ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåãî êîíòåêñòà. Ðàññóæäàÿ äà-

ëåå, Ä. Èâàíîâ ïðèõîäèò ê âûâîäó, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà íå ÿâëÿ-

þòñÿ âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèìè íàì êàê ôèçè÷åñêèì ñóùåñòâàì. Â òàêîì

ñëó÷àå, ñîãëàñíî ïðèíÿòîé âûøå êëàññèôèêàöèè, ñëåäóåò óòâåðæ-

äàòü, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà ñóòü ðåëÿöèîííûå è äîëæíû áûòü

ïðèïèñàíû ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûì îáúåêòàì (òåì, ÷òî íàáëþäàþòñÿ èç

îïðåäåëåííîé ïåðñïåêòèâû). Â êà÷åñòâå òàêèõ îáúåêòîâ â êîíå÷íîì

ñ÷åòå âûñòóïàþò èìåííî îáúåêòû ïðèðîäíîãî ìèðà, âåùè. Êàê ñëåä-

ñòâèå àâòîð ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî «èíòåðïðåòèðóÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà

êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà, ìû âïîëíå

ñïîñîáíû âûðàáîòàòü íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ïðèðîäû èí-

òåíöèîíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé». Ñ íàøåé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, è äàííîå ïðåä-

ïîëîæåíèå, è îáùèé õîä äîêàçàòåëüñòâà âûãëÿäÿò îòíþäü íå áåññïîð-

íûìè.

Îòìå÷ó ïðèíöèïèàëüíûé ìîìåíò: ñ àâòîðîì ñëåäóåò ñîãëàñèòüñÿ

â òîì, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà äëÿ ÷åëîâåêà êàê ôèçè÷åñêîãî ñó-

ùåñòâà íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóòðåííèìè. Ìîæíî áûëî áû óñîìíèòüñÿ â òîì,

íàñêîëüêî êà÷åñòâåííî îáîñíîâàí óêàçàííûé âûâîä â òåêñòå Ä. Èâà-

íîâà, ìîæíî ïðåäëîæèòü ñîáñòâåííîå îáîñíîâàíèå (áîëåå ñòðîãîå),

íî âàæíîñòü ýòèõ ïðåäïîëîæåíèé ñåé÷àñ ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ âòîðîñòå-

ïåííîé. Åäèíñòâåííîå, ÷òî õîòåëîñü áû óòî÷íèòü: â êàêîì îòíîøåíèè

ïî îáúåìó íàõîäÿòñÿ âûðàæåíèÿ «ôèçè÷åñêîå ñóùåñòâî» è «òåëî».

Ê ñîæàëåíèþ, àâòîð óêëîíèëñÿ îò ðàçúÿñíåíèé íà ñåé ñ÷åò. Áóäåì

ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî ðå÷ü èäåò î òîæäåñòâå óêàçàííûõ âûðàæåíèé, ïîñêîëüêó

â ïðîòèâíîì ñëó÷àå íàì ïðèøëîñü áû óòî÷íÿòü, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëè ñâîéñòâî

«áûòü ôèçè÷åñêèì ñóùåñòâîì» âíóòðåííèì äëÿ òåëà èëè íåò. Íî

ñâîéñòâî «áûòü ôèçè÷åñêèì ñóùåñòâîì» ñàìî ìîæåò áûòü ðåäóöèðî-

âàíî ê áîëåå ïðîñòûì ñâîéñòâàì, â îòíîøåíèè êîòîðûõ íåîáõîäèìî

ïðîäåëàòü òó æå ïðîöåäóðó, ad infinitum. Òàêîé ìåòîä ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ

ìàëîïðèâëåêàòåëüíûì. Â òî æå âðåìÿ åñëè â ïîíÿòèå «ôèçè÷åñêîå ñó-

ùåñòâî» âõîäèò ñâîéñòâî ñîçíàòåëüíîñòè (â ñòàòóñå âíóòðåííåãî), âñå

ðàññóæäåíèÿ ëèøàþòñÿ àðãóìåíòàòèâíîé öåííîñòè, èáî ìû âíîâü

âîçâðàùàåìñÿ ê äóàëèçìó. Èòàê, åñëè ìû æåëàåì, âî-ïåðâûõ, îïåðè-

ðîâàòü íàèáîëåå óïîòðåáèòåëüíûìè çíà÷åíèÿìè ñëîâ, à âî-âòîðûõ,

ñîõðàíÿòü ïðèâåðæåííîñòü íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîé ïàðàäèãìå, òî íåîáõî-

äèìî óòâåðæäàòü, ÷òî ôèçè÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà ñóòü òåëà. Òîãäà â ïîëíîì

ñîãëàñèè ñ âûâîäàìè Ä. Èâàíîâà î ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâàõ ïî îòíî-

øåíèþ ê òåëó ìîæíî óòâåðæäàòü îäíî èç äâóõ:

(À) òåëî îáëàäàåò ðåëÿöèîííûì ôåíîìåíàëüíûì ñâîéñòâîì, è ýòî

ñâîéñòâî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ôèçè÷åñêèì
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ëèáî

(B) òåëî îáëàäàåò ðåëÿöèîííûì ôåíîìåíàëüíûì ñâîéñòâîì, è ýòî

ñâîéñòâî ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåôèçè÷åñêèì.

Ïðè ýòîì ïðåäïîëàãàåòñÿ, ÷òî âñå áåç èñêëþ÷åíèÿ ôåíîìåíàëü-

íûå ñâîéñòâà õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ äàííîé äèõîòîìèè åäè-

íûì îáðàçîì, ò.å. ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëèáî ôèçè÷åñêèìè, ëèáî íåôèçè÷åñêèìè.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, èñêëþ÷åíà ñèòóàöèÿ, ïðè êîòîðîé êàêîå-ëèáî ïîä-

ìíîæåñòâî ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ ìîæåò áûòü îòíåñåíî ê ôèçè÷å-

ñêèì ñâîéñòâàì, à êàêîå-òî äðóãîå ïîäìíîæåñòâî – ê íåôèçè÷åñêèì.

Òåïåðü ñëåäóåò óÿñíèòü, ñïîñîáñòâóåò ëè ïîíèìàíèå ðåëÿöèîííî-

ãî õàðàêòåðà ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîìó îáúÿñíå-

íèþ ñîçíàíèÿ. Ïîæàëóé, ïðåäâàðèòåëüíî ñòîèò êîíêðåòèçèðîâàòü

ñìûñë, â êîòîðîì èñïîëüçóåòñÿ âûðàæåíèå «îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ».

Ïîñêîëüêó Ä. Èâàíîâ îòâåðãàåò äóàëèñòè÷åñêóþ êîíöåïöèþ ñîçíà-

íèÿ (âî âñÿêîì ñëó÷àå îí íå âèäèò îñíîâàíèé çàíèìàòü äàííóþ ïîçè-

öèþ), åãî ñèìïàòèè íàõîäÿòñÿ íà ñòîðîíå íàòóðàëèçìà. Êàê áû íè

óòî÷íÿòü ñàì òåðìèí «íàòóðàëèçì» ïðèìåíèòåëüíî ê òåîðèè ñîçíà-

íèÿ, ÿñíî îäíî: â ýòîé ïàðàäèãìå ôèëîñîôñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ

òîæäåñòâåííî íàó÷íîìó îáúÿñíåíèþ (ìîæíî áûëî áû ñêàçàòü «ôèçè-

÷åñêîìó»).

Ïîïðîáóåì òåïåðü áîëåå ÷åòêî îïðåäåëèòü, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ öåëüþ

íàó÷íîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ (ïîñêîëüêó ìåíÿ èíòåðåñóåò íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêàÿ

ïàðàäèãìà, ÿ âïðàâå íå êàñàòüñÿ äèñêóññèé î ðàçëè÷íîì ñòàòóñå îáú-

ÿñíåíèÿ â åñòåñòâåííûõ è ñîöèàëüíûõ íàóêàõ). Ñåðäöåâèíîé ëþáîãî

íàó÷íîãî èññëåäîâàíèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ îáúÿñíåíèå çàêîíîìåðíîñòåé, ò.å.

óñòîé÷èâûõ è ïîâòîðÿþùèõñÿ îòíîøåíèé ìåæäó îáúåêòèâíî ñóùåñò-

âóþùèìè âåùàìè, èõ ñâîéñòâàìè è îòíîøåíèÿìè. Êàêèì áû íè áûë

ñïîñîá îáúÿñíåíèÿ, ïðåäìåò îáúÿñíåíèÿ îñòàåòñÿ íåèçìåííûì – ýòî

îáúåêòèâíî ñóùåå, ïîä êîòîðûì ìû ïîíèìàåì òî, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóåò íå-

çàâèñèìî îò èññëåäîâàòåëÿ, ñàìî ïî ñåáå.

Îáúåêòèâíîñòü – îäèí èç òèïîâ áûòèÿ ñóùåãî. Îò îáúåêòèâíîñòè

ñëåäóåò îòëè÷àòü èíîé òèï áûòèÿ, à èìåííî ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü. Ê ñóáú-

åêòèâíîìó ìû îòíîñèì òî, ñ ÷åì ìû êàê èññëåäîâàòåëè èìååì äåëî íå-

ïîñðåäñòâåííî (âèäèìîå ìíîé, ñëûøèìîå è ò.ï.). «Ñóáúåêòèâíîå ñî-

ñòîÿíèå» êàê ïîíÿòèå ïî ñîäåðæàíèþ òîæäåñòâåííî ôåíîìåíàëüíî-

ìó. Ê ïðèìåðó, ÿ ñâîèìè ãëàçàìè âèæó êèïÿùèé ÷àéíèê íà ãàçîâîé

ïëèòå, à êðîìå òîãî, çíàþ, ÷òî ÷àéíèê ñî âñåìè åãî ñâîéñòâàìè ñóùåñò-

âóåò îáúåêòèâíî (îñòàâèì çà ñêîáêàìè âîïðîñ îá èñòî÷íèêàõ ìîåé

óâåðåííîñòè). Âîñïðèíèìàåìîå ìíîé (÷àéíèê, èçäàþùèé çâóê è èñ-

ïóñêàþùèé ïàð) åñòü ñóáúåêòèâíîå, íî åãî ôîðìà, ðàçìåð, ñîäåðæè-

ìîå, à òàêæå òî, ÷òî îí ñåé÷àñ êèïèò, ñóùåñòâóþò ñàìè ïî ñåáå. Î÷å-

âèäíî, îïèñàííîå ïîëîæåíèå äåë íå èçìåíèòñÿ, åñëè ÿ çàêðîþ ãëàçà,

îòâåðíóñü îò ïëèòû, âûêëþ÷ó ñâåò èëè âîîáùå âûéäó èç êóõíè. Âñå

ýòè äåéñòâèÿ ïðèâåäóò ê òîìó, ÷òî êèïÿùèé ÷àéíèê êàê àêòóàëüíî ñó-
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ùàÿ ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü ïåðåñòàíåò ñóùåñòâîâàòü ïîëíîñòüþ èëè ÷àñòè÷-

íî, íî âîâñå íå ïîâëèÿþò íà òî, ÷òî ïëàìÿ ãàçîâîé ãîðåëêè íàãðåâàåò

âîäó, à îíà ñîîòâåòñòâåííî ïðåâðàùàåòñÿ â ïàð.

Äëÿ ìíîãèõ âèäîâ ñóùåãî ñóáúåêòèâíîå è îáúåêòèâíîå áûòèå äà-

íû êàê áû ñîâìåñòíî, èõ ðàçëè÷èå íå îñîçíàåòñÿ. Òàê, ÿ âèæó ÷àéíèê

è ìîãó ïàðàëëåëüíî î íåì ïîäóìàòü, íî ýòî âñå íå îáðàçóåò íèêàêîé

òåîðåòèêî-ïîçíàâàòåëüíîé ñëîæíîñòè, ïîñêîëüêó â àêòå ðåôëåêñèè ÿ,

áåçóñëîâíî, ñìîãó ðàçëè÷èòü äâà óêàçàííûõ ñïîñîáà áûòèÿ ñóùåãî.

Â òàêîì ñëó÷àå ëþáîå íàó÷íîå îáúÿñíåíèå íå ïðîñòî èìååò äåëî ñ

îáúåêòèâíîñòüþ, íî è ïîñòîÿííî âûíóæäåíî ðàçëè÷àòü â ñóæäåíèè

ñóáúåêòà òî, ÷òî êàñàåòñÿ åãî âíóòðåííåãî îïûòà, è âñå âíåøíåå ïî îò-

íîøåíèþ ê äàííîìó îïûòó. Ôóíäàìåíòàëüíàÿ ñïîñîáíîñòü íàó÷íî

îáúÿñíÿòü íå÷òî ïðèñóòñòâóåò ó ñóáúåêòà â ñèëó åãî ñïîñîáíîñòè ïðè-

ïèñûâàòü ñåáå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ è ðàáîòàòü ñ íèìè èìåííî

êàê ñî ñâîèìè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè.

Êàæåòñÿ î÷åâèäíûì, ÷òî íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíà-

íèÿ âîçìîæíî ëèøü â ñèòóàöèè (À), íî íå â ñèòóàöèè (B), ïîñêîëüêó

íåôèçè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà òåëà âíîâü âîçâðàùà-

åò íàñ â öàðñòâî äóàëèñòè÷åñêîé ïàðàäèãìû. Íî íàñêîëüêî âîçìîæ-

íûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ îáúÿñíåíèå ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ êàê ôèçè÷åñêî-

ãî ðåëÿöèîííîãî ñâîéñòâà òåëà?

Òðóäíîñòü ñîñòîèò â ñëåäóþùåì: îò îáúÿñíÿþùåãî ñóáúåêòà îæè-

äàåòñÿ, ÷òî îí îáúÿñíèò ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå êàê ôèçè÷åñêîå

ñâîéñòâî, à äëÿ ýòîãî â îáúÿñíåíèè äîëæíû ðàçëè÷àòüñÿ îáúåêòèâíî ñó-

ùåå è ñóáúåêòèâíî ñóùåå. Íî ÿ íè ïðè êàêîì óñëîâèè íå ìîãó ïîìûñ-

ëèòü ìîå ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå ñóùåñòâóþùèì âíå ìåíÿ, ýòî àá-

ñóðäíî. Òîãäà, ìîæåò áûòü, ÿ äîëæåí îáúÿñíèòü òå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿ, êîòîðûå ïðèïèñûâàþòñÿ äðóãèì? Íî íàñêîëüêî îáîñíîâàííî

ñ÷èòàòü èõ îáúåêòèâíûìè? Íàïîìíèì: îáúåêòèâíîñòü âûäåëÿåòñÿ èç

ñóáúåêòèâíîãî îïûòà ïîñðåäñòâîì ñîçíàòåëüíîé ïåðåðàáîòêè ýòîãî

îïûòà. Îäíàêî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ äðóãèõ ëèö íå ìîãóò âûñòó-

ïàòü ïðåäìåòîì ðåôëåêñèâíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ, òàê êàê íåäî-

ñòóïíû äëÿ íåïîñðåäñòâåííîãî âîñïðèÿòèÿ. Çíà÷èò, ÿ êàê îáúÿñíÿþ-

ùèé ñóáúåêò íè÷åãî íå ìîãó ñêàçàòü î ôåíîìåíàëüíîì ñîñòîÿíèè êàê

îáúåêòèâíî ñóùåì. Âåðîÿòíî, ÿ ìîã áû ñäåëàòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿ-

íèÿ ïðåäìåòîì íàó÷íîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ, åñëè áû ìûñëèë è ãîâîðèë îò

èìåíè òåëà, ôàêòè÷åñêè «íåñóáúåêòà», íî ýòî íåâîçìîæíî, ïîñêîëüêó

íåñîâìåñòèìî íè ñ ñîçíàíèåì, íè ñ ðå÷üþ, íè ñ ìûñëüþ.

Îáùèé âûâîä òàêîâ: åñëè

(a) ïðèíèìàòü íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ êàê òîæ-

äåñòâåííîå íàó÷íîìó îáúÿñíåíèþ

è

(b) ïîä íàó÷íûì îáúÿñíåíèåì ïîíèìàòü èçó÷åíèå âçàèìîñâÿçåé

ìåæäó ðàçëè÷íûìè âèäàìè îáúåêòèâíî ñóùåãî
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è

(c) ñîãëàñèòüñÿ ñ òåì, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ ðå-

ëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè òåëà (ôèçè÷åñêîãî ñóùåñòâà),

òî íå ñóùåñòâóåò ñïîñîáà îáîñíîâàíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêîãî õàðàêòåðà ñà-

ìèõ ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, è èõ îáúåêòèâíîñòè.

Íåâîçìîæíîñòü îáúÿñíåíèÿ â äàííîì ñëó÷àå ñâÿçàíà ñ òåì, ÷òî:

(1) ñîçíàíèå êàê âèä ñóùåãî íå ìûñëèòñÿ îäíîâðåìåííî îáúåê-

òèâíî è ñóáúåêòèâíî ñóùåñòâóþùèì

è

(2) òåëà (âåùè, ìàòåðèàëüíûå îáúåêòû, ôèçè÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà

è ò.ï.) íå îáëàäàþò èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòüþ.

Äàííûé âûâîä îòíþäü íå èñêëþ÷àåò, ÷òî íåêîòîðûå ìîäèôèêà-

öèè ïðèâåäåííûõ âûøå òðåõ áàçîâûõ ñîãëàøåíèé ïîçâîëÿò ïîëó÷èòü

èíîé, áîëåå ïîçèòèâíûé ðåçóëüòàò ïðèìåíèòåëüíî ê ïðîáëåìàòèêå

ñîçíàíèÿ. Äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, ìîÿ êðèòèêà íå íàïðàâëåíà íè ïðîòèâ íà-

òóðàëèçìà êàê îïðåäåëåííîé ôèëîñîôñêîé ïàðàäèãìû, íè òåì áîëåå

ïðîòèâ îáúÿñíåíèÿ êàê íåêîòîðîé ëîãèêî-ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêîé ïðî-

öåäóðû. ß íå èñêëþ÷àþ, ÷òî ñîçíàíèå äîïóñêàåò òàêîå îáúÿñíåíèå,

êîòîðîå ìîãëî áû ñîõðàíÿòü ìîíèñòè÷íîñòü è îäíîâðåìåííî îòëè-

÷àòüñÿ ïî ñâîåìó ìåòîäó îò íàó÷íîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ. Îäíàêî íà äàííûé

ìîìåíò òðóäíî âîîáðàçèòü ñåáå ïîäîáíûé âàðèàíò îáúÿñíåíèÿ, îñî-

áåííî âûïîëíÿåìîãî âíóòðè íàòóðàëèçìà. Åñëè æå îòòàëêèâàòüñÿ îò

ïîçèöèè Ä. Èâàíîâà, òî, ïðèçíàâàÿ áåññïîðíûìè äâà òåçèñà:

(à) ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ñóòü èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà,

(á) ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ñóòü ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà,

ÿ ñ÷èòàþ êðàéíå ñîìíèòåëüíûì, ÷òî ýòè ñâîéñòâà ìîãóò áûòü ïðè-

ïèñàíû êàêîìó-ëèáî òåëó âîîáùå, áóäü òî ÷åëîâå÷åñêîå òåëî èëè

èíîé ïðåäìåò, âçÿòûé èç îêðóæàþùåé íàñ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè.
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Статья представляет собой ответ на критику, выдвинутую в адрес работы
Д.В. Иванова «На пути к объяснению сознания». Основная идея статьи заклю

чается в том, что не существует простого решения проблемы сознания. Для того
чтобы продвинуться вперед по пути выработки натуралистического объяснения
сознания, нам следует оценить множество непростых аргументов и мысленных
экспериментов, а также внимательно проанализировать ряд контр
интуитивных
подходов к этой проблеме. Статья затрагивает такие темы, поднятые оппонента

ми, как необходимость и аргументы от представимости; представимость сцена

рия инвертированного спектра; невыразимость квалитативных характеристик
сознательных состояний; элиминатиция квалиа; каузальная действенность
квалиа; возможность натуралистического объяснения сознания; природа ин

тенциональности; перспективы репрезентационизма. Основной тезис, который
в ней отстаивается, заключается в следующем: для того, чтобы продвинуться
вперед на пути объяснения сознания, нам следует отвечать на вопрос о том, яв

ляются ли квалиа свойствами, внутренне присущими сознательным состояни

ям, а не пытаться редуцировать их к физическим или функциональным характе

ристикам организма. В статье демонстрируется, что квалиа являются не внут

ренними свойствами сознательных состояний, а реляционными свойствами
репрезентируемых объектов. В целом, предлагаемый подход к проблеме квалиа
может быть охарактеризован как комбинация элиминативизма и репрезента

ционизма.
Ключевые слова: философия сознания, проблема сознания, феноменальное
сознание, квалиа, аргумент инвертированного спектра, интенциональность,
ментальные репрезентации, репрезентационизм, элиминативизм.
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The article provides a reply to critics of On the Way Towards Explanation of Consci-
ousness. The main idea of the paper is that there is no simple solution to the pro-
blem of consciousness. To move forward towards naturalistic explanation of cons-
ciousness we should examine many complicated arguments and thought experi-
ments, carefully analyze a set of counter-intuitive approaches to this problem. The
paper addresses the next issues raised by commentators: necessity and the concei-
vability arguments; conceivability of inverted spectrum scenario; ineffability of
qualitative properties of conscious states; elimination of qualia; causal efficacy of
qualia; possibility of naturalistic explanation of consciousness; the nature of in-
tentionality; the prospects of representationalism. It defends the main thesis of
On the Way Towards Explanation of Consciousness that to move forward towards ex-
planation of consciousness we should answer the question whether qualia are in-
trinsic properties of conscious states instead of discussing whether they are redu-
cible to physical or functional characteristics. It demonstrates that qualia are not
intrinsic properties of conscious states. They are relational properties of represen-



ß áëàãîäàðåí îïïîíåíòàì çà êðèòè÷åñêèå çàìå÷àíèÿ ê ìîåé ñòà-

òüå «Íà ïóòè ê îáúÿñíåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ» (c. 20 íàñòîÿùåãî íîìåðà).

Ïðåæäå ÷åì îòâåòèòü íà êàæäîå âîçðàæåíèå, õîòåëîñü áû ñêàçàòü ñëå-

äóþùåå. ß ãëóáîêî óáåæäåí, ÷òî íå ñóùåñòâóåò ïðîñòîãî ðåøåíèÿ

ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ, êîòîðîå ìîæíî áûëî áû ïðåäñòàâèòü â âèäå åì-

êîé ôîðìóëû. Íå ñóùåñòâóåò òàêæå êàêîãî-òî îäíîãî îêîí÷àòåëüíîãî

àðãóìåíòà â ïîääåðæêó ïîäîáíîãî ðåøåíèÿ. Ïîëàãàþ, îáúÿñíåíèå

ïðèðîäû ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà òðåáóåò ïðåäâàðèòåëüíîé ðàçðàáîòêè

ñëîæíîãî êîíöåïòóàëüíîãî àïïàðàòà, ïðåäïîëàãàþùåãî ïðîâåäåíèå

òîíêèõ êîíöåïòóàëüíûõ ðàçëè÷èé, âîçìîæíî, íå î÷åâèäíûõ íà ïåð-

âûé âçãëÿä, àíàëèç öåëîé ñåòè ðàçëè÷íûõ àðãóìåíòîâ è ìûñëåííûõ

ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ.

Òàêîãî ðîäà ðàáîòó ÿ ïîïûòàëñÿ âûïîëíèòü â ìîíîãðàôèè «Ïðè-

ðîäà ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ» (Ì., 2013). Â îáñóæäàåìîé æå ñòà-

òüå, íå èìåÿ âîçìîæíîñòè àêöåíòèðîâàòü âíèìàíèå íà óïîòðåáëÿåìûõ

ïîíÿòèÿõ è ïîäðîáíî ïðîïèñûâàòü âñå ïåðåõîäû, âñþ àðãóìåíòàöèþ,

ÿ ìîã ëèøü êðàòêî, òåçèñíî îáîçíà÷èòü îñíîâíûå ìîìåíòû, íà êîòî-

ðûå èññëåäîâàòåëÿì ñîçíàíèÿ ñëåäóåò îáðàòèòü âíèìàíèå. Êàê ìíå

êàæåòñÿ, ïîäîáíàÿ êðàòêîñòü è ïîðîäèëà ÷àñòü êðèòè÷åñêèõ çàìå÷à-

íèé. Íàäåþñü, ÷òî, îòâå÷àÿ íà ýòè çàìå÷àíèÿ, ÿ ñìîãó ïðîÿñíèòü êëþ-

÷åâûå ìîìåíòû ñâîåãî ïîäõîäà ê ïðîáëåìå ñîçíàíèÿ.

Ïðåæäå âñåãî íàïîìíþ, ÷òî â ñòàòüå ÿ äàë íåãàòèâíûé îòâåò íà âî-

ïðîñ: âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùè (intrinsic) ëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà, êâà-

ëèà, íàøèì ñîçíàòåëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì? Êàê ñïðàâåäëèâî îòìåòèë

Èãîðü Ãàñïàðîâ (ñ. 31), ýòîò âûâîä áûë ïîëó÷åí ïóòåì ðàññóæäåíèÿ,

ïîñòðîåííîãî ïî ôîðìå modus tollens. Îäíàêî, ïî ìíåíèþ Ãàñïàðîâà,

â ìîåì ðàññóæäåíèè ïðèñóòñòâóåò ðÿä íåäîñòàòêîâ. Àíàëèçèðóÿ ïåð-

âóþ ïîñûëêó, îí îòìå÷àåò: «Íè íåìûñëèìîñòü, íè íåâîçìîæíîñòü ïå-

ðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà íå ìîãóò ñëóæèòü ðåøàþùèì òåñòîì äëÿ ñóùå-

ñòâîâàíèÿ êâàëèà» (òàì æå). Ñ ýòèì ìîæíî ñîãëàñèòüñÿ. Îäíàêî ïåð-

âàÿ ïîñûëêà ìîåãî ðàññóæäåíèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ óñëîâíîé, â íåé íå

óòâåðæäàåòñÿ è íå îòðèöàåòñÿ ñóùåñòâîâàíèå ÷åãî-ëèáî, à ëèøü ãîâî-

ðèòñÿ, ÷òî ÷åì áû íè áûëè êâàëèà, åñëè îíè îáëàäàþò îïðåäåëåííûì

ñâîéñòâîì, à èìåííî âíóòðåííåé ïðèñóùíîñòüþ ñîçíàòåëüíûì ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿì, òî ñöåíàðèé ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà ìûñëèì.

Äàëåå Ãàñïàðîâ ïûòàåòñÿ ïîêàçàòü ïðîáëåìàòè÷íîñòü ïåðâîé ïî-

ñûëêè, óòâåðæäàÿ, ÷òî âîçìîæíî îäíîâðåìåííîå íàëè÷èå òîãî, ÷òî

êâàëèà îáëàäàþò ñâîéñòâîì âíóòðåííåé ïðèñóùíîñòè, íî ñèòóàöèÿ
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ted objects. It is also argued that phenomenal aspects of conscious states should be explained with
the concept of intentionality. The whole approach to the problem of qualia proposed in the article
could be characterized as a mixture of representationalism and eliminativism.
Key words: philosophy of mind, the problem of consciousness, phenomenal consciousness, qualia,
inverted spectrum argument, intentionality, mental representation, representationalism, eliminati-
vism



èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà íåìûñëèìà. Ñîãëàøóñü, ÷òî òàêàÿ ñèòóàöèÿ âîç-

ìîæíà, êîãäà ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà íåîáõîäèìûì îáðàçîì ñâÿçà-

íû ñ òåëîì. Îäíàêî â òàêîì ñëó÷àå ïðî ýòè êà÷åñòâà óæå íåëüçÿ ñêà-

çàòü, ÷òî îíè õàðàêòåðèçóþòñÿ ñóùíîñòíûì îáðàçîì èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî

ñâîèì ôåíîìåíàëüíûì èçìåðåíèåì. Åñëè îíè íåîáõîäèìûì îáðàçîì

ñâÿçàíû ñ òåëîì, òî ó íàñ íåò îñíîâàíèé ñ÷èòàòü èõ ÷åì-òî ïðèíöèïè-

àëüíî èíûì, îòëè÷íûì îò ôèçè÷åñêèõ èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ

ýòîãî òåëà.

Îáúÿñíåíèå ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ, ïîíÿòûõ òàêèì îáðàçîì, íå

ÿâëÿåòñÿ òðóäíîé ïðîáëåìîé. Ïîñëåäíÿÿ ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ òîãäà, êîãäà ìû

ðàññìàòðèâàåì ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà êàê ñâÿçàííûå ñëó÷àéíûì

îáðàçîì ñ òåëîì. Ñòîðîííèêè íåðåäóêòèâíîãî ôèçèêàëèçìà, èëè, èíà-

÷å, äóàëèçìà ñâîéñòâ, êàê ðàç ñòðåìèëèñü ñ ïîìîùüþ àðãóìåíòîâ îò

ïðåäñòàâèìîñòè (conceivability), ê êîòîðûì ñëåäóåò îòíåñòè è àðãó-

ìåíò îò èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà, ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå

ñâîéñòâà ñâÿçàíû ñëó÷àéíûì îáðàçîì ñ ôèçè÷åñêèìè è ôóíêöèîíàëü-

íûìè ïðîöåññàìè íàøåãî îðãàíèçìà. Î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî òàêèì îáðàçîì

ïîíÿòûå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà, êâàëèà, åñëè îíè âíóòðåííå ïðèñó-

ùè íàøèì ñîçíàòåëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì, äîëæíû ïðåäïîëàãàòü ìûñëè-

ìîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà.

Îáðàùàÿñü ê àíàëèçó âòîðîé ïîñûëêè ìîåãî ðàññóæäåíèÿ, Ãàñïà-

ðîâ ïûòàåòñÿ ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü, ÷òî «âèòãåíøòåéíîâñêèå ðàññóæ-

äåíèÿ íå ñïîñîáíû îáîñíîâàòü íåìûñëèìîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåê-

òðà» (ñ. 33). Êàê îòìå÷àåò Ãàñïàðîâ, «ôèëîñîô îäíîçíà÷íî íå îòðèöàë

âîçìîæíîñòü ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà â ëþáîé ôîðìå». Äåéñòâèòåëü-

íî, îí îáñóæäàë ñöåíàðèé èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíîé èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà. Ñëå-

äóåò ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî ýòîò âàðèàíò èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà âïîëíå ìûñëèì è,

î÷åâèäíî, âîçìîæåí. Îäíàêî ýòîò ñöåíàðèé ñàì ïî ñåáå íå ïîçâîëÿåò

ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü àðãóìåíò â ïîääåðæêó ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ êâàëèà êàê

âíóòðåííèõ ñâîéñòâ ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé. Âåäü òðàíñôîðìàöèÿ

ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà ñóáúåêòà ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ åãî áèõåâèîðàëüíûì,

ôóíêöèîíàëüíûì è, âîçìîæíî, ôèçèîëîãè÷åñêèì èçìåíåíèåì. Âñå

ýòî íå ïîçâîëÿåò ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ

÷åì-òî íåðåäóöèðóåìûì ê ôèçè÷åñêèì èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíûì ñâîéñò-

âàì îðãàíèçìà.

Ïðèìå÷àòåëüíîñòü ñöåíàðèÿ èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíîé èíâåðñèè ñïåê-

òðà çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî îí, ïî ìíåíèþ íåêîòîðûõ ôèëîñîôîâ, ê êî-

òîðûì ïðèìûêàåò Ãàñïàðîâ, ïîçâîëÿåò íàì ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü ìûñ-

ëèìîñòü ñöåíàðèÿ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîé èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà. Îäíàêî ýòî

íå âåðíî. Â ñâîåé êíèãå â ãëàâå «Èíâåðñèÿ ñïåêòðà» ÿ ïîäðîáíî îáú-

ÿñíÿþ, ïî÷åìó ýòî òàê (ñì. ñ. 152–183). Çäåñü æå ÿ ëèøü êðàòêî îòìå÷ó

ñëåäóþùåå. Øóìåéêåðó, íà êîòîðîãî ññûëàåòñÿ Ãàñïàðîâ, íå óäàëîñü

ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî â âàðèàíòå èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíîé èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà ðå÷ü

èäåò èìåííî îá èçìåíåíèè êâàëèà. Èçìåíÿþùèåñÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûå
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àñïåêòû ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà ñóáúåêòà ìîãóò ïîíèìàòüñÿ êàê ðåïðå-

çåíòàòèâíûå (èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå), ôóíêöèîíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ îðãà-

íèçìà, íå ïðåäïîëàãàþùèå íàëè÷èÿ òàêèõ äîïîëíèòåëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ,

êàê êâàëèà. Ïåðåõîä æå îò ñöåíàðèÿ èíòðàñóáúåêòèâíîé èíâåðñèè

ñïåêòðà ê ñöåíàðèþ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîé èíâåðñèè ñïåêòðà âîçìîæåí,

åñëè ìû óæå èçíà÷àëüíî äîïóñòèëè ñóùåñòâîâàíèå êâàëèà. Ñîáñòâåí-

íî, òàêîé ìàíåâð è ñîâåðøàåò Øóìåéêåð, òåì ñàìûì äåëàÿ îøèáêó

petitio principii. Äðóãîé ôèëîñîô, Íåä Áëîê, ïûòàÿñü èçáåæàòü ýòîé

îøèáêè, ïðåäëàãàåò ñâîé âàðèàíò ýòîãî ïåðåõîäà. Îäíàêî â ðåçóëüòà-

òå îí ïðèõîäèò ê òîìó, ÷òî êâàëèà íà÷èíàþò ïðåäñòàâëÿòüñÿ ÷åì-òî

íåâûðàçèìûì, ÷òî, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, ñòàâèò ïîä ñîìíåíèå âîçìîæíîñòü

ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü àðãóìåíò èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà.

Êàê ÿ ïîëàãàþ, â êîíå÷íîì ñ÷åòå èìåííî íåâûðàçèìîñòü (in-

effability) êâàëèà ïðåïÿòñòâóåò ìûñëèìîñòè (conceivability) ñöåíàðèÿ

èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîãî ñïåêòðà. Ïîñêîëüêó ýòè ïîíÿòèÿ ñïðîâîöèðîâà-

ëè âîïðîñû äâóõ îïïîíåíòîâ – Èãîðÿ Ãàñïàðîâà è Èãîðÿ Ìèõàéëîâà,

ïðîÿñíþ, êàêèì îáðàçîì ÿ èõ ñåáå ìûñëþ. Ïîíÿòèå ìûñëèìîñòè ÿ èñ-

ïîëüçóþ â òîì øèðîêîì ñìûñëå, â êàêîì îíî ôóíêöèîíèðîâàëî â ìå-

òàôèçè÷åñêèõ äèñêóññèÿõ íà÷èíàÿ ñ Äåêàðòà, îáðàùàâøåãî âíèìàíèå

íà íåîáõîäèìîñòü ðàçëè÷àòü ñïîñîáíîñòü âîîáðàæåíèÿ è ñïîñîáíîñòü

èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîãî ïîñòèæåíèÿ ÷åãî-ëèáî. Íåêàÿ ñèòóàöèÿ ìûñëèìà,

åñëè îíà íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâûì îáðàçîì êîíöåïòóàëüíî ïðåäñòàâèìà.

Ïî÷åìó ñöåíàðèé èíâåðòèðîâàííîãî ñïåêòðà íåìûñëèì? Ìû

âïîëíå ìîæåì âîîáðàçèòü ýòó ñèòóàöèþ, êàê è ëþáîé äðóãîé ôàíòà-

ñòè÷åñêèé ñþæåò, íî ïûòàÿñü ïðåäñòàâèòü åå êîíöåïòóàëüíî, ìû ñòàë-

êèâàåìñÿ ñ ïðîòèâîðå÷èÿìè. Íàïðèìåð, ìû çíàåì, ÷òî ïîíÿòèå «êðàñ-

íûé» îáîçíà÷àåò îáúåêòû – öâåòà, ó êîòîðûõ ìû ìîæåì âûäåëèòü

òàêèå ñâîéñòâà, êàê ÿðêîñòü, íàñûùåííîñòü, ñâåòëîòà, òîí è ïðî÷. Õà-

ðàêòåðèñòèêè öâåòà âïîëíå äîñòóïíû îáúåêòèâíîìó èçìåðåíèþ è èí-

òåðñóáúåêòèâíîìó îáñóæäåíèþ, îíè ïîçâîëÿþò íàì ïîñòðîèòü òàáëè-

öû öâåòîâ, ñâåðÿÿñü ñ êîòîðûìè, ìû ìîæåì ïðèõîäèòü ê êîíñåíñóñó

â íàøåé ñîâìåñòíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè. Íè î êàêèõ òàêèõ ñâîéñòâàõ êâàëèà

ìû íå ìîæåì ãîâîðèòü. ×òîáû íå âïàäàòü â ïðîòèâîðå÷èÿ, äîïóñêàÿ,

÷òî îáúåêòû, îáîçíà÷àåìûå òåðìèíîì «êðàñíîå», è îáëàäàþò, è íå îá-

ëàäàþò îïðåäåëåííûìè õàðàêòåðèñòèêàìè, ìû äîëæíû ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî

ëèøü óñëîâíî îáîçíà÷àåì êâàëèà öâåòîâûìè òåðìèíàìè. Ïî ñóòè ýòî

è îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî êâàëèà íåâûðàçèìû.

Èãîðü Ìèõàéëîâ çàäàåòñÿ âîïðîñîì, ÷òî îçíà÷àåò ýòà íåâûðàçè-

ìîñòü, íî ôàêòè÷åñêè àáçàöåì ðàíåå îí ñàì æå è îòâå÷àåò íà ýòîò âî-

ïðîñ, ãîâîðÿ, ÷òî «ñëîâà âûðàæàþò íå êâàëèà, à ñîöèàëüíî ñåðòèôè-

öèðîâàííûå ñïîñîáû ðàçëè÷åíèÿ ñâîéñòâ» (ñì. ñ. 37). ß áû íå ñêàçàë,

÷òî öâåòîâûå òåðìèíû âûðàæàþò ñåðòèôèöèðîâàííûå ñïîñîáû ðàç-

ëè÷åíèÿ ñâîéñòâ, ñêîðåå îíè ïðåäíàçíà÷åíû äëÿ âûðàæåíèÿ ñàìèõ

ñâîéñòâ, öâåòîâûõ êà÷åñòâ îáúåêòîâ, íî ÿ ñîãëàñåí ñ Ìèõàéëîâûì
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â òîì, ÷òî îíè íå âûðàæàþò êâàëèà. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, ìû íå ìîæåò ñêà-

çàòü íè÷åãî êîíêðåòíîãî îá ýòèõ ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâàõ, óïîòðåá-

ëÿÿ ëèøü óñëîâíî äëÿ èõ îáîçíà÷åíèÿ öâåòîâûå òåðìèíû. Âñå ýòî

è îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî êâàëèà îêàçûâàþòñÿ èñêëþ÷åííûìè èç êîíòåêñòîâ,

â êîòîðûõ ìû ìîãëè áû ðàáîòàòü ñ íèìè êàê ñ êîíêðåòíûìè îáúåêòà-

ìè, íàïðèìåð îáñóæäàòü èõ ïðèðîäó è ñòðîèòü ñöåíàðèé èíâåðòèðî-

âàííîãî ñïåêòðà. Èìåííî ýòî ÿ õîòåë ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü, èñïîëüçóÿ

èäåè ïîçäíåãî Âèòãåíøòåéíà, ïðè ýòîì ÿ íå ïðåäïîëàãàë ïðèìûêàòü

íè ê êàêîé òåîðèè çíà÷åíèé: íè ê âåðèôèêàöèîíèñòñêîé òåîðèè, íè

ê òåîðèè óïîòðåáëåíèÿ (use theory).

Îáîñíîâûâàÿ òî, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíóò-

ðåííå ïðèñóùèìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, ÿ íå ïðåäëà-

ãàþ îòêàçàòüñÿ îò îáúÿñíåíèÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ õàðàêòåðèñòèê ñîçíà-

íèÿ, îòêðûòèå êîòîðûõ ñ÷èòàþ âàæíåéøèì äîñòèæåíèåì Äåêàðòà. ß

òàêæå íå ïðåäëàãàþ îáúÿñíÿòü èõ ñ ïîçèöèé ðåäóêöèîíèçìà. Ïî÷å-

ìó-òî èìåííî òàêèì îáðàçîì ïðîèíòåðïðåòèðîâàëè ìîé ïîäõîä

Èãîðü Ìèõàéëîâ è Ìàêñèì Áåëÿåâ, õîòÿ ÿ îòìå÷àë, ÷òî âîïðîñ î ðå-

äóêöèè íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ òåì îñíîâíûì âîïðîñîì, íà êîòîðûé ìû äîëæíû

îòâåòèòü, ðåøàÿ ïðîáëåìó ñîçíàíèÿ. Ñîáñòâåííî, ÿ íå äåëàþ àêöåíòà

íà òîì, êàêèì èìåííî îáðàçîì ìû áóäåì âûðàáàòûâàòü íàòóðàëèñòè-

÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ.

Ñóùåñòâóþò ðàçëè÷íûå íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêèå ïîäõîäû ê îáúÿñíå-

íèþ ñîçíàíèÿ, è íå âñå îíè ïðåäëàãàþò ðåäóöèðîâàòü ñîçíàíèå ê ôè-

çè÷åñêèì õàðàêòåðèñòèêàì. Íàïðèìåð, ìû ìîãëè áû èíòåðïðåòèðî-

âàòü ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ êàê ïîâåäåí÷åñêèå (áèõåâèîðèçì) èëè

ôóíêöèîíàëüíûå (ôóíêöèîíàëèçì) õàðàêòåðèñòèêè îðãàíèçìà, îò-

ëè÷íûå îò åãî ôèçèêî-õèìè÷åñêèõ ñâîéñòâ. Òîò ïîäõîä, êîòîðûé

ïðåäëàãàþ èñïîëüçîâàòü ÿ, ìîæíî îáîçíà÷èòü êàê ðåïðåçåíòàöèî-

íèçì, èëè èíòåíöèîíàëèçì. Îáà íàçâàíèÿ èñïîëüçóþòñÿ êàê âçàèìî-

çàìåíèìûå â ñîâðåìåííîé àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Ðå-

ïðåçåíòàöèîíèçì âïîëíå ñîâìåñòèì ñ íàòóðàëèçìîì. Áîëåå òîãî, îí

òàêæå ñîâìåñòèì ñ ôóíêöèîíàëèçìîì.

Èãîðü Ìèõàéëîâ çàäàåòñÿ âîïðîñîì: êàêèì îáðàçîì ïîëó÷åííûé

íà ïðåäûäóùåì ýòàïå âûâîä, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ

âíåøíèìè ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàíèÿ, èìïëèöèðóåò êîí-

öåïöèþ èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè? (ñ. 39). Íà ýòî ìîæíî îòâåòèòü ñëåäóþ-

ùèì îáðàçîì. Ïðåæäå âñåãî ÿ íå ïîëó÷àë íà ïðåäûäóùåì ýòàïå âûâîä

î òîì, ÷òî ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ÿâëÿþòñÿ âíåøíèìè ðåëÿöèîí-

íûìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñîçíàíèÿ. Ïîñêîëüêó ïîäîáíóþ èíòåðïðåòàöèþ ñ

Èãîðåì Ìèõàéëîâûì ðàçäåëèëè òàêæå Ñåðãåé Ëåâèí è Ìàêñèì Áåëÿ-

åâ, ïðîÿñíþ ýòîò ìîìåíò ïîäðîáíåå. Ìîé âûâîä ñîñòîÿë ëèøü â òîì,

÷òî êâàëèà íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñâîéñòâàìè, âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùèìè ñîçíà-

òåëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì. Íî èç ýòîãî àâòîìàòè÷åñêè íå ñëåäóåò, ÷òî îíè

ÿâëÿþòñÿ ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè ýòèõ ñîñòîÿíèé. Òàêîå ñëåäîâà-
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íèå îòñóòñòâóåò â òîì ñëó÷àå, åñëè êâàëèà âîîáùå íå ñóùåñòâóþò.

Â êîíöå ñâîåé ñòàòüè Ñåðãåé Ëåâèí âûñêàçûâàåò ïðåäïîëîæåíèå

î òîì, ÷òî «îòíîñèòåëüíî êâàëèà ñòîèò çàíÿòü àíòèðåàëèñòè÷åñêóþ

ïîçèöèþ è íå ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî â ðåàëüíîñòè èì ñîîòâåòñòâóåò ÷òî-ëèáî,

êðîìå ïðèíÿòûõ ÿçûêîâûõ êîíâåíöèé» (ñ. 46). Îò÷àñòè ÿ ñ íèì ñîãëà-

ñåí. Îòíîñèòåëüíî êâàëèà ÿ çàíèìàþ àíòèðåàëèñòñêóþ èëè, ïðàâèëü-

íåå ñêàçàòü, ýëèìèíàòèâèñòñêóþ ïîçèöèþ. Êâàëèà, ïîíÿòûå êàê ñâîé-

ñòâà ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, íå ñóùåñòâóþò, à òî, ÷òî ìû ïûòàëèñü

îáîçíà÷èòü òåðìèíîì «êâàëèà», ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåëÿöèîííûìè ñâîéñòâàìè

ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ îáúåêòîâ.

Ëåâèí ïðåäëàãàåò ðàññìàòðèâàòü ýòè ñâîéñòâà êàê äèàäè÷åñêèå,

àñèììåòðè÷íûå ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà. Ýòî î÷åíü èíòåðåñíûé ïîä-

õîä. Â òàêèõ òåðìèíàõ ÿ íå äóìàë î ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâàõ. Äåéñò-

âèòåëüíî, õîòåëîñü áû ðàññìàòðèâàòü êâàëèà íå òîëüêî êàê ñâîéñòâà

ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ îáúåêòîâ, íî è êàê íå÷òî, õîòÿ áû îò÷àñòè õàðàêòå-

ðèçóþùåå ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ îðãàíèçìà, â êîòîðûõ ýòîò îáúåêò

ñõâàòûâàåòñÿ. Îäíàêî, íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ðå-

ïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ îáúåêòîâ ãîâîðÿò íàì ÷òî-òî è î ñàìèõ ñîçíàòåëüíûõ

ñîñòîÿíèÿõ, èõ âðÿä ëè ìîæíî ðàññìàòðèâàòü êàê õàðàêòåðèñòèêè

ýòèõ ñîñòîÿíèé. Õàðàêòåðèñòèêà «áûòü âûñîêèì» âïîëíå ïðèìåíèìà

ê ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîìó íàìè ÷åëîâåêó, íî íå ïîíÿòíî, â êàêîì ñìûñëå

îíà ìîãëà áû áûòü òàêæå ñâîéñòâîì ñàìîé ìåíòàëüíîé ðåïðåçåíòà-

öèè. (Äóìàþ, ÷òî ïîäîáíûé ïðèìåð ìîæíî èñïîëüçîâàòü è äëÿ âîçðà-

æåíèÿ ïðîòèâ àäâåðáàëèçìà, íà âîçìîæíîñòü êîòîðîãî óêàçûâàåò Ãàñ-

ïàðîâ.) Ïîýòîìó äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû îáúÿñíèòü ñâÿçü ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ ñ ñà-

ìèìè èíòåíöèîíàëüíûìè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè, ÿ íàïèñàë: «Îáñóæäåíèå

îíòîëîãè÷åñêîãî ñòàòóñà èíòåíöèîíàëüíûõ îáúåêòîâ è èõ ñâîéñòâ

äîëæíî âåñòèñü, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, òîëüêî ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ òîãî, êàêèì ñî-

äåðæàíèåì îáëàäàåò èíòåíöèîíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå» (ñ. 28). Èíà÷å ãî-

âîðÿ, ñâîéñòâà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìîãî îáúåêòà ôèêñèðóþòñÿ êàê ÷àñòü ñî-

äåðæàíèÿ ñîçíàòåëüíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ, íî íå êàê ñâîéñòâà ýòîãî ñîñòî-

ÿíèÿ.

Ïî ìíåíèþ Ëåâèíà, ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êà÷åñòâà, ïîíÿòûå êàê ðåëÿ-

öèîííûå ñâîéñòâà, íå îáëàäàþò îñîáûì îíòîëîãè÷åñêèì ñòàòóñîì,

ïîñêîëüêó îíè ëèøåíû êàóçàëüíîé ýôôåêòèâíîñòè. Ýòîò âîïðîñ òðå-

áóåò îòäåëüíîãî âíèìàòåëüíîãî ðàññìîòðåíèÿ. Îäíàêî prima facie êà-

æåòñÿ óáåäèòåëüíûì ïîëîæåíèå î òîì, ÷òî íàøè äåéñòâèÿ âñå-òàêè

çàâèñÿò îò èçìåíåíèÿ ñîäåðæàíèÿ íàøèõ èíòåíöèîíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿ-

íèé. Åñëè ýòî òàê, òî ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà ðåïðåçåíòèðóåìûõ îáú-

åêòîâ âñå-òàêè îáëàäàþò îïðåäåëåííûì îíòîëîãè÷åñêèì ñòàòóñîì,

ïóñòü è â êà÷åñòâå ÷àñòè ñîäåðæàíèÿ ìåíòàëüíûõ ðåïðåçåíòàöèé. Ïðè

ýòîì íå äóìàþ, ÷òî òåðìèíû «ñîäåðæàíèå» è «ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ» ñëåäó-

åò ðàññìàòðèâàòü êàê ñîêðàùåíèå äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ êàêèõ-òî èíûõ åñòåñò-

âåííûõ ñâîéñòâ è ñîñòîÿíèé. Ñïîñîáíîñòü îäíèõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ îáúåê-
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òîâ ðåïðåçåíòèðîâàòü äðóãèå îáúåêòû ñàìà ïî ñåáå ÿâëÿåòñÿ åñòåñò-

âåííûì ôåíîìåíîì, êîòîðûé íå íóæäàåòñÿ â ðåäóêöèè ê ÷åìó-òî èíî-

ìó.

Ïîñêîëüêó âîçìîæíîñòü íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñîçíà-

íèÿ, íà êîòîðóþ ÿ óêàçûâàþ, ñòàâèòñÿ ïîä ñîìíåíèå â ñòàòüå Ìàêñèìà

Áåëÿåâà, îñòàíîâëþñü îòäåëüíî íà ýòîì ìîìåíòå. Â ñâîåé ñòàòüå Áåëÿ-

åâ çàäàåòñÿ âîïðîñîì î òîì, «ñïîñîáñòâóåò ëè ïîíèìàíèå ðåëÿöèîí-

íîãî õàðàêòåðà ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîìó îáúÿñ-

íåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ» (ñ. 49). Îí îòâå÷àåò íà ýòîò âîïðîñ îòðèöàòåëüíî,

îáúÿñíÿÿ ýòî ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì: «Íåâîçìîæíîñòü îáúÿñíåíèÿ

â äàííîì ñëó÷àå ñâÿçàíà ñ òåì, ÷òî (1) ñîçíàíèå êàê âèä ñóùåãî íå

ìûñëèòñÿ îäíîâðåìåííî îáúåêòèâíî è ñóáúåêòèâíî ñóùåñòâóþùèì

è (2) òåëà (âåùè, ìàòåðèàëüíûå îáúåêòû, ôèçè÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà è ò.ï.)

íå îáëàäàþò èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòüþ» (ñ. 51). Íà ìîé âçãëÿä, îáà ïóíêòà

ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñïîðíûìè.

Åñëè ñóáúåêòèâíûé òèï áûòèÿ ñóùåãî, î êîòîðîì ïèøåò Áåëÿåâ,

íå ïðåäïîëàãàåò ââåäåíèÿ äóàëèçìà åñòåñòâåííîãî è ñâåðõúåñòåñòâåí-

íîãî, òî ñëåäóåò ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ, íàäåëåííûå

òàêîé õàðàêòåðèñòèêîé, êàê ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü, ÿâëÿþòñÿ åñòåñòâåííû-

ìè ôåíîìåíàìè. Ýòî çíà÷èò, ÷òî ìû ìîæåì íå òîëüêî ïðåäñòàâëÿòü

ñóáúåêòèâíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ êàê îáúåêòèâíî ñóùåñòâóþùèå åñòåñòâåí-

íûå ôåíîìåíû, íî è ïûòàòüñÿ îáúÿñíèòü èõ ïðèðîäó ñ îáúåêòèâèñò-

ñêîé ïîçèöèè. Â êàêîì-òî ñìûñëå, êîíå÷íî, âñÿ ïîëíîòà çíàíèÿ î òîì

èëè èíîì ñîçíàòåëüíîì ñîñòîÿíèè áóäåò íàì íåäîñòóïíà, â ýòîì

è ïðîÿâëÿåòñÿ ñïåöèôèêà ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè. Çíàíèå èç ïåðñïåêòèâû

ïåðâîãî ëèöà, äîñòóïíîå ñóáúåêòó ñîçíàòåëüíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ, âñåãäà

áóäåò îñòàâàòüñÿ äëÿ íàñ íåäîñòèæèìûì. Îäíàêî ýòî íå îòìåíÿåò âîç-

ìîæíîñòè îáúÿñíèòü ïðèðîäó ñîçíàòåëüíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ, åñëè îíî ÿâ-

ëÿåòñÿ åñòåñòâåííûì ôåíîìåíîì. Äëÿ îáúÿñíåíèÿ âàæíî, ÷òîáû ìû

ìîãëè äåäóöèðîâàòü óòâåðæäåíèÿ îá ýòîì ôåíîìåíå èç äðóãèõ óòâåðæ-

äåíèé î åñòåñòâåííûõ ïðîöåññàõ. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, ïðåïÿòñòâèåì äëÿ íà-

òóðàëèñòè÷åñêîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ áóäåò íàëè÷èå ðàçðûâîâ â íàøåé îíòî-

ëîãèè, à íå ýïèñòåìîëîãèè.

Â ñâîåé ñòàòüå ÿ ïûòàþñü óêàçàòü, êàêèì èìåííî îáðàçîì íàì ñëå-

äóåò ìûñëèòü ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü, ÷òîáû âûðàáîòêà íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîãî

îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé áûëà âîçìîæíîé. Äëÿ ýòîãî ÿ èñ-

ïîëüçóþ ðàñïðîñòðàíåííîå â ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ ïî-

íèìàíèå ñóùíîñòè ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè ïîñðåäñòâîì ïîíÿòèÿ ïåðñïåêòè-

âû ïåðâîãî ëèöà. ß íå ââîæó ýòî ïîíÿòèå äëÿ îáñóæäåíèÿ èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîñòè, êàê ýòî ïûòàåòñÿ ïðåäñòàâèòü Èãîðü Ìèõàéëîâ, ñêîðåå

íàîáîðîò, ïðèìûêàÿ ê Ñ¸ðëó, ÿ ïûòàþñü ïðîÿñíèòü ïîíÿòèå ïåðñïåê-

òèâû ïîñðåäñòâîì ââåäåíèÿ ïîíÿòèÿ èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè. Ïîíÿòèå æå

èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè ïîçâîëÿåò íàì óâèäåòü ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü êàê åñòå-

ñòâåííûé ôåíîìåí. Îñïàðèâàÿ âòîðîå ïîëîæåíèå Áåëÿåâà, ÿ ïîëàãàþ,
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÷òî ëþáûì ôèçè÷åñêèì îáúåêòàì ìîæíî ïðèïèñàòü èíòåíöèîíàëü-

íûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Ýòî õîðîøî ïîêàçàíî, íàïðèìåð, â ðàáîòàõ Äåííåòà.

Â ýòîì íåò íè÷åãî óäèâèòåëüíîãî, åñëè ìû ïîíèìàåì, ÷òî èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ – ýòî ðåïðåçåíòàòèâíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ è, î÷åâèäíî,

îäèí ôèçè÷åñêèé îáúåêò ñïîñîáåí ïðåäñòàâëÿòü óíèêàëüíûì îáðàçîì

èíîé îáúåêò èëè êàêóþ-ëèáî ñèòóàöèþ. Íåêîòîðûå ôèëîñîôû, ñîãëà-

øàÿñü ñ ýòèì, óòî÷íÿþò, ÷òî ðå÷ü çäåñü èäåò î ïðîèçâîäíîé èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîñòè, ïîäëèííûå æå èíòåíöèîíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìîæíî ïðèïè-

ñûâàòü ëèøü ñóùåñòâàì, íàäåëåííûì ñîçíàíèåì. Òàêîé âçãëÿä, íà-

ïðèìåð, îòñòàèâàåò Ñ¸ðë. Íå âíèêàÿ ñåé÷àñ â ñóòü ýòîãî ñïîðà, îòìå÷ó

ëèøü, ÷òî è ôèëîñîôû ïîñëåäíåé ãðóïïû, îñòàâàÿñü íà ïîçèöèÿõ ôè-

çèêàëèçìà, èëè – øèðå – íàòóðàëèçìà, ðàññìàòðèâàþò èíòåíöèîíàëü-

íîñòü êàê ñîñòîÿíèå ôèçè÷åñêèõ òåë, ïðåæäå âñåãî ìîçãà.

Îòâå÷àÿ íà çàìå÷àíèÿ Ìèõàéëîâà, ÿ õîòåë áû îòìåòèòü, ÷òî â ñâîåé

ñòàòüå ÿ íå ïðèìûêàþ ñïåöèàëüíûì îáðàçîì íè ê êàêîé îñîáîé òåîðèè

èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè è íå ðàçáèðàþ ïðîáëåìû, âîçíèêàþùèå â ñâÿçè ñ

ýòèì ïîíÿòèåì â ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ è ôèëîñîôèè ÿçûêà. ß íå äåëàþ

ýòîãî ïðîñòî ïîòîìó, ÷òî ñòàòüÿ ïîñâÿùåíà ñîâåðøåííî äðóãîé òåìå.

Èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè ÿ ïîíèìàþ â ñàìîì îáùåì ñìûñëå êàê ñïîñîá-

íîñòü ïðåäñòàâëÿòü ñïåöèôè÷åñêèì îáðàçîì íåêèé îáúåêò, è òî, ÷òî ÿ

èñïîëüçóþ òåðìèí Ñ¸ðëà «àñïåêòóàëüíîñòü», ÷òîáû ïîä÷åðêíóòü ýòó

ñïåöèôè÷íîñòü ðåïðåçåíòàöèè, íå çíà÷èò, ÷òî ÿ âñåöåëî ðàçäåëÿþ åãî

êîíöåïöèþ. Åäèíñòâåííàÿ îñîáåííîñòü ìîåãî ïîíèìàíèÿ èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîñòè çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â ýêñòåðíàëèñòñêîé èíòåðïðåòàöèè èíòåíöèî-

íàëüíîãî îáúåêòà. Ïðè òàêîé èíòåðïðåòàöèè íèêàêîãî óäâîåíèÿ ðå-

àëüíîñòè íå ïðîèñõîäèò.

Èíòåíöèîíàëüíûé îáúåêò íå íåêàÿ ôèêöèÿ «â ìîåé ãîëîâå», ýòî

íàäåëåííûé ðàçëè÷íûìè ñâîéñòâàìè ðåàëüíûé îáúåêò â ìîìåíò, êî-

ãäà ìû åãî ðåïðåçåíòèðóåì. Òå ñâîéñòâà ýòîãî îáúåêòà, î ñóùåñòâîâà-

íèè êîòîðûõ èìååò ñìûñë ãîâîðèòü â êîíòåêñòå åå âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ñ

äðóãèì îáúåêòîì, ìû îáîçíà÷àåì êàê ðåëÿöèîííûå ñâîéñòâà. Êàê ÿ

óæå îòìå÷àë, ìîæíî äóìàòü îá ýòèõ ñâîéñòâàõ, êàê, âïðî÷åì, è î ñà-

ìîì îáúåêòå, êàê î ñîäåðæàíèè ðåïðåçåíòàòèâíîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ, ïîìíÿ,

÷òî ïîíÿòèåì ñîäåðæàíèÿ ìû ôèêñèðóåì ïðîñòî «ôàêò îñîáîãî îòíî-

øåíèÿ ê ìèðó» (ñ. 28). Íå äóìàþ, ÷òî íàì ñëåäóåò ïðîâîäèòü ïàðàëëå-

ëè ìåæäó ïîäîáíûì ýëèìèíàòèâèñòñêèì è ýêñòåðíàëèñòñêèì âçãëÿ-

äîì è ëîêêîâñêèì ó÷åíèåì î âòîðè÷íûõ êà÷åñòâàõ, ÷òî, ïî-âèäèìîìó,

ïîäðàçóìåâàåò Ìèõàéëîâ.

Îäíàêî âñå æå, ïî ìíåíèþ Ìèõàéëîâà, ìîé «òåêñò ñâèäåòåëüñòâó-

åò, ÷òî “íà ïóòè ê îáúÿñíåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ” ìû âìåñòå ñ Äåêàðòîì è Ëîê-

êîì åäâà ëèøü ïðîøëè åãî íà÷àëî» (ñ. 40). Òàêàÿ îöåíêà âûãëÿäèò

ñòðàííî. Â ï. 5 è 6 ñòàòüè ÿ âñåãî ëèøü âîñïðîèçâîæó â ñàìîì îáùåì

âèäå ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèñòñêèé (èíòåíöèîíàëèñòñêèé) ïîäõîä ê îáúÿñ-

íåíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ. Ïîäîáíûé ïîäõîä ëåæèò â ñàìîì îñíîâàíèè êîãíè-
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òèâíîé íàóêè. Î÷åâèäíî, êîãíèòèâíàÿ íàóêà â XX â. çíà÷èòåëüíî ïðî-

äâèíóëàñü âïåðåä â ïîíèìàíèè ñîçíàíèÿ è ýòî ñòàëî âîçìîæíûì

ïðåæäå âñåãî áëàãîäàðÿ êðèòèêå èäåè êàðòåçèàíñêîãî òåàòðà è ðàñ÷è-

ñòêå ôåíîìåíàëèñòè÷åñêèõ äæóíãëåé áðèòàíñêîãî ýìïèðèçìà. Îäíà-

êî â ïîñëåäíåé ÷åòâåðòè ÕÕ â. ïåðåä êîãíèòèâíîé íàóêîé âíîâü âîç-

íèêëà ïðîáëåìà îáúÿñíåíèÿ ïðèðîäû ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ äàííîñòåé –

êâàëèà (â ïåðâîé ïîëîâèíå XX â. ýòèì òåðìèíîì îáîçíà÷èëèñü ñâîé-

ñòâà ÷óâñòâåííûõ äàííûõ, ñåíñèáèëèà). Ïðåäëàãàåìîå ìíîé ðåøåíèå

ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ, êâàëèà, íîâèçíà êîòîðîãî ñîñòîÿëà â îðèãèíàëü-

íîé ïîñòàíîâêå âîïðîñà (âíóòðåííå ïðèñóùè ëè êâàëèà ñîçíàòåëüíûì

ñîñòîÿíèÿì?), êàê ÿ ïîëàãàþ, äîëæíà ñïîñîáñòâîâàòü íàøåìó äâèæå-

íèþ âïåðåä â ïîíèìàíèè ïñèõèêè ïî ïóòè, óæå ïðîëîæåííîìó êîãíè-

òèâíîé íàóêîé. Â ïîñëåäíåì ï. 7 ñòàòüè ÿ äàþ ñâîå ïîíèìàíèå òîãî,

â êàêîì íàïðàâëåíèè ìû ìîæåì äâèãàòüñÿ ïî ýòîìó ïóòè ñ ó÷åòîì òåõ

òðàíñôîðìàöèé, êîòîðûå ïðîèñõîäèëè â ñàìîé êîãíèòèâíîé íàóêå

(êîííåêöèîíèñòñêèé ïîâîðîò 1980-õ, ýííàêòèâèñòñêèé ïîâîðîò íà÷à-

ëà 2000-õ). Ýòî íè â êîåì ñëó÷àå íå âûâîäû èç ñòàòüè, ñêîðåå ýòî îá-

ùèå ðàçìûøëåíèÿ î äåéñòâèòåëüíî âàæíîé ïðîáëåìå, ñòîÿùåé ïåðåä

êîãíèòèâíîé íàóêîé è ôèëîñîôèåé ñîçíàíèÿ.
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EXPERIENCING THE PRESENT1

1. Past Pains and Present Pleasures

I had excruciating back pain early last night. The next day

(which was, fortunately, a Saturday) I went to a spa, and the pain was gone. I started

feeling warm pleasure spreading through my body as I stretched during the massage.

I am still there, enjoying the experience.

Psychologically speaking, my pain is gone. Where is it, speaking ontologically?

Perhaps it is in the past. If it’s there why is it not painful? Perhaps because I do not

find myself there (i.e. at night), but here (i.e. at a day session in the spa). But if I en-

dure (roughly: if I persist by being wholly present at multiple time-places) then

I should find myself both here and there (and in a lot of other time-places). Why am

I finding myself during the day, in the spa, and feeling pleasure and not at night, in

the bed, and in pain?2

The presentist (someone who thinks only the present is real) has an easy time

(no pun) explaining these facts: the last-night pain is simply no more, and non-exi-
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1
This paper revisits an older project (Balashov, 2005), where the Puzzle of the

Experience of the Present was put in a rather unfocused form, entangled with irrelevant

matters. Recent flood of work on temporal experience has helped me focus my ideas. I have

especially benefited from Skow (2011; 2015) and am very grateful for his comments on the

previous versions of this paper at the PTS@APA session in San Francisco, California (March

2013) and thereafter. My thanks to the audience for pressing me on many points. Special

thanks are due to Igor Gasparov, Mark Moyer and Jordan Lavender for their detailed

comments on earlier drafts, and to Laurie Paul for her feedback on a recent draft. The result

may or may not be up to their expectations; and I alone am fully responsible for any remaining

defects.

2
A skeptic may jump in at this point and say that the whole problem boils down to a simple

confusion of the tensed and tenseless uses of ‘find’. I tenselessly find myself at all times at which

I exist; but I find myself (present tense) only on Saturday. I beg the skeptic to read on.



sting pains cannot be painful. Moreover, the night isn’t there either, so

I cannot find myself then. I find myself in the present because there is no

past (or future). Of course, my pain existed,3 and the night was present. But

the fact that my pain existed does not put it in the past (or anywhere else for

that matter), just as the fact that pigs possibly fly does not put flying pigs

anywhere, for the modal actualist.

The moving spotlight theorist (roughly: someone who thinks that all

times exist, but one of them is objectively privileged) needs to do more

work to show that past pains are not painful. She needs to say that pains be-

come painful only when the spotlight of the moving present shines on

them. Maybe she can stop here. Or maybe she can say more about the shi-

ning mechanism.4 But the idea is clear.

The real trouble awaits the eternalist (someone who thinks that all

times exist and no time is objectively privileged) who also wants to be an

endurantist. Or so I shall argue. In a nutshell, the argument is very simple.

I am wholly present at night, and am also wholly present during the day.

This immediately connects me with my pain as well as my pleasure. My re-

lations to both are equally robust. No metaphysically significant feature of

my relation to my current pleasure is missing from my relation to my last

night’s pain. In that respect, my pain is ontologically on a par with my plea-

sure. But they are not on a par as far as my experience goes. I am enjoying

the pleasure, but I am not having the pain. Why? This raises a problem for

the combination of eternalism with endurantism (EE). But this is a combi-

nation many philosophers want to have.5

2. The Puzzle and a Solution

Put this way the argument could be easily challenged; and rightly so.

The perspective sketched in the previous paragraph presents an atemporal

“view from nowhere.” See Fig. 1. But our phenomenal perspective is inher-

ently temporal; we can only experience things from a certain vantage point

in time. See Figs. 2a and 2b, which represent such perspectives. To fix ideas,

let us call the first, atemporal perspective external, and the second, inher-

ently temporal one, internal. When the external and internal perspectives

are properly distinguished it becomes clear that I can have my experiences

only one at a time, not holus-bolus.
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Some presentists would analyze it as follows: it was the case that (my pain exists).

4
For illuminating recent discussions (again, no pun intended) see [Zimmerman, 2005;

Skow, 2015] and references therein.

5
Here is a partial list of eternalist endurantists: [Johnston, 1987; van Inwagen, 1990,

2000; Mellor, 1998; Rea, 1998; Haslanger, 2003]. As stated here, the problem has much in

common with Arthur Prior’s famous “Thank Goodness that’s over” puzzle, but is more

general in scope pertaining to a whole variety of present temporal experiences, including but

by no means restricted to differential attitudes towards the past and the future, such as relief,

anticipation, or regret.



This point should certainly be granted, but the argument can be refined

[Balashov, 2005: 299ff]. Since temporal experiences can only be had one at

a time the EEist should not fear being saddled with an impossible combina-

tion of pain and pleasure.6 There is simply no internal perspective, in which

this occurs. The real task is to explain why I am finding myself during the

day, in the spa, and having pleasure, to the exclusion of pain, rather than at

night, in the bed, and having pain, to the exclusion of pleasure. In short,

why am I having the internal perspective of Fig. 2b rather than that of

Fig. 2a? More carefully: why do I have an illusory belief that I am having

the exclusive internal perspective of Fig. 2b, rather than an illusory belief

that I am having the exclusive internal perspective of Fig. 2a? More gene-
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Figs. 2a and 2b. The internal perspectives

Fig. 1. The external perspective. The shaded area on the left represents my path in spacetime

6
One should be careful here. For one thing, some experiences are known to combine pain

and pleasure. More important, even for strictly incompatible types of pain and pleasure, there

may be a difference between having pain at t and having pleasure at t and having pain and

pleasure at t. I will not discuss these issues.



rally, why am I finding myself at this particular time, with this particular set

of experiences, to the exclusion of others, rather than at any of the nume-

rous other times, with different experiences, to the exclusion of others, de-

spite the fact that all these times are on the same ontological footing and

I am wholly present at all of them?

Here is another, slightly different take on it. The relation between ex-

ternal and internal perspectives is supposed to be explanatory. The exter-

nal perspective of Fig. 1 is a true ontological picture of the block universe

with endurance. This picture is required, among other things, to explain

the appearances represented by Figs. 2a and 2b. There are two closely re-

lated but different explanatory questions to be addressed: (i) Why do I ne-

ver experience an impossible combination of pain and pleasure, despite

being connected to both (by the arrows depicted in Fig. 1)? (ii) Why do

I experience pleasure rather than pain? Answering (i) is easy and a pre-re-

quisite for (ii). I never experience pleasure and pain together because no

arrow in Fig. 1 connects me to both; instead each connects me to a diffe-

rent experience, and also to a different time. These connections are invo-

ked to explain (ground, stand behind) my having pain on Friday and plea-

sure on Saturday. They can only be invoked one at a time. But why this

time rather than that? There are many times at which I am wholly present

and have experiences; but there is only one “me” – on the EE view, that is.

Invoking the arrows immediately helps with (i). But it also brings with it

the need to break the ontological parity between my pleasure and my

pain, and between Friday and Saturday, in order to explain my illusory

belief in their disparity. And there is nothing in the eternalist block uni-

verse capable of doing this job.

The real question, then, is the “rather than” question, not the “why not

all at once” question.7 Why pleasure rather than pain? And why Saturday

rather than Friday? Call questions of this sort external questions. The

Puzzle of the Experience of the Present (PEP) for EE arises when external

questions are taken seriously. But should they be taken seriously?

Framing the issue this way suggests two different courses of action.

One is to take external questions seriously, acknowledge that PEP is a real

puzzle, read ‘finding’ and ‘having’ in ‘finding myself at this particular

time’ (rather than at some other time) and ‘having this particular set of ex-

periences’ (rather than other experiences) in a way that makes the problem

real; but deny, contrary to the appearances, that I am finding myself, in the

relevant sense, only at this particular time, without, however, slipping back
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As far as I know, the difference between these two types of questions was first pointed

out by Frederick Ferré [Ferré, 1972] and Ronald Hoy [Hoy, 1978] in the context of debating

Grünbaum’s thesis of the mind-dependence of becoming. In a very balanced response to

Ferré’s critique of Grünbaum’s position, Hoy sketched a view that is very close to my own

[Balashov, 2005 and the present paper] and to the view favorably discussed by Skow in

[Skow, 2011; 2015]. Thanks to Brad Skow for drawing my attention to these earlier sources.



into the “holus-bolus” pseudo-problem – without saying that I am finding

myself at many times “at once.”8

The other course of action is to deny that PEP is a puzzle in the first

place. Instead, it is a pseudo-problem based on a confusion. The confusion

does not consist in mistakenly attributing to me a mix of pain and pleasure

(see above). Rather it lies in using a misleading and tendentious language

to create a false impression that the whole story about my temporal expe-

riences involves more than is represented in Fig. 1, in which a single sub-

ject is connected to multiple times and multiple experiences. Pinpointing

the confusion should make it clear that there is nothing more to the story.

I consider this skeptical response to PEP in §3 below. In the remainder

of the present section, I want to sketch a rather radical dissolution of the

puzzle about my pain and pleasure – assuming it to be a real puzzle, pen-

ding more considerations pro and con.

The best way to dissolve PEP9 is to assign temporal experiences from

different times to numerically different temporal stages of me. Each stage

finds itself at a particular time and no others, and has the experiences it does

at that time and no others, in exactly the same direct and non-relational

manner as any other experience-bearing stage of me. In particular, my

night stage finds itself exclusively at night, in bed, and in pain, and my day

stage finds itself exclusively during the day session in the spa and enjoying

pleasure. This is what allows me to say that I find myself, in the same simp-

le way, at both times, with both experiences; but not “at once.”

Of course, this is not so simple. To save the phenomenal appearances

which uniquely privilege my daytime experiences, we need to add that, in

having the pleasant experience, I am not aware of having the painful one,

and vice versa. This move to resolve the obvious tension involved in saying

that I find myself at night, having pain, and also find myself in the middle

of the day, having pleasure, and that in having one, I am not aware of ha-

ving the other, is parallel to that made by Parfit and others to resolve the

tension involved in fission scenarios10. In both cases the solution comes at
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Note that ‘finding’ has a distinctly subjective flavor here; we have already assumed that

I am objectively and wholly present at multiple times.

9
Explored in [Balashov, 2005; Skow, 2011: §6; 2015]. Skow’s discussion also draws useful

parallels with Prior’s “Thank Goodness that’s over” problem (see note 5 above), while also

noting some important differences (see, in particular, [Skow, 2011: 383–384, note 1]. For

systematic presentations of stage theory (see [Sider, 2001: §5.8; Hawley, 2001]).

10
In such scenarios, one of my physical and/or psychological descendants, Lefty, has an

illusory belief that he is uniquely me and is not aware of the existence of Righty who has the

same mistaken belief. The lack of the relevant awareness, which is crucial to explaining away

the false beliefs, can be illustrated even in more down-to-earth split-consciousness scenarios.

See, e.g., a vivid description in [Parfit, 2008: 361–362]. Although a parallel between the

temporal case and Parfit-style cases is of great help in pursuing this approach, Skow does not

mention it. The parallel is fully exploited in [Balashov, 2005]. See also [Bayne, 2010], which

debates various forms of “static disunity” (i.e. disunity at a time) manifested in unusual

experiences, including the “split-brain syndrome,” such as representational disunity, access

disunity, and phenomenal disunity. It should be noted that Bayne’s analysis is firmly grounded

in real-life clinical cases, does not extend to thought experiments or personal identity across

time, and is intended to support the phenomenal unity thesis.



the price of downgrading the relation between experience-bearing items

from strict numerical identity to “continuity with the right sort of cause.”

This commitment to what we now call the stage theory of persistence is, at

best, rather implicit in the earlier work on personal identity and fission, but

it figures prominently in contemporary discussions.11

The Puzzle is thereby eliminated – essentially by undercutting one of

its presuppositions, the idea that the Friday as well as Saturday experiences

belong to a single subject. The external question loses its force, because

each external perspective now generates a single internal perspective

(see Fig. 3).

But there is a cost: we are left with the picture of the “fragmented self”

familiar from the earlier literature on fission and related matters. More

needs be said about it. The main stumbling block to overcome is to spell out

the exact relationship between me and my stages. A popular but wrong way

of doing it is to say that I exist only on Saturday (more precisely, at some

moment on Saturday) and someone else exists on Friday, and then let the

chips fall where they may.12 I am aware of the ideological pressures pus-

hing one in this direction. They come from drawing close analogies with

the modal case, but the outcome strikes me as deeply dissatisfying, for

“someone else” has an equal claim to be me. This claim is much stronger in

the temporal case than in the paradigm modal cases. I think we should be-

gin by saying that there is a sense in which I am all my stages, but not “ho-

lus bolus”; perhaps I am all of them “severally but not jointly”; and then let

the chips fall where they may13.
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See, in particular [Sider, 2001: 201–205].

12
Cf. [Skow, 2011: 380ff].

13
“Not holus bolus” and “severally but not jointly” are of course metaphors that may or

may not be useful in formulating a better version of the stage theory of the self. But at the very

least, they are useful in pushing one away from another version of four-dimensionalism,

perdurantism, on which there is a sense in which I am all my stages “holus bolus” or “jointly.”

If that is the case then only a part of me viz. my Friday temporal part is in pain, and another

part – my Saturday temporal part is enjoying pleasure. What then explains my belief that

I (not a part of me) am enjoying the pleasure, rather than suffering from pain? This belief may

be illusory, but the perdurantist is at a further disadvantage in dealing with it than the stage

theorist. In one respect, the perdurantist’s predicament here is similar to the EEist’s

predicament. The latter boils down to the need to explain why I (a single temporally

unextended subject) am viewing the universe from the Saturday, rather than the Friday

perspective, despite the fact that I (the self-same subject) am wholly present on both days. The

perdurantist predicament boils down to the need to explain why I (a single temporally

extended subject) am viewing the universe from the Saturday, rather than the Friday

perspective, despite the fact that I (the same-self subject) am partly present on Friday, as well

as Saturday. On both views, and in difference from the stage view, temporally-restricted

experiences are had relationally or derivatively, not directly. One might say that the

perdurantist still has an upper hand over the endurantist, because only the former can say that

temporally-restricted experiences are had directly by something. Cf. Lewis’s response to

Lowe [Lewis, 1988: 66]. But I agree with Skow [2011: 383] that I can be confident that pains

and pleasures are had directly (and not relationally or derivatively) by something only in

virtue of being confident that they are had directly by me. Although there is more to be said

about the perdurantist option, I put it aside in the sequel and focus on the pros and cons of EE

and the stage view.



This cuts out more work. But it is good work; for it is needed to allevi-

ate the above-noted tension inherent in saying that I find myself at night,

having pain, and also find myself during the day, having pleasure. Ignoring

this tension would give the emerging solution a flavor of triviality, while

there is something strikingly non-trivial about the experience of time. At

the end of the day, it seems trifling to be told that my Saturday stages have

my Saturday experiences, and my Friday stages have my Friday experien-

ces. But it is not trifling to be told that it is Saturday rather than Friday.

I think this feeling is right. There is something non-trivial about the present

experiences, and their non-triviality cannot be purchased at the price of

something trifling. But there is something refreshingly non-trivial in the

solution too: the insistence that I am all my stages – severally but not joint-

ly, along with the claim that, in having my Saturday experiences, I am not

aware of having my Friday experiences. I am not aware of them, and even

of the very existence of my Friday stages, in the same sense in which Lefty

(one of my fission descendants) may not be aware of the contemporaneous

experiences, and even of the very existence, of Righty.

To sum up, the non-trivial part of the solution lies in rethinking the “I”

part of the Puzzle, not the time part. And there seems to be no way around

the Parfit road.14

3. External and Internal Questions

But the eternalist who is not enthusiastic about the stage view of persis-

tence, or even about the need to take a stance on the issue of persistence
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Fig. 3. Temporal experiences in stage theory

14
Developing a more satisfying stage-theoretic account of persons consistent with this

line of thought will have to wait for another occasion. For some very preliminary stabs at it

(see [Balashov, 2005: 304–306]).



when dealing with temporal experience, may have a totally different reac-

tion to the Puzzle of the Experience of the Present (PEP). She may simply

refuse to see any puzzle here. Recall that PEP boils down to the following:

The Puzzle of the Experience of the Present (PEP):

Why do I find myself at this particular time, with this particular set of

experiences, rather than at numerous other times, with different expe-

riences, despite the fact that all these times are on the same ontological

footing and I am wholly present at all of them?

Specifically:

Q1: Why am I having pleasure rather than pain?

Q2: Why is it Saturday rather than Friday?

Here are some alternative answers to these questions:

A1.1: Because the massage had its effect.

A1.2: Because the neurons in my brain were caused to fire in a

pleasure-instantiating way.

A2.1: Because the sun has already crossed the date line.

A2.2: Because my calendar shows Saturday (and my calendar is never

in error).

These answers look sensible. But they suggest that the questions are

entirely non-puzzling for EE. What is going on here?

As stated above, Q1 and Q215 are ambiguous. They can be read as ex-

ternal questions, or as internal ones. External and internal questions are not

different in their formulation; this is why they are so easily confused. They

are different in terms of the background that stands behind them. The back-

ground for asking Q1 and Q2 in the external mode is the perspective of Fig.

1, while the background for asking the corresponding internal questions is

the perspective of Fig. 2a or 2b. Perhaps one could say that an internal

question is a question asked from a particular internal perspective (e.g. the

Friday or the Saturday perspective), while a corresponding external questi-

on is about the obtaining of a certain internal perspective, as opposed to

another such perspective.

PEP turns on taking external questions seriously. The Objection, on

behalf of EE, is that such questions should not be taken seriously.

Objection:

External questions should not be taken seriously because (i) they make

no sense at all, or (ii) if they do make sense, it is only because they are

confused with the corresponding internal questions.

The Objection formally presents a dilemma. But it is best viewed as a

two-pronged strategy. The main plan is (ii), while (i) is a back-up plan that

can be activated if (ii) is in danger. Responding to (ii) is, I believe, a neces-

sary prerequisite to dealing with (i). But I also think that an adequate re-

sponse to (ii) goes a long way towards disarming (i).
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And a host of other questions: Why am I hearing the bell strike six times? Why am

I seeing strange looking clouds pass by? Why is it so hot? Why is the summer almost over?



I have seen and heard the Objection in many forms, in and out of print.

They all seek to locate the confusion between the external and internal ques-

tions in some more obvious and familiar confusion or oversight; for exam-

ple, in forgetting that the B-theory of time is committed to the semantical re-

duction of tense; in a confusion between the first- and third-person perspecti-

ves; in the inability to appreciate the full significance of indexicals; in a

failure to cope with self-locating beliefs and attitudes de se; in overlooking

the presence of unarticulated constituents in Q1 and Q2, and/or a failure to

see the analogy between the PEP and the problem of temporary intrinsics.

I will return to the latter in the next section. But instead of rehearsing the res-

ponses already given to some of the former,16 I want to illustrate a uniform

strategy underlying such responses by applying it to a recent and particularly

clear statement of the Objection due to Bradford Skow.

4. Discharging Explanatory Tasks

To recap, the Puzzle of the Experience of the Present (PEP) for EE ari-

ses from reading

Q1: Why am I having pleasure rather than pain?

Q2: Why is it Saturday rather than Friday?

as external questions. The response at this point is to refuse to do so

and read them as internal questions instead. Here is a good way to put the

refusal [Skow, 2011: 376]17:

I am having pleasure rather than pain because my pleasure occurs on

Saturday and it is on Saturday that I lie on the massage table wondering

about my current experiences. There is no more to my pleasure than its

occurrence at the time I do the wondering.

But this provides only a temporary relief. For the same could be said

about my pain:

I am having pain rather than pleasure because my pain occurs on Friday

night, and it is on Friday night that I lie in my bed wondering about my pain.

If this is the full story about my pain and pleasure then I am inclined to

put my foot down and say that I want to know why I am having pleasure

and wondering about it, rather than having pain and wondering about it.

There are two episodes of wondering on Friday and Saturday, one of them

painful the other pleasant. We still want to know what appears to break the

parity between them in the EE perspective (Fig. 4):

Skow has suggested18 that something so far unaccounted for does break

the parity: this episode of wondering occurs only on Saturday. But I submit
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See [Balashov, 2005: §4].

17
I took the liberty to adapt Skow’s statement to my case.

18
In personal communication.



that, rather than breaking the parity, a move to demonstratives or other de-

vices of direct reference only enriches its content. This episode of wonde-

ring occurs only on Saturday. And that episode of wondering occurs only

on Friday (Fig. 5).

What we want to know, however, is why this, and not that episode is

occurring.

Recall that the Objection’s plan A is to argue that putative external

questions are in fact internal questions in disguise. That this is not so – that

external questions are interestingly and importantly different from the cor-

responding internal questions – is already suggested by the drastic difference

in the perspectives that stand behind them, those of Fig. 1 versus Figs. 2a

and 2b. The above discussion shows that external questions tend to reemer-

ge from scrutiny, sometimes becoming “thicker” as a result, and always

distinct from the corresponding internal questions.

But perhaps this is just an appearance. Maybe what emerges and re-

merges this way makes no sense at all. The Objection’s plan B is to con-

demn external questions as by-products of misleading theoretical schemas

that fail to represent anything real. Let us take another look at Figs. 1, 4 and

5. What do they represent? Not anyone’s phenomenal perspective; those

are represented by Figs. 2a and 2b. Then what? Specifically, what does the
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Fig. 4. Wondering about pain and pleasure in the EE universe

Fig. 5. Two episodes of wondering in the EE universe: this and that



empty face on the right represent? And what are the arrows connecting it to

the smiling and sorrowful faces on the left?

All I can say in response is that Figs. 1, 4 and 5 are my best way to illu-

strate the metaphysical picture of endurance in the block-universe setting

inspired, among other sources, by a famous description due to David Lewis

[Lewis, 1988: 66–67]:

Imagine trying to draw a picture of two different times, t
1

when I sit

and t
2

when I stand. You draw two circles, overlapping because I exist

at both times so you want to draw me in the intersection ... as a mere dot

or shapeless blob, draw a line labelled ‘bent-at’ from me to the t
1

circle

and a line labelled ‘straight-at’ from me to the t
2

circle.

It should be clear that temporary experiences could be assimilated to

temporary properties. To say that I have pain on Friday is just to say that

I have a certain mental property on Friday.19 But instead of drawing times

as overlapping and myself inside their common area (I cannot imagine how

this could be done in my figures) I drew myself on the side and followed the

custom of associating times with slices of four-dimensional volumes repre-

senting the paths of persisting objects in spacetime. And instead of labeling

my arrows ‘pain-at’ and ‘pleasure-at’ I chose to assign them a more modest

role of representing only the multilocation relation characteristic of EE,

while placing the metaphysical burden of grounding pain and pleasure

squarely on the relata. Nothing turns on this particular choice, and other se-

mantical and metaphysical options are readily available.20

This leaves the empty face on the right. Apparently, it cannot represent

the phenomenal self in a way the filled faces on the left do. What does it re-

present then? Well, perhaps it represents a metaphysical self.21 After all,

Fig. 1 is a metaphysical picture, and it is normal for metaphysical pictures

to contain some metaphysical items.

Although I reject endurance, this picture makes prima facie sense to

me. But this is a picture that stands behind external questions. They are sen-

sible because they are explanatory. An external perspective is supposed to

explain the origin of the internal perspectives from which I view the world.

(In Figs. 2a and 2b this is illustrated by pushing the external perspective to

the background and bringing the internal ones to the front.) Recall that the-

re are two parts to this task: (i) explain why the internal perspective from

which I view the world is a perspective of a single time, and not of many

times at once; (ii) explain why the perspective from which I am viewing the
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What else could it be? This entails no broader commitments. A mental property may be

a physical property; or it may not.

20
Time may be involved in modifying a property or an experience itself, or the having of

them; and the latter may be understood as the modification of the instantiation relation, or of

the obtaining of a certain general state of affairs. See [Haslanger, 2003] for a nearly complete

review of the available options.

21
The term due to Kit Fine [Fine, 2005: 312ff] who uses it for a different, if not totally

unrelated, purpose. The connection between what he does and what I do, however, is remote.



world is the internal perspective of a particular single time, rather than

some other single time.

EE provides the resources to deal with (i): it is because I am wholly

present on Saturday (in the external perspective) that I have my Satur-

day experiences (in an internal perspective); the same can be said about

my Friday experiences. But EE has no resources to explain why I am

viewing the world from this internal perspective rather than that one.

All attempts to deflate questions of this sort fail because, given EE, my

mode of existence in spacetime does not privilege any particular inter-

nal perspective. To wit, a single “I” gets associated with many “nows.”

PEP results from a specific manner in which the personal perspective in-

teracts with the temporal perspectives in the block universe with endu-

rance: a single personal perspective appropriates many temporal per-

spectives indiscriminately.

I do not think the same sort of problem arises for objects that lack tem-

poral experiences – pokers, candles, and so forth. For this reason, I do not

think the “problem of temporary intrinsics” is a real problem for EE. Rela-

tions to times are special and do not deprive temporary intrinsics of their in-

trinsicality.22 And there is nothing odd in drawing a poker outside of time,

connecting it with different times and treating all such connections on a

par. But when it comes to me and my experiences I want to resist this way

of drawing them – not because experiences could not, in principle, be at

bottom relational,23 but because standing in a one-many relation to all my

experiences from different times cannot explain why I believe that I am ha-

ving this one, to the exclusion of the rest, rather than that one, to the exclu-

sion of the rest; and relatedly: why I am having the illusory belief that I am

present exclusively on Saturday, rather than the illusory belief that I am

present exclusively on Friday.

The origin and tenacity of this belief must be adequately and convin-

cingly explained, but its claim to veracity needs, of course, to be under-

mined. This can be accomplished by eliminating the recurrence of a single

term (i.e. me) from the experience-generating relations, thereby preserving

full parity among what goes on, metaphysically, at different times. There is

an unfortunate mismatch between the personal and temporal perspectives

in EE: one’s perspective on the world is naturally associated with a particu-

lar self, but not with any particular time. There is, accordingly, a pressing

need to make the temporal perspective as compartmentalized as the perso-

nal perspective already is. The stage view is uniquely fit to address such ex-

planatory concerns.
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Here I side with Hawley [Hawley, 2001: §1.4], Haslander [Haslanger, 2003], and others.

23
To say that S’s temporal experience E is “at bottom relational” is to say E’s metaphysical

status is adequately characterized by the description ‘S has E at t’ requiring a place holder for

time, in order to be “saturated.” This could be embellished in various ways; but the crucial

idea is that the description involves a three place predicate, perhaps a complicated one.
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ОДВУХ УРОВНЯХ ЭПИСТЕМОЛОГИИ СОЗНАНИЯ 1

ON THE TWO LEVELS IN THE EPISTEMOLOGY

OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Â äàííîé ñòàòüå ïðåäìåòîì îáñóæäåíèÿ áóäåò íå îíòîëîãèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ

(ò.å. íå òî, ÷òî òàêîå ñîçíàíèå), à åãî ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ (ò.å. òî, êàêèì îáðàçîì ìû

ïîçíàåì èëè èçó÷àåì íàøå æå ñîáñòâåííîå ñîçíàíèå).
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The article considers different approaches to investigating consciousness. The
author claims that consciousness study can be divided into two different episte-
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by philosophers and rational psychologists during the period of Early Modern Time,
and can be divided into ph-epistemology, i.e. the epistemology of physical facts
including our bodies, and m-epistemology, i.e. the epistemology of mental events.
In the XX century, by naturalizing mind and inventing new non-invasive tools in in-
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1
Ñòàòüÿ ïîäãîòîâëåíà â ðàìêàõ ðåàëèçàöèè ïðîåêòà ÐÔÔÈ ¹ 13-06-00902 «Íåé-

ðîííûé êîððåëÿò ñîçíàíèÿ: òåîðåòèêî-ôèëîñîôñêèé àíàëèç ñîâðåìåííûõ åñòåñòâåí-

íî-íàó÷íûõ êîíöåïöèé ñîçíàíèÿ».



I

Íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî óæå ñðåäè ñàìûõ ïåðâûõ îáðàçöîâ ïîýòè÷å-

ñêèõ òâîðåíèé, ôèëîñîôñêîé è ïðîòîíàó÷íîé ìûñëè, äðåâíåé ìåäè-

öèíû ìû ìîæåì íàéòè ðàññóæäåíèÿ î ÷åëîâåêå êàê îñîáîì ñóùåì,

î ðàçëè÷èè äóøè è òåëà, î âëèÿíèè íàøåé òåëåñíîñòè íà èçìåíåíèå

ñîñòîÿíèé ñîçíàíèÿ è ò.ä., ñóùåñòâåííîå, òàê ñêàçàòü, ïàðàäèãìîçà-

äàþùåå ñîáûòèå ïðîèñõîäèò, ñ ìîåé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, â ýïîõó Íîâîãî

âðåìåíè, êîãäà ó÷åíûìè è ôèëîñîôàìè áûëè ðàçðàáîòàíû ïðèíöèïè-

àëüíî ðàçëè÷íûå ýïèñòåìîëîãèè (ñòðàòåãèè ïîçíàíèÿ) ôèçè÷åñêîé

è ìåíòàëüíîé ðåàëüíîñòåé. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, äëÿ ïîçíàíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêî-

ãî ìèðà áûëè óñòàíîâëåíû ñîâåðøåííî èíûå êðèòåðèè, íåæåëè äëÿ

ïîçíàíèÿ ìèðà ïñèõè÷åñêîãî.

Äëÿ ïîçíàíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêèõ îáúåêòîâ áûëî ïðåäëîæåíî ïðèìåíÿòü

òàê íàçûâàåìûå êîëè÷åñòâåííûå ìåòîäû, áëàãîäàðÿ êîòîðûì ôèçè÷å-

ñêàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü ïîääàâàëàñü ìàòåìàòè÷åñêîìó èñ÷èñëåíèþ, ïðè÷åì

òàêèì îáðàçîì, ÷òîáû ìîæíî áûëî ïðåäñêàçàòü ïîñëåäóþùèé øàã

â åå èçìåíåíèè. Ïîñêîëüêó äëÿ òàêîãî ïðåäñêàçàíèÿ îäíîãî ëèøü íà-

áëþäåíèÿ çà ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòüþ îêàçûâàëîñü íåäîñòàòî÷íî, òî

â íàóêå Íîâîãî âðåìåíè áûë èçîáðåòåí ñïåöèàëüíûé ìåòîä, à èìåííî:

ìåòîä èñêóññòâåííîãî ñîçäàíèÿ óñëîâèé, ïðè êîòîðûõ ôèçè÷åñêàÿ ðå-

àëüíîñòü ðàñêðûâàëà áû òå çàêîíîìåðíîñòè, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðûì îíà

ôóíêöèîíèðóåò. Ýòîò ìåòîä ïîëó÷èë íàèìåíîâàíèå ýêñïåðèìåíòà.

Áëàãîäàðÿ ýêñïåðèìåíòó ó÷åíûå ïîëó÷èëè âîçìîæíîñòü âûäâèãàòü

îïðåäåëåííûå ãèïîòåçû, êîòîðûå âïîñëåäñòâèè ìîæíî áûëî ïîäòâåð-

äèòü èëè îïðîâåðãíóòü îïûòíûì ïóòåì. Åùå îäíîé íåìàëîâàæíîé õà-

ðàêòåðèñòèêîé ñòðàòåãèè ïîçíàíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêîãî ìèðà ñòàëà îáùåäîñ-

òóïíîñòü ïåðåïðîâåðêè ðåçóëüòàòîâ ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ èññëåäîâàíèé.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè âêëþ÷àëà

â ñåáÿ íåñêîëüêî áàçîâûõ ïðèíöèïîâ: íàáëþäåíèå, ãèïîòåçó, ýêñïå-

ðèìåíò, à òàêæå äîñòóïíîñòü ðåçóëüòàòîâ ïîçíàíèÿ â òàê íàçûâàåìîé

ïåðñïåêòèâå òðåòüåãî ëèöà.

Åñëè îêèíóòü îáùèì âçîðîì ýïèñòåìîëîãèþ (èëè, êàê óæå áûëî

îòìå÷åíî, ñòðàòåãèþ ïîçíàíèÿ) ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáûòèé, òî çäåñü ãîñ-

ïîäñòâóþùåå ïîëîæåíèå ïîëó÷èëè ñîâñåì èíûå ïðèíöèïû. Áàçîâûì

èç íèõ ñ÷èòàëàñü èíòðîñïåêöèÿ, èëè ïðèíöèï ñàìîíàáëþäåíèÿ. Ïî-

ñêîëüêó èíòðîñïåêöèÿ ïðåäïîëàãàëà íàáëþäåíèå çà ìåíòàëüíîé æèç-

íüþ êîíêðåòíîãî ñóáúåêòà, òî ñàì ýòîò ñóáúåêò â ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷å-

ñêîì ïëàíå ïîëó÷àë ñâîåãî ðîäà ïðèîðèòåòíîå èëè ýêñêëþçèâíîå ïðà-

âî íà íàáëþäåíèå çà ñâîåé ïñèõè÷åñêîé æèçíüþ. Äëÿ âîçìîæíîãî

îáñóæäåíèÿ ìåíòàëüíîé æèçíè íåñêîëüêèõ ñóáúåêòîâ ïðåäïîëàãà-

ëàñü ïðîöåäóðà ôèêñàöèè ïåðåæèâàåìûõ èìè ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáûòèé

â ÿçûêå, ÷òî òðåáîâàëî îò ñóáúåêòà, îáëàäàþùåãî ïðèâèëåãèðîâàí-

íûì äîñòóïîì ê ñîáûòèÿì ñâîåé ìåíòàëüíîé æèçíè, ñîáëþäåíèÿ êðè-

òåðèåâ èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîé ÷åñòíîñòè ïðè èõ ôèêñàöèè è èçëîæåíèè.
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Íàêîíåö, êðèòåðèåì èñòèííîñòè íå ìîãëà âûñòóïàòü íè îäíà èç ìåí-

òàëüíûõ öåïî÷åê êàêîãî-ëèáî êîíêðåòíîãî ñóáúåêòà èëè äàæå èõ ñî-

âîêóïíîñòü, à èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî ïðîîáðàç ìåíòàëüíîãî, ñóùåñòâóþùèé

ñîâåðøåííî íåçàâèñèìûì îáðàçîì è íàõîäÿùèé ñâîå îòðàæåíèå

â ôîðìå ðåëèãèîçíîãî ïðåäàíèÿ. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ ìåí-

òàëüíîãî ïðåäïîëàãàëà: èíòðîñïåêöèþ êàê áàçîâûé ìåòîä, ïðèâèëå-

ãèðîâàííûé äîñòóï ñóáúåêòà ê ñîáñòâåííîé ìåíòàëüíîé æèçíè, òàê

íàçûâàåìóþ ïåðñïåêòèâó ïåðâîãî ëèöà, èíòåëëåêòóàëüíóþ ÷åñò-

íîñòü, à òàêæå ñîîòíåñåííîñòü ñ ðåëèãèîçíîé èñòèíîé.

Ê ÷åìó æå ïðèâåëî âûøåóêàçàííîå ðàçëè÷èå â ñòðàòåãèÿõ ïîçíà-

íèÿ ôèçè÷åñêîãî è ìåíòàëüíîãî? Ê ñâîåãî ðîäà ðàñ÷ëåíåíèþ æèâîãî

ñóáúåêòà íà ôèçè÷åñêèé îðãàíèçì, êîòîðûé èçó÷àëè ìåäèöèíà è ýêñ-

ïåðèìåíòàëüíîå åñòåñòâîçíàíèå, è íà èíòåëëåêòóàëüíóþ ñóùíîñòü,

èëè ëè÷íîñòü, ñ êîòîðîé èìåëè äåëî òàê íàçûâàåìûå ñâîáîäíûå èñ-

êóññòâà è íàóêè (ïîçäíåå ãóìàíèòàðíûå íàóêè). Ìåäèöèíà, ñëåäóÿ îä-

íîé ñòðàòåãèè, áûëà íàöåëåíà íà èçó÷åíèå è ëå÷åíèå ôèçè÷åñêîãî òå-

ëà, ôóíêöèîíèðóþùåãî ïî ôèçè÷åñêèì è áèîëîãè÷åñêèì çàêîíàì,

à ñâîáîäíûå èñêóññòâà è ãóìàíèòàðíûå íàóêè, ñëåäóÿ ñîâñåì äðóãîé

ñòðàòåãèè, áûëè ïðèçâàíû âîñïèòûâàòü äóøó, æèâóùóþ ïî íðàâñò-

âåííûì ïðèíöèïàì.

ß ïðåäëàãàþ îáîçíà÷èòü ýïèñòåìîëîãèþ îáúåêòîâ ôèçè÷åñêîãî

ìèðà (âêëþ÷àÿ òåëåñíîñòü ÷åëîâåêà) ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèåé, à ýïèñòåìî-

ëîãèþ ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáûòèé (ïñèõèêè ÷åëîâåêà) – ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèåé.

II

Ê ñåðåäèíå ÕÕ â. èçó÷åíèå ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè ïåðåñòàåò àâòîìàòè-

÷åñêè àññîöèèðîâàòüñÿ òîëüêî ëèøü ñ ýïèñòåìîëîãèåé ìåíòàëüíîãî

(ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèåé), äëÿ ïîçíàíèÿ ïñèõè÷åñêîé æèçíè ñóáúåêòà íà-

÷èíàþò ïðèìåíÿòüñÿ ïðèíöèïû ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ôèçè÷åñêîãî (ô-ýïè-

ñòåìîëîãèè). Ýòîò ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêèé ïîâîðîò ñâÿçàí ñ íàïðàâëåíè-

åì â ïñèõîëîãèè, ïîëó÷èâøèì íàèìåíîâàíèå áèõåâèîðèçìà, îñíîâû

êîòîðîãî áûëè çàëîæåíû àìåðèêàíñêèì ïñèõîëîãîì Á.Ô. Ñêèííåðîì

(ñì., íàïðèìåð: [Skinner, 1953]). Áèõåâèîðèñòû ñòàëè ïåðâûìè ïñèõî-

ëîãàìè, ïðîãðàììà êîòîðûõ ñîñòîÿëà â òîì, ÷òîáû îáúÿñíèòü ïñèõè-

÷åñêóþ æèçíü, ðóêîâîäñòâóÿñü ïðèíöèïàìè ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè, óñ-

ïåøíî ïðèìåíÿåìûìè äëÿ íàó÷íîãî ïîçíàíèÿ ðàçëè÷íûõ ôåíîìåíîâ

ïðèðîäû, íå ïðèáåãàÿ ê ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè. Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ áèõåâèîðè-

ñòîâ, îáúåêòèâíî, òàê ñêàçàòü, èç ïåðñïåêòèâû òðåòüåãî ëèöà, ìîæíî

íàáëþäàòü ëèøü çà ïîâåäåíèåì ñóùåñòâà, îáëàäàþùåãî ïñèõè÷åñêîé

æèçíüþ. Ñîîòâåòñòâåííî ëþáûå ãèïîòåçû è ýêñïåðèìåíòû â îáëàñòè

ïñèõîëîãèè è èçó÷åíèÿ ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè, åñëè îíè ïðåòåíäóþò íà íà-

ó÷íûé ñòàòóñ, äîëæíû êîððåëèðîâàòü ñ òàêîãî ðîäà íàáëþäåíèÿìè çà

÷åëîâå÷åñêèì ïîâåäåíèåì.
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Ïðåäñòàâüòå ñåáå, ÷òî âû íàõîäèòåñü â öèðêå, ãäå ïåðåä âàìè âû-

ñòóïàåò èçâåñòíûé ôîêóñíèê, äîñòàþùèé èç ÷åðíîãî ÿùèêà îäèí çà

îäíèì êàêèå-òî ïðåäìåòû, êîòîðûå ïðîñòî íå ìîãëè òàì îêàçàòüñÿ,

ïîñêîëüêó ýòî ïðîòèâîðå÷èò çàêîíàì ôèçèêè. Êàêèå ó âàñ ìîãóò áûòü

âàðèàíòû óçíàòü óñòðîéñòâî ÷åðíîãî ÿùèêà? Âû ìîæåòå ïðåäïîëî-

æèòü, ÷òî ÷åðíûé ÿùèê ôîêóñíèêà ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé àíîìàëèþ,

äåéñòâóþùóþ ïî îñîáûì ôèçè÷åñêèì çàêîíàì. Íî ýòî âðÿä ëè ïðî-

äâèíåò âàñ â îáúÿñíåíèè óñòðîéñòâà ÷åðíîãî ÿùèêà. Âû ìîæåòå ïîëî-

æèòüñÿ íà ðàññêàçû ôîêóñíèêà, îïèñûâàþùåãî òî, êàê óñòðîåí åãî

÷åðíûé ÿùèê. Îäíàêî âðÿä ëè ñòîèò îæèäàòü, ÷òî ôîêóñíèê äåéñòâè-

òåëüíî ðàñêðîåò âàì ñåêðåòû óñòðîéñòâà ñâîåãî ìàãè÷åñêîãî ÿùèêà.

Ïîñåùàÿ îäíî ïðåäñòàâëåíèå ôîêóñíèêà çà äðóãèì, âû òàêæå ìîæåòå

âûñòðîèòü ñâîåãî ðîäà ìèôîëîãèþ ÷åðíîãî ÿùèêà, âûÿâèòü îïðåäå-

ëåííûå çàêîíîìåðíîñòè ïîÿâëåíèÿ ïðåäìåòîâ èç íåãî è äàæå îáúÿñ-

íèòü òå ñëó÷àè, êîãäà îòäåëüíûå âàøè ïðåäñêàçàíèÿ íå ñáûâàþòñÿ.

Âñå ðàçâèòûå âàìè òåîðåòè÷åñêèå êîíñòðóêòû áóäóò ðàçâîðà÷èâàòüñÿ

â ðàìêàõ ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè. Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû âûñòðîèòü èõ â ïàðàäèãìå

ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè, íåîáõîäèìî ñìåíèòü óñòàíîâêó è ïåðåêëþ÷èòüñÿ

íà òàêîå îïèñàíèå èñêîìîãî ôåíîìåíà, êîòîðîå ñìîæåò îáúÿñíèòü åãî

èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî â òåðìèíàõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñîáûòèé. Îáúÿñíèòü ôåíîìåí

÷åðíîãî ÿùèêà â ðàìêàõ ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè áóäåò ðàâíîçíà÷íî ñïîñîá-

íîñòè ïîâòîðèòü òîò èëè èíîé ôîêóñ ñàìîìó. Íî êàê ýòî ñäåëàòü? Ãðó-

áî ãîâîðÿ, ïðåäëîæåííàÿ áèõåâèîðèçìîì ñòðàòåãèÿ ñîñòîÿëà â òîì,

÷òîáû îòâåñòè âçãëÿä îò ÷åðíîãî ÿùèêà è âíèìàòåëüíî ñëåäèòü çà ïî-

âåäåíèåì ñàìîãî ôîêóñíèêà, äåòàëüíî ôèêñèðóÿ âñå åãî ôèçè÷åñêèå

äâèæåíèÿ, à çàòåì íàó÷èòüñÿ ñîïîñòàâëÿòü èõ ñ òåìè ôèçè÷åñêèìè ýô-

ôåêòàìè, êîòîðûå àññîöèèðóþòñÿ ó íàñ ñ ÿâëåíèÿìè èç ÷åðíîãî ÿùè-

êà. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, áèõåâèîðèçì ïðåäëîæèë ïåðåâåñòè âçãëÿä ñ ñà-

ìèõ ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáûòèé íà òå ôèçè÷åñêèå ïðîÿâëåíèÿ, êîòîðûå êîð-

ðåëèðóþò ñ íèìè â ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè. Ïðîãðàììà áèõåâèîðèçìà

ñòàëà ñâîåãî ðîäà ìåéíñòðèìîì â îáëàñòè íàóê î ïñèõèêå â ÕÕ â.

Äðóãèì ãîñïîäñòâóþùèì òå÷åíèåì â èçó÷åíèè ïñèõè÷åñêîé æèç-

íè â ÕÕ â. ìîæíî ñ÷èòàòü ôðåéäèçì. Îäíàêî, êàê íåîäíîêðàòíî ñïðà-

âåäëèâî çàìå÷àë ôèëîñîô íàóêè Ê. Ïîïïåð, òåîðèþ Ç. Ôðåéäà íåëüçÿ

ñ÷èòàòü íàó÷íîé â ïîëíîöåííîì ñìûñëå ýòîãî ñëîâà [Popper, 1972].

Ïðè÷èíîé ýòîãî ñëóæèò ñâîåãî ðîäà âñåÿäíîñòü ôðåéäèçìà. Ïîä âñå-

ÿäíîñòüþ èìååòñÿ â âèäó ÷åðòà òåîðèè Ôðåéäà îáðàòèòü ëþáîé ôàêò,

ñ ïåðâîãî âçãëÿäà ïðîòèâîðå÷àùèé ýòîé òåîðèè, â ñâîþ ïîëüçó. Òåî-

ðèÿ âñåÿäíà, êîãäà íåò íèêàêîé âîçìîæíîñòè ïðîâåðèòü åå èñòèí-

íîñòü, ïîñêîëüêó íåëüçÿ ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü òàêóþ ãèïîòåçó, êîòîðàÿ ëè-

áî ïîäòâåðäèò, ëèáî îïðîâåðãíåò öåíòðàëüíûå ïîëîæåíèÿ ýòîé òåî-

ðèè. Åùå îäíîé ïîëó÷èâøåé øèðîêóþ èçâåñòíîñòü òåîðèåé ñîçíàíèÿ,

ñîçäàííîé â ðàìêàõ ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè, ìîæíî ñ÷èòàòü ôåíîìåíîëî-

ãèþ Ý. Ãóññåðëÿ. Åå ñîçäàòåëþ óäàëîñü äîáèòüñÿ íåâåðîÿòíûõ ðåçóëü-
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òàòîâ, ïîëüçóÿñü èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî ìåòîäîì ñàìîíàáëþäåíèÿ è ðåôëåê-

ñèè. Åñëè áèõåâèîðèçì ñòàë â ÕÕ â. ãîñïîäñòâóþùåé ïàðàäèãìîé

èññëåäîâàíèÿ ïñèõèêè â ðàìêàõ ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè, òî ïñèõîàíàëèç

è ôåíîìåíîëîãèþ ìîæíî ñ÷èòàòü èçâåñòíûìè ìåòîäàìè èçó÷åíèÿ

ïñèõèêè, ñôîðìóëèðîâàííûìè â ðàìêàõ ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè.

Âìåñòå ñ òåì, åñëè îêèíóòü îáùèì âçãëÿäîì ðàçâèòèå íàóêè â

ÕÕ â., íåîáõîäèìî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ñîçíàíèå â òðàäèöèîííîì ñìûñëå

ýòîãî ñëîâà, êàê ñîâîêóïíîñòü ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáûòèé, ïðèñóùèõ îïðå-

äåëåííîìó èíäèâèäó, íå ìîãëî áûòü ïðåäìåòîì èçó÷åíèÿ äàæå â ðàì-

êàõ áèõåâèîðèçìà êàê íàó÷íîé ïñèõîëîãèè. Êàê óæå áûëî îòìå÷åíî,

áèõåâèîðèçì çàíèìàëñÿ òåìè ïðîöåññàìè, êîòîðûå ìîæíî áûëî íà-

áëþäàòü îáúåêòèâíî, èç ïåðñïåêòèâû òðåòüåãî ëèöà, à èìåííî: ïîâå-

äåíèåì (âûðàæåííûì â îïðåäåëåííîé ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòè ôèçè÷å-

ñêèõ äåéñòâèé) ñóùåñòâà, îáëàäàþùåãî ïñèõèêîé. Ñîîòâåòñòâåííî òå

ïðîöåññû, êîòîðûå ïðîèñõîäÿò äî ïåðåñå÷åíèÿ ñâîåãî ðîäà ãðàíèöû

èõ âûðàæåíèÿ â ïîâåäåíèè ñóáúåêòà, íå ïîäëåæàëè è íå ìîãëè ïîäëå-

æàòü íèêàêîìó îáúåêòèâíîìó èçó÷åíèþ (õîòÿ, íóæíî îòìåòèòü, îíè

ìîãëè áûòü ðåêîíñòðóèðîâàíû èñõîäÿ èç òîãî, ê êàêèì ïîâåäåí÷å-

ñêèì ðåàêöèÿì, íàáëþäàåìûì â ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè, îíè ïðèâî-

äÿò).

Òàêîå øàòêîå ïîëîæåíèå ñ èçó÷åíèåì ìåíòàëüíûõ ïðîöåññîâ â

ðàìêàõ ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè (à èìåííî: îïîñðåäîâàííîå èõ èçó÷åíèå ÷å-

ðåç èçó÷åíèå êîððåëèðóþùåãî ñ íèìè ïîâåäåíèÿ) ñîõðàíÿëîñü âïëîòü

äî ïîÿâëåíèÿ â ïîñëåäíåé ÷åòâåðòè ÕÕ â. íîâîãî íàó÷íîãî íàïðàâëå-

íèÿ, ïîëó÷èâøåãî íàèìåíîâàíèå íåéðîíàóêè. Îñíîâàòåëåì íåéðî-

íàóêè ñ÷èòàþò èñïàíñêîãî ó÷åíîãî è ôèçèîëîãà, ëàóðåàòà Íîáåëåâ-

ñêîé ïðåìèè ïî ìåäèöèíå Ñàíòüÿãî Ðàìîíà-è-Êàõàëà. Èìåííî îí åùå

â íà÷àëå ÕÕ â. áëàãîäàðÿ ñâîèì êðîïîòëèâûì íàáëþäåíèÿì âûäâè-

íóë îäíó âàæíóþ ãèïîòåçó, çàëîæèâøóþ â äàëüíåéøåì íîâóþ ïàðà-

äèãìó â ïîíèìàíèè ðàáîòû íàøåé ïñèõè÷åñêîé æèçíè [Ramî´n y Cajal,

1906]. Ñ åãî òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, íåðâíûå êëåòêè íå ñîåäèíåíû äðóã ñ äðó-

ãîì íåïîñðåäñòâåííî, à ðàçäåëåíû ïðîìåæóòêàìè, ïóñòü è íåâèäèìû-

ìè äëÿ íåâîîðóæåííîãî âçãëÿäà ÷åëîâåêà, êîòîðûå âïîñëåäñòâèè ïî-

ëó÷èëè íàèìåíîâàíèå ñèíàïñîâ. Âàæíîå ñëåäñòâèå, êîòîðîå âûòåêàëî

èç ýòîé ãèïîòåçû, ïîëó÷èâøåé çàòåì ïîäòâåðæäåíèå, çàêëþ÷àëîñü

â òîì, ÷òî íåðâíàÿ ñèñòåìà æèâîãî ñóùåñòâà íå ìîæåò ñ÷èòàòüñÿ ìå-

õàíèçìîì â òðàäèöèîííîì ïîíèìàíèè ýòîãî ñëîâà. Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû

ñèãíàë îò îäíîé íåðâíîé êëåòêè ïåðåøåë ê äðóãîé, òðåáóåòñÿ ðÿä

ñëîæíûõ ýëåêòðîõèìè÷åñêèõ ïðîöåññîâ. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, äàæå åñëè

òåëî æèâîãî ñóùåñòâà åñòü ìåõàíèçì, òî ýòîò ìåõàíèçì óñòðîåí íà-

ñòîëüêî ìíîãîñëîæíûì îáðàçîì, ÷òî îí íå ìîæåò áûòü îáúÿñíåí

ôèçè÷åñêèìè çàêîíàìè áàçîâîãî (ïåðâîãî) óðîâíÿ. Äëÿ îáúÿñíåíèÿ

ðàáîòû íåðâíûõ êëåòîê òðåáóåòñÿ çàêîíîäàòåëüñòâî ñëåäóþùåãî

(âòîðîãî) óðîâíÿ, à èìåííî çàêîíû áèîëîãèè. Èäåÿ Ðàìîíà-è-Êàõàëà
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çàêëþ÷àëàñü â òîì, ÷òî, äîñòèãíóâ îïðåäåëåííîãî óðîâíÿ ñëîæíîñòè,

â îðãàíèçìå ôîðìèðóåòñÿ òàêàÿ àêòèâíîñòü íåðâíîé ñèñòåìû (íåé-

ðîííàÿ ñåòü), îáúÿñíåíèå êîòîðîé òðåáóåò ÷åãî-òî áîëüøåãî, íåæåëè

çíàíèÿ áàçîâûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ çàêîíîâ, – òðåáóåòñÿ çíàíèå çàêîíîâ ðà-

áîòû âñåé íåðâíîé ñèñòåìû îðãàíèçìà, èçó÷åíèåì êîòîðûõ äîëæíà

çàíèìàòüñÿ îòäåëüíàÿ äèñöèïëèíà – íåéðîíàóêà.

Òåõíè÷åñêèå âîçìîæíîñòè ñîâðåìåííîé íåéðîíàóêè ïîçâîëèëè

íàáëþäàòü è ôèêñèðîâàòü ïðîöåññû, ïðîèñõîäÿùèå â ìîçãå æèâûõ

ñóùåñòâ, áåç íåïîñðåäñòâåííîãî (èíâàçèâíîãî) âìåøàòåëüñòâà â åãî

ðàáîòó. Áîëüøå òîãî, ñîâðåìåííûå òåõíè÷åñêèå ìåòîäû íàáëþäåíèÿ

è ôèêñàöèè ñëîæíûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ïðîöåññîâ, ïðîèñõîäÿùèõ â ìîçãå,

ïîäíÿëè âîïðîñ î ñîçíàíèè è ìåíòàëüíîì ìèðå íà ñîâåðøåííî èíîé

óðîâåíü. Îòíûíå ïðîáëåìà ñîçíàíèÿ îáðåëà ïîëíîå ïðàâî âîéòè â äî-

ìåí íàó÷íîãî èññëåäîâàíèÿ â ðàìêàõ ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè, ïîñêîëüêó

ó÷åíûå ïîëó÷èëè âîçìîæíîñòü íå òîëüêî òåîðåòè÷åñêè ðåêîíñòðóè-

ðîâàòü ñëîæíûå ïðîöåññû â ìîçãå ÷åëîâåêà, íî è íàáëþäàòü çà íèìè

â ðåæèìå ðåàëüíîãî âðåìåíè. Ðàíüøå íàóêà î ïñèõèêå âûíóæäåíà áû-

ëà ðóêîâîäñòâîâàòüñÿ òîëüêî âåðáàëüíûìè îò÷åòàìè ñóáúåêòà î ïðî-

èñõîäÿùåì â åãî ìåíòàëüíîì ìèðå, à òàêæå íàáëþäàòü çà åãî (ñóáúåê-

òà) ïîâåäåí÷åñêèìè ðåàêöèÿìè, òåïåðü æå â åå àðñåíàëå ïîÿâèëñÿ

âàæíåéøèé äîïîëíèòåëüíûé óðîâåíü íàáëþäåíèÿ – íàáëþäåíèå çà

ôèçè÷åñêèìè ïðîöåññàìè, ïðîèñõîäÿùèìè â åãî ìîçãå. Âîñïîëüçó-

åìñÿ åùå ðàç ïðèâåäåííîé âûøå àíàëîãèåé ñ ôîêóñíèêîì â öèðêå:

áëàãîäàðÿ íîâåéøèì òåõíîëîãèÿì ó ó÷åíûõ ïîÿâèëàñü âîçìîæíîñòü

êàê áû â ðåíòãåíîâñêèõ ëó÷àõ íàáëþäàòü çà òåì, ÷òî ïðîèñõîäèò â ñà-

ìîì ÷åðíîì ÿùèêå. Áåçóñëîâíî, «ðåíòãåíîâñêèé» âçãëÿä ñàì ïî ñåáå

íå â ñîñòîÿíèè ðàñêðûòü âñåõ ñåêðåòîâ ôîêóñíèêà, îäíàêî îí ïîçâîëÿ-

åò ïðèáëèçèòüñÿ ê ïîíèìàíèþ òîãî, ÷òî äåëàåò ôîêóñíèê, ÷òîáû òîò

èëè èíîé ôîêóñ óäàëñÿ.

III

Ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûé âîïðîñ, êîòîðûé â íàøè äíè ñòîèò íà ïîâåñòêå

äíÿ, çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, âîçìîæíî ëè ñ ïîìîùüþ íåéðîíàóêè â ðàìêàõ

ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè îáúÿñíèòü, ÷òî òàêîå ñîçíàíèå, ëèáî æå äëÿ ýòîãî

òðåáóåòñÿ îòäåëüíàÿ íàó÷íàÿ äèñöèïëèíà (äèñöèïëèíà íîâîãî óðîâ-

íÿ), êîòîðàÿ, íå ñâîäÿ ñîçíàíèå ê ôóíêöèîíèðîâàíèþ íåðâíûõ êëåòîê

(íåéðîíîâ) ìîçãà, áóäåò ñïîñîáíà îáúÿñíÿòü åãî â ïàðàäèãìå ô-ýïè-

ñòåìîëîãèè. Ýòî ñëîæíûé âîïðîñ, êîòîðûé ÿ ñâÿçûâàþ ñ ýïèñòåìîëî-

ãèåé ñîçíàíèÿ âòîðîãî óðîâíÿ (÷óòü ïîçäíåå ÿ âåðíóñü ê ýòîìó) è íà

êîòîðûé ñîâðåìåííàÿ íàóêà ïîêà íå ìîæåò äàòü îäíîçíà÷íîãî îòâåòà.

Âìåñòå ñ òåì ñóùåñòâóåò íåñêîëüêî ïîçèöèé ïî ýòîìó ïîâîäó â ñîâðå-

ìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Îíè òàêîâû: ýëèìèíàòèâíûé ìàòåðèà-

ëèçì, äóàëèçì ñâîéñòâ, ôóíêöèîíàëèçì è òàê íàçûâàåìûé íîâûé ìèñ-

òåðèàíèçì.
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Ýëèìèíàòèâíûé ìàòåðèàëèçì (èëè ýëèìèíàòèâèçì) – ýòî íàó÷íàÿ

ïðîãðàììà, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîé íàóêà î ïñèõèêå äîëæíà áûòü âûñòðîå-

íà èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî íà ïðèíöèïàõ íåéðîíàóêè (ñì., íàïðèìåð:

[Churchland, 1986]). Ðå÷ü èäåò î ñëåäóþùåì. Â õîäå ñâîåãî ðàçâèòèÿ

÷åëîâå÷åñòâîì áûëè âûðàáîòàíû îïðåäåëåííûå ñïîñîáû îïèñàíèÿ

ïñèõè÷åñêèõ, èëè ìåíòàëüíûõ, ïðîöåññîâ è ñîáûòèé. Ñîâîêóïíîñòü

òàêîãî ðîäà îïèñàíèé, èññëåäîâàòåëüñêèõ ïðàêòèê è âûñòðîåííûõ ñ

èõ èñïîëüçîâàíèåì òåîðèé ýëèìèíàòèâèñòû ïðåäëîæèëè îáîçíà÷èòü

òåðìèíîì «íàðîäíàÿ ïñèõîëîãèÿ» (ïî àíàëîãèè ñ òàê íàçûâàåìîé íà-

ðîäíîé ìåäèöèíîé – ñâîåãî ðîäà ïðàêòè÷åñêèì çíàíèåì îá èñïîëüçî-

âàíèè òåõ èëè èíûõ ïðèðîäíûõ ñðåäñòâ äëÿ ëå÷åíèÿ çàáîëåâàíèé

è íåäóãîâ, êîòîðîå âûðàáàòûâàëîñü â òå÷åíèå ìíîãèõ òûñÿ÷åëåòèé

ëþäüìè, ïðîæèâàþùèìè â îïðåäåëåííîì ðåãèîíå). Êàê ñîâðåìåííàÿ

ìåäèöèíà íå èìååò íè÷åãî îáùåãî ñ íàðîäíîé ìåäèöèíîé, ïîñêîëüêó

ñòðîèòñÿ íà íàó÷íûõ îñíîâàíèÿõ, à íå íà îáûäåííûõ ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿõ

è òðàäèöèîííûõ ïðàêòèêàõ îáõîæäåíèÿ ñ òåëîì, òàê è íàó÷íàÿ ïñèõî-

ëîãèÿ, èëè íàóêà î ñîçíàíèè, äîëæíà îòáðîñèòü òåðìèíîëîãè÷åñêèé

àïïàðàò íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëîãèè è îñóùåñòâèòü ñâîåãî ðîäà ïåðåâîä

âñåõ çíà÷èìûõ êîíöåïòîâ ïñèõîëîãèè íà ÿçûê íåéðîíàóêè, ÷òî äàñò

âîçìîæíîñòü íàáëþäàòü, ïðîâåðÿòü è îïðîâåðãàòü ãèïîòåçû, ò.å. ðàáî-

òàòü â ðàìêàõ ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè. Ïîçèöèÿ ýëèìèíàòèâèçìà, êàê ìîæíî

çàìåòèòü, äîñòàòî÷íî ðàäèêàëüíà, ïîñêîëüêó îíà íå ïðåäïîëàãàåò ñó-

ùåñòâîâàíèÿ êàêèõ-òî îñîáûõ ìåíòàëüíûõ ïðîöåññîâ. Ñóùåñòâóþò

ëèøü ôèçè÷åñêèå, à âåðíåå, ñëîæíûå ýëåêòðîõèìè÷åñêèå ïðîöåññû

â ìîçãå ÷åëîâåêà, íåéðîííûå ïðîöåññû, êîòîðûå è âïèñàíû â åäèíóþ

ôèçè÷åñêóþ ðåàëüíîñòü. Âñå îñòàëüíîå – ýòî ëèøü íàøè äîìûñëû,

êîòîðûì íåò ìåñòà â íàó÷íîé ïñèõîëîãèè. Àïåëëèðóÿ ê èñòîðèè íàó-

êè, ýëèìèíàòèâèñòû óêàçûâàþò íà äîñòàòî÷íîå ÷èñëî ïðèìåðîâ, êî-

ãäà òîò èëè èíîé ïðîöåññ, ïîêà îí íå áûë ïîíÿò â ðàìêàõ ô-ýïèñòåìî-

ëîãèè, ïîíà÷àëó ïîëó÷àë îñîáûé îíòîëîãè÷åñêèé ñòàòóñ, íî âïîñëåä-

ñòâèè áëàãîäàðÿ òùàòåëüíîìó íàó÷íîìó èçó÷åíèþ îòâåðãàëñÿ.

Äîñòàòî÷íî íàïîìíèòü, ÷òî íàóêà Íîâîãî âðåìåíè çàÿâëÿëà î ñóùåñò-

âîâàíèè ýôèðà èëè ôëîãèñòîíà êàê îñîáûõ ìàòåðèàëüíûõ ñèëàõ

â ïðèðîäå, îäíàêî ñïóñòÿ âðåìÿ ñòàëî ïîíÿòíî, ÷òî îíè áûëè ëèøü

âûäóìêîé ó÷åíûõ, êîòîðûå íå ìîãëè, èñïîëüçóÿ èìåâøèéñÿ â èõ ðàñ-

ïîðÿæåíèè êîíöåïòóàëüíûé è òåõíè÷åñêèé àïïàðàò, íàéòè âåðíîå

ôèçè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå ðÿäà ôèçè÷åñêèõ ôåíîìåíîâ.

Íåìíîãî èíóþ ïîçèöèþ çàíèìàþò ôèëîñîôû-ôèçèêàëèñòû, êî-

òîðûå ïðèäåðæèâàþòñÿ òåîðèè äóàëèçìà ñâîéñòâ (ñì., íàïðèìåð:

[Block, 2007]). Îíè ñ÷èòàþò, ÷òî ôèçè÷åñêàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü, îêàçàâøèñü

èëè äîñòèãíóâ îïðåäåëåííîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ, ìîæåò ïîðîæäàòü òàêèå ôè-

çè÷åñêèå ñâîéñòâà (òàê íàçûâàåìûå ýìåðäæåíòíûå ñâîéñòâà), êîòî-

ðûå íåëüçÿ ïîëíîñòüþ ðåäóöèðîâàòü ê ïðåäûäóùèì åå ñîñòîÿíèÿì

êàê çàìêíóòîé ôèçè÷åñêîé ñèñòåìû. Èìåííî òàêîâû ìåíòàëüíûå ïðî-

Ä.Í. ÐÀÇÅÅÂ

80



öåññû â ïðèðîäå. Â êà÷åñòâå ïðèìåðà ýìåðäæåíòíîãî ñâîéñòâà ìîæíî

ïðèâåñòè îïèñàíèå òîãî, êàê ëþäè ó÷àòñÿ ïëàâàòü. Ñíà÷àëà âàì î÷åíü

äîëãî êòî-òî îáúÿñíÿåò, êàê íóæíî ïåðåäâèãàòüñÿ â âîäå, äåðæàòü íà-

êëîí òåëà, äâèãàòü ðóêàìè è íîãàìè, äåëàòü âäîõ è âûäîõ, çàäåðæè-

âàòü äûõàíèå, è ò.ä. Â ïðèíöèïå ïîäîáíîãî ðîäà èíñòðóêöèè ìîãóò

áûòü äîñòàòî÷íî ÿñíî ïðîïèñàíû è âû â ñîñòîÿíèè âûçóáðèòü èõ

è äàæå ñûìèòèðîâàòü, íàõîäÿñü íà ñóøå. Îäíàêî ñòîèò âàì îêàçàòüñÿ

â âîäå, êàê âû, íåñìîòðÿ íà âñå çíàíèå è òðåíèðîâêó, ìîæåòå óòîíóòü.

Ïîòîìó ÷òî ïëàâàòü – ýòî ÷òî-òî áîëüøåå, íåæåëè ñîâîêóïíîñòü ìå-

õàíè÷åñêèõ äâèæåíèé ðàçíûìè ÷àñòÿìè òåëà â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ îïðåäå-

ëåííûìè ïðàâèëàìè. Â ýòîì ñìûñëå ïëàâàíèå åñòü ýìåðäæåíòíîå

ñâîéñòâî, êîòîðîå ó êîãî-òî èç ïðîèíñòðóêòèðîâàííûõ è íàòðåíèðî-

âàííûõ íà ñóøå èíäèâèäîâ, ïîìåùåííûõ â âîäó, ìîæåò âîçíèêíóòü, à

ó êîãî-òî íåò. Ìîæíî íàó÷èòüñÿ óäåðæèâàòüñÿ êàêîå-òî ïðîäîëæè-

òåëüíîå âðåìÿ íà ïîâåðõíîñòè âîäû, ñîáëþäàÿ îïðåäåëåííóþ òåõíè-

êó äâèæåíèé òåëà, íî äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû óìåòü ïëàâàòü â ñòðîãîì ñìûñëå

ýòîãî ñëîâà, òðåáóåòñÿ ÷òî-òî áîëüøåå, à èìåííî: ñâîåîáðàçíîå ÷óâ-

ñòâî, íåêàÿ óâåðåííîñòü âðîäå òîé, êîãäà ìû ãîâîðèì ñåáå: «Äà, ÿ ìî-

ãó ýòî!» Ñòîðîííèêè äóàëèçìà ñâîéñòâ ïîëàãàþò, ÷òî äëÿ îáúÿñíåíèÿ

ìåíòàëüíûõ ôåíîìåíîâ íåò íóæäû àïåëëèðîâàòü ê íåçàâèñèìî ñóùå-

ñòâóþùåé è äåéñòâóþùåé ïî îñîáûì çàêîíàì ìåíòàëüíîé ñóáñòàí-

öèè, ðàäèêàëüíî îòëè÷àþùåéñÿ îò îáúåêòîâ ôèçè÷åñêîãî ìèðà; îäíà-

êî â òî æå ñàìîå âðåìÿ îíè ïîëàãàþò, ÷òî íå âñå ñâîéñòâà ôèçè÷åñêèõ

îáúåêòîâ ìîãóò áûòü ðåäóöèðîâàíû ê áàçîâûì ôèçè÷åñêèì çàêîíàì.

Â ñëîæíûõ áèîëîãè÷åñêèõ ñèñòåìàõ â îïðåäåëåííûé ìîìåíò èõ ðàç-

âèòèÿ âîçíèêàåò íå÷òî âðîäå ôàêòîðà ö, êîòîðûé ïðîñòî íåâîçìîæíî

ðàçëîæèòü íà áàçîâûå ôèçè÷åñêèå ñîñòàâëÿþùèå. Áîëåå òîãî, íåâîç-

ìîæíî çàðàíåå ïðåäñêàçàòü ïîÿâëåíèå ýòîãî ôàêòîðà. Èç äâóõ îäèíà-

êîâî óñòðîåííûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñèñòåì îäíà ìîæåò îáëàäàòü ýìåðä-

æåíòíûì ñâîéñòâîì, èëè ö-ôàêòîðîì, à äðóãàÿ íåò. Íàøå ñîçíàíèå

åñòü íå ÷òî èíîå, êàê òàêîé ö-ôàêòîð. Ýòî äîâîëüíî äåëèêàòíûé ìî-

ìåíò, îò ïîíèìàíèÿ êîòîðîãî çàâèñèò ïîíèìàíèå òîãî, î ÷åì âîîáùå

ãîâîðèò îäíà ÷àñòü ôèëîñîôîâ, èçó÷àþùèõ ñîçíàíèå, è çà ÷òî èõ êðè-

òèêóåò äðóãàÿ ÷àñòü ôèëîñîôîâ, èçó÷àþùèõ ñîçíàíèå. Êàê ìîãóò ñó-

ùåñòâîâàòü äâå îäèíàêîâûå ôèçè÷åñêèå ñèñòåìû, â îäíîé èç êîòîðûõ

âîçíèêàåò îïðåäåëåííîå êà÷åñòâî ö, à â äðóãîé – íåò? Åñëè äîïóñòèòü,

÷òî ñóùåñòâóåò òîëüêî îäèí ìèð – ìèð ôèçè÷åñêèõ îáúåêòîâ è ïðî-

öåññîâ, à ñòîðîííèêè äóàëèçìà ñâîéñòâ ïðèäåðæèâàþòñÿ òàêîé òî÷êè

çðåíèÿ, è åñëè ýòîò ôèçè÷åñêèé ìèð ôóíêöèîíèðóåò ñîãëàñíî ïðè÷èí-

íî-ñëåäñòâåííûì ñâÿçÿì, òî êðàéíå ñëîæíî íàéòè àäåêâàòíûé îòâåò

íà ïîñòàâëåííûé âûøå âîïðîñ. Ñòîðîííèêè äóàëèçìà ñâîéñòâ ïîëàãà-

þò âîçìîæíûì îáîéòè ýòó ïðîáëåìó ïîñðåäñòâîì ïîñòóëèðîâàíèÿ

ñâîåãî ðîäà îíòîëîãèè, ôàêòà äàííîñòè, íî íå äâóõ íåçàâèñèìûõ äðóã

îò äðóãà ñóáñòàíöèé, à îäíîé ôèçè÷åñêîé ñóáñòàíöèè, îáëàäàþùåé
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äîïîëíèòåëüíûì ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûì ñâîéñòâîì – ö-ôàêòîðîì. Ñðàâ-

íèòå ëåòÿùèé â íåáå ñàìîëåò è ïàðÿùóþ â íåáå ïòèöó. Âîçìîæíî,

ñ àýðîäèíàìè÷åñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, ïðîöåññ èõ ïîëåòà ñõîæ. Îäíàêî

â îòëè÷èå îò ñàìîëåòà ïòèöà â èçâåñòíîì ñìûñëå «÷óâñòâóåò» ñâîé ïî-

ëåò, ÷óâñòâóåò, ÷òî òàêîå ëåòàòü. Äàæå åñëè â íåäàëåêîì áóäóùåì íàé-

äåòñÿ óìåëåö, êîòîðûé ñìîæåò èçãîòîâèòü òàêîé ñîâåðøåííûé â ìå-

õàíè÷åñêîì îòíîøåíèè ëåòàòåëüíûé àïïàðàò, êîòîðûé áóäåò â òî÷íî-

ñòè ïîõîæ íà ïòèöó, è âíåøíèé íàáëþäàòåëü íå ñìîæåò îòëè÷èòü åãî

îò ïòèöû, òåì íå ìåíåå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíîå îòëè÷èå ìåæäó íèìè áóäåò

ñîñòîÿòü â òîì, ÷òî íàñòîÿùàÿ ïòèöà áóäåò îáëàäàòü óæå óïîìÿíóòûì

÷óòüåì ïîëåòà â îòëè÷èå îò åå ìåõàíè÷åñêîãî äóáëèêàòà. Ýòî ÷óòüå

ïòèöû è åñòü äîïîëíèòåëüíîå ýìåðäæåíòíîå ñâîéñòâî, èñêîìûé

ö-ôàêòîð, êîòîðûé, ïðàâäà, ëèøü îíòîëîãè÷åñêè ïîñòóëèðóåòñÿ è ïî-

ýòîìó òðåáóåò ñâîåãî íàó÷íî-ôèëîñîôñêîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ.

Åùå îäíà ôèëîñîôñêàÿ ïîçèöèÿ ïî óêàçàííîé ïðîáëåìå – òàê íà-

çûâàåìûé ôóíêöèîíàëèçì (ñì., íàïðèìåð: [Fodor, 1981]). Ôóíêöèî-

íàëèçì òåñíî ñâÿçàí ñ èäååé ìíîæåñòâåííîé ðåàëèçàöèè îäíîé è òîé

æå ôóíêöèè íà ðàçíûõ ìàòåðèàëüíûõ íîñèòåëÿõ. Äîïóñòèì, âû õîòè-

òå óçíàòü, ñêîëüêî áóäåò òðè ïëþñ äâà. Äëÿ ýòîãî âû ìîæåòå èñïîëüçî-

âàòü äâà êàìíÿ ñåðîãî öâåòà è òðè ðàçíîöâåòíûõ êàìíÿ, ìîæåòå èñ-

ïîëüçîâàòü äâà êàìíÿ è òðè êîøêè, ìîæåòå èñïîëüçîâàòü äåðåâÿííûå

ñ÷åòû, à ìîæåòå êàðìàííûé êàëüêóëÿòîð èëè ñîâðåìåííûé iphone.

×åì áû âû íè âîñïîëüçîâàëèñü, â ðåçóëüòàòå îïåðàöèè ïîëó÷èòñÿ ÷èñ-

ëî ïÿòü. Íî ïðè ÷åì çäåñü ñîçíàíèå? Äåëî â òîì, ÷òî, ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ

ôóíêöèîíàëèñòîâ, ðàáîòà ñîçíàíèÿ – ýòî ñîâîêóïíîñòü ðåàëèçàöèè

îïðåäåëåííûõ ôóíêöèé. Âîïðîñ î êîíêðåòíîì ìàòåðèàëüíîì íîñèòå-

ëå äëÿ ðåàëèçàöèè ýòèõ ôóíêöèé êàê áû âûíîñèòñÿ çà ñêîáêè. Èìååòñÿ

â âèäó ñëåäóþùåå. Ñîáûòèå õ ìîæåò áûòü îïðåäåëåíî êàê â òåðìèíàõ

ìàòåðèàëüíûõ ïðè÷èí, òàê è ïðè÷èí ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ. Ýòî çíà÷èò,

÷òî ñîáûòèå õ ñáûâàåòñÿ â òîò ìîìåíò, êîãäà äëÿ ýòîãî âûïîëíåí ðÿä

óñëîâèé. Òðþê ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òî ýòè óñëîâèÿ ìîãóò áûòü âûïîëíåíû

íà ðàçíûõ ìàòåðèàëüíûõ íîñèòåëÿõ èëè â ðàçíûõ ìàòåðèàëüíûõ ñèñ-

òåìàõ. Îäíà è òà æå îïåðàöèÿ ìîæåò áûòü ðåàëèçîâàíà êàê â ñèñòåìå

Windows, òàê è â ñèñòåìå Linux, íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ýòî ðàçíûå ÿçûêè

ïðîãðàììèðîâàíèÿ è ÷òî îäíà îïåðàöèÿ âûïîëíÿåòñÿ íà ñòàöèîíàð-

íîì êîìïüþòåðå ôèðìû Hewlett Packard, à äðóãàÿ – íà ïîðòàòèâíîì

êîìïüþòåðå îò êîðïîðàöèè Apple. Ìàòåðèàëüíàÿ ñîñòàâëÿþùàÿ íå

îïðåäåëÿåò ïðàâèë ðåàëèçàöèè ñàìîé ôóíêöèè, âåðíåå, ñóùåñòâóåò

ìíîæåñòâî ìàòåðèàëüíûõ ñèñòåì, íà êîòîðûõ òà èëè èíàÿ ôóíêöèÿ

ìîæåò áûòü èñïîëíåíà. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ôóíêöèîíàëèñòû ïîëàãàþò,

÷òî ìåíòàëüíûå ñîáûòèÿ ìîãóò ðåàëèçîâûâàòüñÿ íà ðàçíûõ ìàòåðè-

àëüíûõ íîñèòåëÿõ (â òîì ÷èñëå, íî íå èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî, íà íåéðîí-

íûõ!). Ñîîòâåòñòâåííî îíè îòêàçûâàþòñÿ ðåäóöèðîâàòü ðàáîòó ñîçíà-

íèÿ ê ôóíêöèîíèðîâàíèþ íåéðîíîâ â ìîçãå, ïîñêîëüêó ïîñëåäíèé
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ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ëèøü îäèí èç îáðàçöîâ ìàòåðèàëüíîé ñèñòåìû, íà

êîòîðîé âîçìîæíî ðàçûãðàòü ðàáîòó ñîçíàíèÿ. Ôóíêöèîíàëèñòû îòêà-

çûâàþòñÿ îïèñûâàòü ðàáîòó èíòåëëåêòà â òåðìèíàõ ïðè÷èííî-ñëåäñò-

âåííûõ ñâÿçåé, ïîñòðîåííûõ íà àíàëèçå ðàáîòû íåéðîáèîëîãè÷åñêèõ

ìåõàíèçìîâ ìîçãà. Îíè ïðåäïî÷èòàþò îïèñûâàòü êîãíèòèâíûå ôóíê-

öèè âíå èõ ñâÿçêè ñ íåéðîáèîëîãèåé.

Ïîñëåäíåå èç íàèáîëåå èçâåñòíûõ íàïðàâëåíèé â íîâåéøåé ôèëî-

ñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ – ýòî òàê íàçûâàåìûé íîâûé ìèñòåðèàíèçì, êîòîðûé

ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ñîâðåìåííóþ ôîðìó àãíîñòèöèçìà (ó÷åíèÿ î íå-

äîñòàòî÷íîñòè èìåþùèõñÿ â íàøåì àðñåíàëå ñïîñîáíîñòåé äëÿ àäåê-

âàòíîãî ïîçíàíèÿ ðåàëüíîñòè). Ìèñòåðèàíöû, áóäó÷è ôèçèêàëèñòà-

ìè, ò.å. ïðèçíàâàÿ ñîçíàíèå ÷àñòüþ ïðèðîäû, ïîëàãàþò, ÷òî âîïðîñ

î òîì, ÷òî îíî òàêîå, â ïðèíöèïå íå ìîæåò áûòü ðåøåí â ñèëó îãðàíè-

÷åííîñòè òåõ ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ ñðåäñòâ, êîòîðûå ïðèñóùè íàøåé ôîð-

ìå èíòåëëåêòà (ñì., íàïðèìåð: [McGinn, 1999]). Äàæå åñëè íåéðîíàó-

êå â áóäóùåì è óäàñòñÿ ïðîñëåäèòü âñå áåç èñêëþ÷åíèÿ ñâÿçè íåéðî-

íîâ äðóã ñ äðóãîì â ìîçãå òîãî èëè èíîãî ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî èíäèâèäà

(íàïîìíþ, ÷òî â ìîçãå îêîëî 100 ìèëëèàðäîâ íåéðîíîâ è êàæäûé èç

íèõ ìîæåò âñòóïàòü â ñâîåãî ðîäà êîììóíèêàöèþ ñ 10 000 ñîñåäíèõ

íåéðîíîâ), îíà íå ñìîæåò ïîëíîöåííî îòâåòèòü íà âîïðîñ î òîì, ïî÷å-

ìó è êàê ó íåãî âîçíèêëî ñîçíàíèå. Äåëî â òîì, ÷òî íåéðîíàóêà â ñî-

ñòîÿíèè óñòàíîâèòü îïðåäåëåííûå êîððåëÿöèè ìåæäó ðàáîòîé ñîçíà-

íèÿ è ðàáîòîé ìîçãà, íî íå â ñîñòîÿíèè âûÿâèòü ïðè÷èííî-ñëåäñò-

âåííóþ ñâÿçü, ïîñêîëüêó äëÿ ýòîãî òðåáóåòñÿ áûòü ìåòà-ñóùåñòâîì,

îáëàäàþùèì ìåòà-ñîçíàíèåì. Îòêðûòèå è äåòàëüíîå îïèñàíèå íåé-

ðîííîãî êîððåëÿòà ñîçíàíèÿ, ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ìèñòåðèàíöåâ, íå äàñò

îòâåòà íà âîïðîñ î òîì, ïî÷åìó è êîãäà ñîçíàíèå âîçíèêëî, à òàêæå êà-

êîâî åãî ìåñòî â ïðèðîäå.

IV

Õîòÿ âñå âûøåóêàçàííûå ïîçèöèè â ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîç-

íàíèÿ ïîñòóëèðóþò ñâîþ ïðèâåðæåííîñòü ôèçèêàëèñòñêîé óñòàíîâêå

(ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè), âàæíûì ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ âîïðîñ î òîì, êàêîâ òîò

òèï ôèçèêàëèçìà, êîòîðîãî êàæäàÿ èç óêàçàííûõ ïîçèöèé ïðèäåðæè-

âàåòñÿ. Èìåííî â ýòîì ÿ âèæó ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêóþ ïðîáëåìó ñîçíà-

íèÿ âòîðîãî óðîâíÿ. Ðàññìîòðèì ýòîò óðîâåíü áîëåå ïîäðîáíî.

Êàê èìåííî ñîçíàíèå âïèñàíî â åäèíóþ ôèçè÷åñêóþ ðåàëüíîñòü?

Ìîé îòâåò íà ýòîò âîïðîñ, åñëè ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü åãî ïðåäåëüíî êðàò-

êî, çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òåçèñå î íåîáðàòèìîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòîò òåçèñ îçíà-

÷àåò, ÷òî â ñëó÷àå ñîçíàíèÿ ìû èìååì äåëî ñ ôàêòîì òàêîé ñòðóêòóð-

íîé îðãàíèçàöèè ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè, êîòîðûé íåâîçìîæíî ñâå-

ñòè ê áàçîâûì ôèçè÷åñêèì ñèëàì, íà ñåãîäíÿøíèé äåíü èçâåñòíûì

íàóêå, – ñèëüíîé, ñëàáîé, ýëåêòðîìàãíèòíîé è ãðàâèòàöèîííîìó âçàè-

ìîäåéñòâèþ. ß ñòîðîííèê òàê íàçûâàåìîãî íåðåäóêòèâíîãî ôèçèêà-
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ëèçìà, èëè, êàê ÿ ïðåäëàãàþ ýòî îáîçíà÷àòü, í-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ñîçíà-

íèÿ. Ïîïðîáóþ ïðîÿñíèòü, ÷òî ýòî îçíà÷àåò. Ñóùåñòâóþò ðàçëè÷íûå

ñïîñîáû îáúÿñíåíèÿ ðàçíîðîäíûõ ôåíîìåíîâ, êîòîðûå íåëüçÿ ïóòàòü

ìåæäó ñîáîé. Ïðåäñòàâüòå ñåáå ìèð, â êîòîðîì ñîñòàâëÿþùèå åãî ôå-

íîìåíû êàê áû ðàçáðîñàíû ïî ðàçëè÷íûì ýòàæàì îäíîãî è òîãî æå

çäàíèÿ. Íåñìîòðÿ íà åäèíñòâî çäàíèÿ â öåëîì è íåâîçìîæíîñòü ñóùå-

ñòâîâàíèÿ êàæäîãî ïîñëåäóþùåãî ýòàæà çäàíèÿ áåç íàëè÷èÿ ïðåäû-

äóùåãî, êàæäûé èç íèõ ñïðîåêòèðîâàí è ôóíêöèîíèðóåò ïî ñâîèì

ñîáñòâåííûì ïðàâèëàì. Ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî äëÿ îáúÿñíåíèÿ êîíêðåòíî-

ãî ôåíîìåíà, íàõîäÿùåãîñÿ, ñêàæåì, íà òðåòüåì ýòàæå, íàì ïîòðåáó-

åòñÿ îáðàòèòüñÿ ê ïðàâèëàì, ïî êîòîðûì ôóíêöèîíèðóåò èìåííî òðå-

òèé ýòàæ çäàíèÿ, à íå âòîðîé èëè ïåðâûé. Äîïóñòèì äàëåå, ÷òî â òàêîì

ãèïîòåòè÷åñêîì ìèðå íà ïåðâîì ýòàæå èãðàþò â ôóòáîë, íà âòîðîì

â áðèäæ, íà òðåòüåì â øàõìàòû, à íà ÷åòâåðòîì â êîìïüþòåðíóþ

ñòðàòåãèþ. Õîòÿ îíòîëîãè÷åñêè â ýòîì ãèïîòåòè÷åñêîì ìèðå èãðà

â øàõìàòû áóäåò îñíîâûâàòüñÿ íà èãðå â áðèäæ è â ôóòáîë (ïîñêîëü-

êó, êàê óæå áûëî ñêàçàíî, îíè ñîñòàâëÿþò ïðåäûäóùèå ýòàæè çäàíèÿ),

ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêè ó íàñ íå áóäåò âîçìîæíîñòè îáúÿñíèòü õîä êîíåì

G1–F3, àïåëëèðóÿ ê ïðàâèëàì èãðû â ôóòáîë íà ïåðâîì ýòàæå, ê ïðà-

âèëàì èãðû â áðèäæ íà âòîðîì èëè ïðàâèëàì êîìïüþòåðíîé ñèìóëÿ-

öèè íà ÷åòâåðòîì ýòàæå çäàíèÿ. Î÷åíü îãðóáëÿÿ è óïðîùàÿ, ñêàæó,

÷òî ðåàëüíîñòü ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ìíå ïîäîáíîãî ðîäà ÷åòûðåõýòàæíûì

çäàíèåì. Ïðàâèëà èãðû ïåðâîãî ýòàæà îïðåäåëÿþòñÿ Ëåéáíèöåâûì

ïðîòîâîïðîñîì î òîì, ïî÷åìó âîîáùå ñóùåñòâóåò íå÷òî, à íå íè÷òî.

Íà âòîðîì ýòàæå çäàíèÿ ãîñïîäñòâóþò çàêîíû, ïî êîòîðûì ôóíêöèî-

íèðóþò îðãàíè÷åñêèå ñîçäàíèÿ. Íà òðåòüåì ýòàæå óñòàíîâëåíû ïðèí-

öèïû ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ñîçíàþùèõ îðãàíèçìîâ. Íà ÷åòâåðòîì æå ýòàæå

çäàíèÿ ñîçíàþùèå îðãàíè÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà ïûòàþòñÿ ñêàëüêóëèðî-

âàòü ïðàâèëà äëÿ èñêóññòâåííîãî èíòåëëåêòà. Áîëåå òîãî, åùå íå èç-

âåñòíî, íå áóäåò ëè â çäàíèè êîãäà-òî íàäñòðîåí êàêîé-òî íîâûé ýòàæ

èëè äàæå íåñêîëüêî. Èòàê, çäàíèå â öåëîì ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ñëîæ-

íóþ ôèçè÷åñêóþ ñèñòåìó è â äàííûé êîíêðåòíûé ìîìåíò ìû íå â ñî-

ñòîÿíèè ïîëíîñòüþ ðåäóöèðîâàòü (îáðàòèòü) êèáåðíåòèêó ê íàóêå

î ñîçíàíèè, êîòîðóþ â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü íåâîçìîæíî ñâåñòè ê áèîëîãèè,

à ïîñëåäíþþ ê ôèçèêå. Âîò â êàêîì ñìûñëå ÿ ãîâîðþ î íåîáðàòèìîñòè

ñîçíàíèÿ êàê ôåíîìåíå ïðèðîäû. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, ÿ ïîíèìàþ ïîä

ñîçíàíèåì òàêîé áèîëîãè÷åñêèé ôåíîìåí, êîòîðûé ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷å-

ñêè íåâîçìîæíî ïîëíîñòüþ ñâåñòè ê ÷èñòî áèîëîãè÷åñêèì ìåõàíèç-

ìàì íåñìîòðÿ íà òî, ÷òî îíòîëîãè÷åñêè ýòîò ìåõàíèçì ÿâëÿåòñÿ

÷àñòüþ ôèçè÷åñêîãî ìèðà (ìèðà ïðèðîäû).

Ïîëüçóÿñü âûøåïðèâåäåííîé àíàëîãèåé ñ ÷åòûðåõýòàæíûì çäà-

íèåì, ÿ ïðîäåìîíñòðèðóþ è òî÷êó çðåíèÿ ðåäóêòèâíîãî ôèçèêàëèçìà,

êîòîðóþ ÿ íàçûâàþ ð-ýïèñòåìîëîãèåé (è íå ðàçäåëÿþ), ñîãëàñíî êîòî-

ðîé âñå ñóùåñòâóþùåå ìîæíî îáúÿñíèòü (ðåäóöèðîâàòü) ê áàçîâûì
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ôèçè÷åñêèì ïðèíöèïàì. Ðåäóêòèâíûå ôèçèêàëèñòû ïîëàãàþò, ÷òî íà

âñåõ ÷åòûðåõ ýòàæàõ çäàíèÿ çàäàíû îäíè è òå æå ïðàâèëà èãðû. Ñêà-

æåì, íà ïåðâîì ýòàæå èãðàþò â äâîðîâîé ôóòáîë, âòîðîé ýòàæ ïðåä-

ñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ôóòáîëüíîå ïîëå â ôîðìå ñòàäèîíà, òðåòèé ýòàæ îòâå-

äåí ïîä êîìïüþòåðíóþ ñèìóëÿöèþ ôóòáîëà, à ÷åòâåðòûé – ïîä ñåòå-

âóþ èãðó â ôóòáîë äâóõ èëè áîëåå êîìïüþòåðîâ, â òîì ÷èñëå áåç

ó÷àñòèÿ ÷åëîâåêà. Ñòîðîííèêè ð-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ïîëàãàþò, ÷òî ñòðóê-

òóðíî ýòàæè ìîãóò îòëè÷àòüñÿ äðóã îò äðóãà, íî ôîðìàëüíî ó íèõ áó-

äåò îäíà è òà æå îíòîëîãèÿ, çàäàííàÿ åäèíûìè ïðàâèëàìè èãðû. Ìíå

ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ, ÷òî òàêàÿ ïîçèöèÿ ñóùåñòâåííî óïðîùàåò ôèçè÷å-

ñêóþ ðåàëüíîñòü êàê öåëîå. Åå ñòîðîííèêè ïûòàþòñÿ çàäàòü ðåàëüíî-

ñòè íå òîëüêî åäèíûé ñèíòàêñèñ (åäèíñòâî áàçîâûõ ýëåìåíòîâ, èç êî-

òîðûõ ñîñòîèò ðåàëüíîñòü íà ëþáûõ åå óðîâíÿõ), íî è åäèíóþ ñåìàí-

òèêó (óíèôèöèðîâàííóþ îðãàíèçàöèþ ýòèõ ýëåìåíòîâ íà âñåõ

óðîâíÿõ).

Êàê ÿ óæå îòìåòèë, áàçîâûé òåçèñ ð-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ñîçíàíèÿ, çà-

êëþ÷àþùèéñÿ â îáðàòèìîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ, ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ìíå ñïîðíûì.

Äëÿ äîêàçàòåëüñòâà òåçèñà îáðàòèìîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ íåîáõîäèìî ðàçðà-

áîòàòü òàêèå íàó÷íûå òåîðèè, êîòîðûå áûëè áû â ñîñòîÿíèè ïîë-

íîñòüþ îáúÿñíèòü (ðåäóöèðîâàòü) äåÿòåëüíîñòü ñîçíàíèÿ â áàçîâûõ

ôèçè÷åñêèõ òåðìèíàõ. Óñïåøíûõ òåîðèé òàêîãî òîëêà ìíå íå èçâåñò-

íî. (Õîòÿ ïîïûòêè èõ ñîçäàíèÿ èìåþò ìåñòî â ñîâðåìåííîé íàóêå

î ñîçíàíèè, â ÷àñòíîñòè ýòîìó ïîñâÿùåíû èññëåäîâàíèÿ Ñ. Õàìåðîô-

ôà è Ð. Ïåíðîóçà, ñì.: [Hameroff, Penrose, 2014].)

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, â ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè è íàóêå, ñ îäíîé ñòî-

ðîíû, ãîñïîäñòâóåò íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêèé ïîäõîä ê ñîçíàíèþ â ðàìêàõ

ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè ïåðâîãî óðîâíÿ (óñòàíîâêà ô-ýïèñòå-

ìîëîãèè), ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîé ñîçíàíèå åñòü ÷àñòü ïðèðîäíîãî ìèðà, à ñ

äðóãîé ñòîðîíû, ñîñóùåñòâóþò äâå êîíêóðèðóþùèõ ìåæäó ñîáîé

ýïèñòåìè÷åñêèå óñòàíîâêè âòîðîãî óðîâíÿ, îäíà èç êîòîðûõ (ð-ýïè-

ñòåìîëîãèÿ) ñâîäèò ðàáîòó ñîçíàíèÿ ê áàçîâûì ôèçè÷åñêèì ïðîöåñ-

ñàì â ïðèðîäå, â òî âðåìÿ êàê äðóãàÿ (í-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ) ðàññìàòðèâà-

åò ñîçíàíèå êàê îñîáûé ïðèðîäíûé ôåíîìåí, áûòèå êîòîðîãî íåâîç-

ìîæíî ïîëíîñòüþ ñâåñòè ê ïðèíöèïàì ðàáîòû äðóãèõ åå ýëåìåíòîâ

(í-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ, ðàçóìååòñÿ, íå îçíà÷àåò íàëè÷èÿ â ñóùåñòâå, îáëà-

äàþùåì ñîçíàíèåì, êàêîãî-òî ñâåðõïðèðîäíîãî, èëè òðàíñöåíäåíò-

íîãî, íà÷àëà).

V

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ÿ ïðîâåë ðàçëè÷èå ïî òèïàì è óðîâíÿì ýïèñòåìî-

ëîãèè ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè. Íà ïåðâîì óðîâíå â ñòðàòåãèè ïîçíàíèÿ ñóáú-

åêòèâíîñòè, ñôîðìèðîâàííîé íàóêîé, ðàöèîíàëüíîé ïñèõîëîãèåé

è ôèëîñîôèåé Íîâîãî âðåìåíè, ðàçëè÷èìû ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ (ýïèñòå-

ìîëîãèÿ ðÿäà ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáûòèé) è ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ (ýïèñòåìîëî-

Î ÄÂÓÕ ÓÐÎÂÍßÕ ÝÏÈÑÒÅÌÎËÎÃÈÈ ÑÎÇÍÀÍÈß

85



ãèÿ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ôàêòîâ, âêëþ÷àÿ íàøó òåëåñíîñòü). Íà âòîðîì óðîâíå

ïîçíàíèÿ, óæå â õîäå ðàçâîðà÷èâàíèÿ ïðîãðàììû íàòóðàëèçàöèè ñîç-

íàíèÿ â ÕÕ â., âîçíèêëè ð-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ (ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ ðåäóêòèâ-

íîãî òèïà, êîòîðàÿ ñâîäèò èëè èäåíòèôèöèðóåò äåÿòåëüíîñòü ñîçíà-

íèÿ ñ ñåðèåé íåéðîííûõ, ñëîæíûõ ýëåêòðîõèìè÷åñêèõ è ôèçè÷åñêèõ

ïðîöåññîâ â ïðèðîäå) è í-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ (ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ íåðåäóêòèâ-

íîãî òèïà, êîòîðàÿ ïðèäàåò ñîçíàíèþ îñîáûé ñòàòóñ â ïðèðîäå).

Ðàçóìååòñÿ, óêàçàííûìè ðàçëè÷èÿìè ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêèå âîïðî-

ñû êàñàòåëüíî ñòðàòåãèè ïîçíàíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ íå çàêàí÷èâàþòñÿ, à òîëü-

êî åùå îáîçíà÷àþòñÿ â÷åðíå. Ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîé ïðîãðàììîé ðàçðà-

áîòêè ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè áûëî áû ðåøåíèå ñëåäóþùèõ

âîïðîñîâ: 1) Èìååò ëè òåîðåòèêî-ïîçíàâàòåëüíîå çíà÷åíèå ðàçëè÷èå

âòîðîãî óðîâíÿ (ðàçëè÷èå íà ð-ýïèñòåìîëîãèþ è í-ýïèñòåìîëîãèþ)

íå òîëüêî äëÿ ôèçèêàëèçìà, íî è äëÿ ìåíòàëèçìà, ò.å. íà áàçîâîì óðîâ-

íå ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèè? 2) Íàñêîëüêî áóäåò îòëè÷àòüñÿ âòîðîé óðîâåíü

ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ñîçíàíèÿ â çàâèñèìîñòè îò òîãî, êàêàÿ èç ïðîãðàìì

(ô-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ èëè ì-ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ) ðåàëèçóåòñÿ íà ïåðâîì óðîâ-

íå? 3) Ìîãóò ëè âûÿâëåííûå îòëè÷èÿ â ñòðàòåãèè ïîçíàíèÿ íà âòîðîì

óðîâíå îêàçàòüñÿ ýâðèñòè÷åñêè çíà÷èìûìè äëÿ ðàçëè÷íûõ ñòðàòåãèé

ïîçíàíèÿ ïåðâîãî óðîâíÿ, à òàêæå äëÿ îáùåé ñòðàòåãèè ïîçíàíèÿ

ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè? 4) Èñ÷åðïûâàåòñÿ ëè îáùàÿ ñòðàòåãèÿ ïîçíàíèÿ

ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî äâóìÿ âûøåóêàçàííûìè óðîâíÿìè?

Ýòî âîïðîñû îòêðûòû äëÿ äàëüíåéøåãî èçó÷åíèÿ.
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Modern cognitive sciences are dominated by the individualist paradigm of study

ing intersubjectivity. According to this paradigm, the individual mind precedes in

tersubjective interrelationships. The individual is a fully constituted participant of
interaction. Interaction itself is nothing more than a sum of internal models in the
minds and brains of the participants and as such it has no autonomy in itself. Cons

ciousness reflects “inside” the outward objective reality. The representative theo

ry of mind is one of the foundations of internalism and individualism about mind.
In case of perception, a representation is construed as an internal mental state
which represents the outward world. In case of action, a representation is an inter

nal mental state that causally precedes outward behavior. These ideas imply a split
between the individual mind and the world; a similar split exists between the inter

acting minds.
The article postulates the necessity to develop a truly interactive model of inter

subjectivity. Such a model implies that interaction has reality of its own apart
from internal models “in the heads” of its participants. This model would imply
that individual minds are results of interaction no less than they are prerequisi

tes for it. Based on data from developmental psychology, the author argues that
individual minds are constituted in intersubjective interaction. The first stage of
this interaction is dyadic interrelation whereby an infant and her mother consti

tute one dynamical system. The second stage is the so called joint attention,
which engenders the triangulation of self
consciousness, other
consciousness
and objectivity. Then some experimental neurobiological data are presented.
These data have been obtained in an attempt to provide an ecological approxi

mation to real interactions. These data were obtained and interpreted from a
non
individualistic standpoint, which shows that the internalist model of cons




Â ñîâðåìåííûõ êîãíèòèâíûõ íàóêàõ ãîñïîäñòâóåò èíäèâèäóàëè-

ñòñêàÿ ïàðàäèãìà èññëåäîâàíèÿ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè, ñîãëàñíî êîòî-

ðîé èíäèâèäóàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå ïðåäâàðÿåò èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîå âçàè-

ìîäåéñòâèå, ÿâëÿåòñÿ óæå «ãîòîâûì» è âïîëíå êîíñòèòóèðîâàííûì

åãî ó÷àñòíèêîì. Ïðåäïîñûëêà ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêîãî èíäèâèäóàëèçìà

ìíîãèì èññëåäîâàòåëÿì êàæåòñÿ î÷åâèäíîé è íå òðåáóþùåé äîêàçà-

òåëüñòâ; ìåæäó òåì ýòîò ïðåäðàññóäîê ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëèøü èíòåëëåêòóàëü-

íîé ïðèâû÷êîé. Îäíîé èç ìîùíûõ (ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ âëèÿòåëüíîñòè,

à íå îáîñíîâàííîñòè) ïîäïîð ýòîé ïðèâû÷êè ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåïðåçåíòàöèî-

íèçì. Ñîãëàñíî òåîðèè ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèçìà (â íåêîòîðîì óïðîùå-

íèè), ñîçíàíèå îòðàæàåò «âíóòðè» óæå ãîòîâóþ «âíåøíþþ» îáúåê-

òèâíóþ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü. Â ñëó÷àå âîñïðèÿòèÿ ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ – ýòî

âíóòðåííåå ìåíòàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå, îòðàæàþùåå âíåøíèé ìèð. Â ñëó-

÷àå äåéñòâèÿ ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ – ýòî âíóòðåííåå ìåíòàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå,

êàóçàëüíî ïðåäâàðÿþùåå äåéñòâèå «âîâíå». Íàñòîÿùàÿ ñòàòüÿ íå íà-

ïðàâëåíà íà êðèòèêó ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèçìà êàê òàêîâîãî; ìû õîòèì

ëèøü óêàçàòü íà íàñóùíóþ íåîáõîäèìîñòü ñìåíû ïàðàäèãìû â èññëå-

äîâàíèè èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè (ïåðåõîä îò ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèñòñêîé

ìîäåëè ê ìîäåëè ïîäëèííî èíòåðàêòèâíîé). Ïîýòîìó îãðàíè÷èìñÿ

ëèøü êðàòêèì óïîìèíàíèåì òåõ ïðîáëåì, ê êîòîðûì íåèçáåæíî ïðè-

âîäèò ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèñòñêàÿ ìîäåëü.

Ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèçì ðåçêî îòäåëÿåò «âíóòðåííåå» îò «âíåøíåãî»

è, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, âëå÷åò çà ñîáîé äóàëèçì ìèð-ñîçíàíèå, ïîâåäå-

íèå-ñîçíàíèå. Âìåñòî òîãî ÷òîáû óñìàòðèâàòü äèàëåêòè÷åñêîå ñöåï-

ëåíèå ìåæäó îðãàíèçìîì è ñðåäîé, íà êîòîðîå óêàçûâàëè åùå àìåðè-

êàíñêèå ïðàãìàòèñòû è ðóññêèå íåéðîôèçèîëîãè, ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèçì

ïðîâîäèò ÷åòêèå ãðàíèöû ìåæäó ñîçíàíèåì è âíåøíèì ìèðîì. Ýòè

ãðàíèöû ñòîëü íåïðåîäîëèìû, ÷òî ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèçì ñîâåðøàåò êî-

ëåáàòåëüíîå äâèæåíèå îò ðåàëèçìà (íàïîìíèì, ÷òî ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ îò-

ðàæàåò äàííóþ è çàäàííóþ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü) ê ñîëèïñèçìó (åñëè ìå-

æäó ðåïðåçåíòàöèåé è ìèðîì èìååòñÿ ðàçðûâ, òî ïî÷åìó áû ðåïðåçåí-

òàöèè âîâñå íå óòðàòèòü çàâèñèìîñòü îò ìèðà – èìåííî ýòó ãèïîòåçó

ïîäâåðãàåò êðèòèêå Õèëåðè Ïàòíýì â ðàáîòå “Brains in a vat”). Ðåïðå-

çåíòàöèÿ êàê âíóòðåííåå ìåíòàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå åñòü ïðîäóêò ãèïîñòà-

çèðîâàíèÿ ïðîöåññà, «ñòàòèçàöèÿ» ïîäëèííîé äèíàìèêè, èìåþùåé

ìåñòî ìåæäó ìîçãîì, òåëîì è ñðåäîé. Ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ – ýòî ñòàòè÷å-

ñêèé ñíèìîê äâèæåíèÿ; ñòàëî áûòü, îñíîâûâàòü èçó÷åíèå âçàèìîäåé-

ñòâèÿ ñóáúåêòà ñî ñðåäîé è ñ äðóãèìè ñóáúåêòàìè íà ïîíÿòèè ðåïðå-

çåíòàöèè – çíà÷èò ñóäèòü î «Ëåáåäèíîì îçåðå» èëè «Ðóññêîì Ãàìëå-

òå», îïèðàÿñü íà ðÿä ôîòîãðàôèé.
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ciousness is not the only one to serve as an experimental and theoretical paradigm in studying in

tersubjectivity.
Key words: intersubjectivity, interaction, representational theory of mind, internalism, joint atten

tion, affordance, attribution of mental states, observation, participation.



Îäíîíàïðàâëåííàÿ ïðè÷èííî-ñëåäñòâåííàÿ ñâÿçü (ïðè âîñïðè-

ÿòèè – ñíàðóæè âîâíóòðü, à ïðè äåéñòâèè – íàîáîðîò) ñóùåñòâåííî

óïðîùàåò äåéñòâèòåëüíóþ êàðòèíó ðàáîòû ìîçãà, â êîòîðîì ïðîöåñ-

ñû “top down” è “bottom up” äîïîëíÿþò äðóã äðóãà è îêàçûâàþò äðóã

íà äðóãà âçàèìíîå âîçäåéñòâèå. Òàê, Àëåí Áåðòî [Berthoz, Petit, 2006]

ïîêàçûâàåò, ÷òî ïðè âèçóàëüíîì âîñïðèÿòèè ïðîöåññ «ñèíòåçà» âèçó-

àëüíîé êàðòèíû óæå â ñàìûõ ïåðâûõ ñâîèõ ñòàäèÿõ, â îáëàñòÿõ ïåð-

âè÷íîé çðèòåëüíîé êîðû VI, èñïûòûâàåò îáðàòíîå âîçäåéñòâèå ñî

ñòîðîíû ïðåäëîáíîé êîðû è ëèìáè÷åñêîé ñèñòåìû. Òàêèì îáðàçîì,

íåò ñìûñëà ãîâîðèòü î äóàëèçìå öåíòðà è ïåðèôåðèè, à ñêîðåå î äèà-

ëåêòèêå ìåæäó íèìè. Èìåííî ýòèì îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ âîçäåéñòâèå íà âîñ-

ïðèÿòèå íàøèõ ïðèâû÷åê, ñîöèàëüíûõ è èíäèâèäóàëüíûõ, à òàêæå íà-

øåé ìîòèâàöèè. Ìîçã íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïàññèâíûì îðãàíîì, ðåöåïòîðîì

èíôîðìàöèè, íàïðîòèâ, ìîçã – ýòî îðãàí äåéñòâèÿ, íåïðåñòàííî ñî-

âåðøàþùèé ïðîåêöèþ äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè. Ïîòåíöèàë ãîòîâíîñòè, íà-

áëþäàåìûé â îáëàñòè äîïîëíèòåëüíîé äâèãàòåëüíîé êîðû ïåðåä äâèæå-

íèåì, ÿâëÿåòñÿ òîìó ïðèìåðîì: ìîçã ïðîåöèðóåò ïëàíèðóåìîå äâèæåíèå

äî åãî ñîâåðøåíèÿ. Ìîçã íå ñòîëüêî âîññîçäàåò äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòü,

ñêîëüêî ïðåäâàðÿåò åå. Òàê, äëÿ õèùíèêà èìååò çíà÷åíèå íå ñàìà ïî

ñåáå àäåêâàòíîñòü âîñïðîèçâåäåíèÿ äâèæåíèé ñâîåé æåðòâû: äëÿ ýô-

ôåêòèâíîãî ïðûæêà âàæíî ðàññ÷èòàòü áóäóùåå ìåñòîïîëîæåíèå äî-

áû÷è, ïðåäâàðèòü ìîìåíò, êîòîðûé åùå íå íàñòàë.

Ïîçíàíèå æèâîãî îðãàíèçìà èçíà÷àëüíî äåÿòåëüíî, à âîñïðèÿòèå

âñåãäà ñîïðÿæåíî ñ äâèæåíèåì. Èìåííî ïîñëåäíÿÿ èäåÿ ëåæèò â îñ-

íîâå òåîðèè êèíåñòåçèñà, êîòîðóþ (âîçìîæíî, íåçàâèñèìî äðóã îò

äðóãà) ïðåäëîæèëè Óèëüÿì Äæåéìñ è Ýäìóíä Ãóññåðëü. Êèíåñòåçèñ

ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé íåðàçðûâíîå åäèíñòâî ìåæäó âîñïðèÿòèåì è äâè-

æåíèåì, êîòîðîå äåëàåò âîçìîæíûì ýòî âîñïðèÿòèå. Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû

«îõâàòèòü âçãëÿäîì» çäàíèå Ãåíåðàëüíîãî øòàáà, íàäî ñîâåðøèòü ðÿä

äâèæåíèé, êàê ñàêêàäè÷åñêèõ, òàê è ìûøå÷íî-ñêåëåòíûõ – ïîâåðíóòü

ãîëîâó è èçìåíèòü íàïðàâëåíèå âçãëÿäà. Ïîëàãàþò äàæå [O’Regan,

Noe, 2001], ÷òî çàêîäèðîâàííîå â ãîëîâíîì ìîçãå ðàçëè÷èå ìîäàëüíî-

ñòåé âîñïðèÿòèÿ (íàïðèìåð, ñëóõ è çðåíèå) îñíîâûâàåòñÿ èñêëþ÷è-

òåëüíî íà ðàçëè÷èè äâèãàòåëüíûõ ïðîãðàìì.

Ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêèé èíäèâèäóàëèçì, îñíîâàííûé íà ðåïðåçåíòà-

öèîíèñòñêîì èíòåðíàëèçìå, êàê ìû óæå ñêàçàëè, âîçäåéñòâóåò íà èñ-

ñëåäîâàíèÿ â îáëàñòè èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè. Ïðèâåäåì ïðèìåð òàêîãî

èññëåäîâàíèÿ, â êîòîðîì ïîñûëêà èíäèâèäóàëèçìà ðóêîâîäèò èíòåð-

ïðåòàöèåé ýêñïåðèìåíòà. Â îäíîì èç ñâîèõ èññëåäîâàíèé Julian

Keenan et al. (2003) ïðè ïîìîùè ÌÐÒ èçó÷àëè âîçìîæíóþ ëîêàëèçà-

öèþ ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ â ãîëîâíîì ìîçãå ÷åëîâåêà íà ïðèìåðå ðàñïîçíàâà-

íèÿ èñïûòóåìûì ñîáñòâåííîãî ëèöà. Âî âðåìÿ ñêàíèðîâàíèÿ ñóáúåê-

òàì ïîêàçûâàëè: (1) èçîáðàæåíèå èõ ñîáñòâåííîãî ëèöà, (2) ëèöî êà-

êîé-ëèáî èçâåñòíîé ëè÷íîñòè, êîòîðóþ ñëåäîâàëî èíäåêñèðîâàòü,

Ê «ÏÐÀÃÌÀÒÈ×ÅÑÊÎÉ» È ÈÍÒÅÐÀÊÒÈÂÍÎÉ ÏÀÐÀÄÈÃÌÅ…
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è (3) êîìïüþòåðíóþ âåðñèþ òåñòà íà ðàñïîçíàâàíèå âûðàæåíèÿ ãëàç

(36 èçîáðàæåíèé ÷åëîâå÷åñêèõ ãëàç, âûðàæàþùèõ ðàçëè÷íûå ìåí-

òàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ – ñåðüåçíîå, çàäóì÷èâîå è ò.ä.), ïðè÷åì ñóáúåêòîâ

ïðîñèëè ðàñïîçíàòü ìåíòàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå ÷åëîâåêà ïî êàðòèíêå.

Â îòëè÷èå îò óñëîâèÿ (2) ïðè èçîáðàæåíèè ñîáñòâåííîãî ëèöà (1)

íàáëþäàëàñü äîñòîâåðíàÿ àêòèâàöèÿ â ïðàâîé âåðõíåé, ñðåäíåé è

íèæíåé ëîáíîé èçâèëèíàõ. Ïðè âûïîëíåíèè òåñòà íà ðàñïîçíàâàíèå

âûðàæåíèÿ ãëàç (3) àêòèâèðîâàëèñü ëîáíûå îáëàñòè ñ îáåèõ ñòîðîí,

à òàêæå ìåäèàëüíàÿ îáëàñòü ëîáíîé äîëè. Ïðè ýòîì äîñòîâåðíàÿ àêòè-

âàöèÿ íàáëþäàëàñü â ñðåäíåé ëîáíîé èçâèëèíå ñ îáåèõ ñòîðîí, ëåâîé

âåðõíåé âèñî÷íîé èçâèëèíå è ìåäèàëüíîé çîíå âåðõíåé ëîáíîé èçâè-

ëèíû. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, îáëàñòè àêòèâàöèè â ñëó÷àÿõ (1) è (2) ïåðåêðû-

âàëèñü. Äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, îáëàñòè êîðû, àêòèâèðóåìûå ïðè îáðàáîò-

êå èíôîðìàöèè î ñåáå, â çíà÷èòåëüíîé ìåðå ñîâïàäàëè ñ îáëàñòÿìè,

àêòèâèðóåìûìè ïðè îáðàáîòêå àíàëîãè÷íîé èíôîðìàöèè î äðóãîì

ñóáúåêòå (óñëîâèå ýêñïåðèìåíòà (1) – ðàñïîçíàâàíèå ñâîåãî ëèöà –

áûëî íàöåëåíî íà èññëåäîâàíèå ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ, à óñëîâèå (3) – ðàñïî-

çíàâàíèå âûðàæåíèÿ ãëàç – íà èçó÷åíèå ïîíèìàíèÿ äðóãîãî ÷åëîâå-

êà). Èç íàáëþäåíèÿ ñîâïàäåíèÿ îáëàñòåé àêòèâàöèè â îáîèõ ñëó÷àÿõ

àâòîðû çàêëþ÷àþò, ÷òî ñïîñîáíîñòü ìîäåëèðîâàòü è ïîíèìàòü ñîçíà-

íèå äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà îñíîâàíà íà ñïîñîáíîñòè îáðàáîòêè ñàìîðåôå-

ðåíòíîé èíôîðìàöèè, ò.å. ñïîñîáíîñòü ïîíèìàòü ñàìîãî ñåáÿ áîëåå

ôóíäàìåíòàëüíà ïî ñðàâíåíèþ ñî ñïîñîáíîñòüþ ïîíèìàòü äðóãèõ

ëþäåé. Îäíàêî êàê áû íè îáñòîÿëî äåëî ñ èñòèííîñòüþ ýòîãî òåçèñà,

ïðîáëåìà çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî ïîëó÷åííûå ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíûå

äàííûå íèêàê åãî íå îáîñíîâûâàþò: âñå, ÷òî ìû ìîæåì óçíàòü èç äàí-

íîãî ýêñïåðèìåíòà, – ýòî íàëè÷èå êîððåëÿöèè (à íå êàóçàëüíîé çàâè-

ñèìîñòè) ìåæäó, òàê ñêàçàòü, «îáðàáîòêîé ñàìîðåôåðåíòíîé èíôîð-

ìàöèè» è «àòðèáóöèåé ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé» äðóãîìó ñóáúåêòó,

èíûìè ñëîâàìè, ìåæäó ñàìîïîíèìàíèåì è ïîíèìàíèåì äðóãèõ. Òå-

çèñ î êàóçàëüíîé çàâèñèìîñòè, âûäâèíóòûé àâòîðàìè, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïëî-

äîì áîëåå èëè ìåíåå íåîñîçíàííîãî äîïóùåíèÿ, à íå ðåçóëüòàòîì

ýêñïåðèìåíòà, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ýòîò òåçèñ ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíî íåäîîï-

ðåäåëåí. Ïðîáëåìà â òîì, ÷òî èññëåäîâàòåëè ïðîåöèðóþò çàðàíåå

ïðèíÿòîå äîïóùåíèå èíäèâèäóàëèçìà íà ðåçóëüòàòû ýêñïåðèìåíòà.

Ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóþò äîñòàòî÷íûå îñíîâàíèÿ ïîëà-

ãàòü, ÷òî èíäèâèäóàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå íå ïðåäâàðÿåò âçàèìîäåéñòâèå, à,

íàïðîòèâ, ÿâëÿåòñÿ åãî ñëåäñòâèåì. Ïðè÷åì ýòî óòâåðæäåíèå áåçîãî-

âîðî÷íî ñïðàâåäëèâî â îòíîøåíèè îíòîãåíåçà èíäèâèäóàëüíîãî ñîç-

íàíèÿ è ñ îïðåäåëåííûìè î÷åâèäíûìè îãîâîðêàìè – â îòíîøåíèè

êîíêðåòíîãî ñèòóàòèâíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ìåæäó «çðåëûìè» ñóáúåê-

òàìè.

Ïñèõîëîãèÿ ðàçâèòèÿ ïðåäîñòàâëÿåò äîñòàòî÷íî ìàòåðèàëà äëÿ

èëëþñòðàöèè ýòîãî òåçèñà â îòíîøåíèè îíòîãåíåçà èíäèâèäóàëüíîãî
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ñîçíàíèÿ. Ñõåìàòè÷åñêè ìîæíî âûäåëèòü íåñêîëüêî ñòàäèé ðàçâèòèÿ

èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè ó äåòåé. Íåìàëîâàæíî, ÷òî ÿçûêîâîå âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèå äîëæíî ñ íåèçáåæíîñòüþ îñíîâûâàòüñÿ íà äîÿçûêîâûõ ôîð-

ìàõ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè.

Ï å ð â à ÿ ñ ò à ä è ÿ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ ôåíî-

ìåí èìèòàöèè íîâîðîæäåííûõ: íîâîðîæäåííûå ìëàäåíöû â ñîñòîÿ-

íèè òî÷íî èìèòèðîâàòü äâèæåíèÿ ëèöà âçðîñëûõ, ïðèâîäÿ â ñîîòâåò-

ñòâèå çðèòåëüíî âîñïðèíèìàåìûå èìè, íî íå îùóùàåìûå äâèæåíèÿ

ëèöà ñ îùóùàåìûìè ïðîïðèîöåïòèâíî, íî íå âèäèìûìè æåñòàìè

ñâîåãî ñîáñòâåííîãî ëèöà. Ýòî ñöåïëåíèå (âåñüìà âåðîÿòíî, âðîæäåí-

íîå, íî, ïî-âèäèìîìó, òðåáóþùåå àêòóàëèçàöèè â êîíêðåòíîì îïûòå)

ìåæäó ïðîïðèîöåïöèåé è çðèòåëüíûì âîñïðèÿòèåì ïðåäñòàâëÿåò

«ìåæòåëåñíóþ ñâÿçü» (intercorporalité, ïî âûðàæåíèþ Ìåðëî-Ïîíòè)

ìåæäó ß è äðóãèì. Âîçìîæíî, èìåííî ýòî ÿâëåíèå èëëþñòðèðóåò âðîæ-

äåííóþ è íåïîñðåäñòâåííóþ, ò.å. íå âûâîäèìóþ â óìîçàêëþ÷åíèè,

ñïîñîáíîñòü ÷åëîâåêà âîñïðèíèìàòü äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà èìåííî êàê íà-

äåëåííîãî ñóáúåêòèâíîñòüþ, êàê ðàâíîãî åìó ñóáúåêòà.

Ôåíîìåí äèàäè÷åñêîé ïåðâè÷íîé èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè âûõîäèò

çà ðàìêè ïðîñòîé èìèòàöèè. Ýòà ïåðâè÷íàÿ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòü

ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ðÿä ñåíñîìîòîðíûõ (à ëó÷øå ñêàçàòü – êèíåñòåòè-

÷åñêèõ) íàâûêîâ, ñïîñîáíîñòåé ïîíèìàòü ñìûñë äâèæåíèé, æåñòîâ,

âûðàæåíèé ëèöà äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà (âîñïèòàòåëÿ), çíà÷åíèå íàïðàâëå-

íèÿ åãî ãëàç, à òàêæå íàìåðåííûå äåéñòâèÿ â êîíòåêñòå âçàèìîäåéñò-

âèÿ ëèöîì-ê-ëèöó. Ðåáåíîê óæå íå ïðîñòî èìèòèðóåò, à ðåàãèðóåò íà

ýìîöèîíàëüíûå âûðàæåíèÿ ëèöà âîñïèòàòåëÿ. Ðå÷ü èäåò î ïîäëèííîì

âçàèìîäåéñòâèè, â êîòîðîì ðåáåíîê è âîñïèòàòåëü âçàèìíî ðåãóëèðó-

þò ýìîöèè äðóã äðóãà. Ýòîò äèíàìè÷åñêèé ïðîöåññ âçàèìíîé ðåãóëÿ-

öèè ïðåâîñõîäèò ñóììó ðåïðåçåíòàöèè ýìîöèé âîñïèòàòåëÿ ó ðåáåíêà

è ðåïðåçåíòàöèè ýìîöèé ðåáåíêà ó âîñïèòàòåëÿ – ðå÷ü èäåò î ïîäëèí-

íîì, äèíàìè÷åñêîì îáìåíå, î âçàèìîäåéñòâèè. Ýòîò ýìîöèîíàëüíûé

îáìåí ìåæäó âîñïèòàòåëåì (ìàòåðüþ) è ðåáåíêîì â îïðåäåëåííîì

ñìûñëå ðàñøèðÿåò ãðàíèöû èíäèâèäóàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ îáîèõ: èìååò

ìåñòî äèàäè÷åñêîå ðàñøèðåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ [Tronick, 1998].

Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ òåîðèè ñèñòåì ìàòü è ðåáåíîê – äâå ñàìîîðãàíèçî-

âàííûå ñèñòåìû – îáðåòàþò áóëüøóþ ñòåïåíü ñâÿçíîñòè è ñëîæíîñòè

îðãàíèçàöèè (â ÷àñòíîñòè, áóëüøóþ ñëîæíîñòü «ñîñòîÿíèé» îðãàíè-

çàöèè ìîçãà) èìåííî â äèàäè÷åñêîì ñöåïëåíèè. Èíäèâèäóàëüíàÿ ñèñ-

òåìà ÷åðïàåò áîëüøóþ ñòåïåíü ñëîæíîñòè â äèàäè÷åñêè ñöåïëåííîé

ñèñòåìå; ìàòåðèíñêàÿ ïîääåðæêà ðåãóëÿöèè ýìîöèé ó ðåáåíêà ïîçâî-

ëÿåò òîìó äîñòè÷ü áîëåå ñëîæíîé îðãàíèçàöèè ìîçãà. Äèàäè÷åñêàÿ

ñèñòåìà îáëàäàåò ñòåïåíüþ ñëîæíîñòè è ñâÿçíîñòè, ïðåâîñõîäÿùåé

ýíäîãåííûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìàòåðè è ðåáåíêà, âçÿòûå ïî îòäåëüíîñòè, íî

èíäèâèäóàëüíàÿ ñèñòåìà ðåêîíôèãóðèðóåò ñâîþ îðãàíèçàöèþ, èíòåã-

ðèðóÿ â íåå «ïðîäóêòû» âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Åñëè ãîâîðèòü íà ÿçûêå

Ê «ÏÐÀÃÌÀÒÈ×ÅÑÊÎÉ» È ÈÍÒÅÐÀÊÒÈÂÍÎÉ ÏÀÐÀÄÈÃÌÅ…

91



Âûãîòñêîãî (ñ îñòîðîæíîñòüþ, ÷òîáû íå ïóòàòü ðàçíûå ïàðàäèãìû),

ïðîèñõîäèò èíòåðèîðèçàöèÿ òîãî, ÷òî âîçíèêëî â ðåçóëüòàòå âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèÿ. Ýòîò ïðîöåññ íàïîìèíàåò ïðîöåññ èäåíòèôèêàöèè, îïèñû-

âàåìûé ïñèõîàíàëèòèêàìè, êîòîðûé òàêæå çíàìåíóåò ñîáîé èíòåð-

ñóáúåêòèâíóþ ïîäïèòêó èíäèâèäóàëüíîãî ðîñòà: ß ïåðâîíà÷àëüíî

âîçíèêàåò ïóòåì èäåíòèôèêàöèè ñî çíà÷èìûìè äðóãèìè. Ñòîèò çàìå-

òèòü, ÷òî äèàäè÷åñêîå ðàñøèðåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ âî âçàèìîäåéñòâèè ñ äðó-

ãèìè, ïî âñåé âèäèìîñòè, äàëåêî íå îãðàíè÷èâàåòñÿ ïåðèîäîì ðàçâè-

òèÿ, íî (õîòÿ è ìåíåå âûðàæåííî) ñîïðîâîæäàåò ëþáîå èíòåðñóáúåê-

òèâíîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå.

Ôåíîìåí ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ õàðàêòåðèçóåò òàê íàçûâàåìóþ

âòîðè÷íóþ ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü (Trevarthen, 1979) è ÿâëÿåòñÿ â ò î ð î é

ñ ò à ä è å é ðàçâèòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ, íåïîñðåäñòâåííî ñëåäóþùåé çà ïåð-

âè÷íîé èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòüþ. Ñîâìåñòíîå âíèìàíèå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò

ñîáîé ñèòóàöèþ «òðèàíãóëÿöèè» (ïî âûðàæåíèþ Ä. Äýâèäñîíà)

ß–äðóãîé–îáúåêò â ìèðå. Ðåáåíîê âûõîäèò çà ïðåäåëû âîñïðèÿòèÿ íà-

ìåðåíèé è ýìîöèé äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà, îòíîñÿùèõñÿ ê åãî (ðåáåíêà) ß,

òåïåðü îí ñõâàòûâàåò òî, êàê äðóãèå âçàèìîäåéñòâóþò ñ ìèðîì, èñ-

ïîëüçóþò âåùè â ìèðå, èíòåíöèîíàëüíî íàïðàâëåíû íà ìèð. Ðåáåíîê

íà÷èíàåò ïîíèìàòü ñèòóàöèè, êîíòåêñòû äåéñòâèÿ [Gallagher, 2005],

ðàçäåëÿòü îáùèé ìèð ñ äðóãèìè. Â ýòîì ñìûñëå òåðìèí «âíèìàíèå»

íåñêîëüêî îáìàí÷èâ, ïîñêîëüêó íå ó÷èòûâàåò äåÿòåëüíîãî, òåëåñíîãî

àñïåêòà òðèàíãóëÿöèè. Â ñèòóàöèè ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ ðåáåíîê íå

ÿâëÿåòñÿ çðèòåëåì, âíóòðåííå ðåïðåçåíòèðóþùåì âèçóàëüíóþ êàðòè-

íó: îí äåÿòåëüíî è àôôåêòèâíî âîâëå÷åí âî âçàèìîäåéñòâèå, êîòîðîå

ñàìî ïî ñåáå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîöåññîì, à íå äàííîñòüþ.

Ñîâìåñòíîå âíèìàíèå ïî ñâîåé ïðèðîäå ñâÿçàíî ñ êèíåñòåçè÷å-

ñêîé ïðèðîäîé âîñïðèÿòèÿ âåùåé è ñ êèíåñòåçè÷åñêèìè êîðíÿìè

èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Êàê è ïåðâè÷íàÿ èíòåðñóáú-

åêòèâíîñòü, ñîâìåñòíîå âíèìàíèå íå èñ÷åðïûâàåòñÿ ïåðèîäîì ðàç-

âèòèÿ; â ÷àñòíîñòè, îíî íå òîëüêî ãåíåòè÷åñêè, íî è ôåíîìåíîëîãè-

÷åñêè ïðîÿñíÿåò ôåíîìåí îáúåêòèâíîñòè. Çäåñü îêàçûâàåòñÿ, ÷òî

«îáúåêòèâíîñòü» îáúåêòà çàäàåòñÿ íå òîëüêî ñóììîé ìîèõ êèíåñòå-

çèñîâ ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íåìó, íî è ïåðñïåêòèâîé (èíîé, ÷åì ìîÿ) íà

ýòîò îáúåêò äðóãîãî ñóáúåêòà. Ïåðñïåêòèâà æå äðóãîãî íåïîñðåäñò-

âåííî ïîíèìàåòñÿ èñõîäÿ èç åãî ìîòîðíûõ (êèíåñòåçè÷åñêèõ) âîç-

ìîæíîñòåé äåéñòâèÿ è âîñïðèÿòèÿ â ìèðå. Èñòîê ìîåãî ïîíÿòèÿ

«îáúåêòèâíîé» ðåàëüíîñòè, òàêèì îáðàçîì, íóæíî èñêàòü íå òîëüêî

â èíòåðìîäàëüíîì (íàïðèìåð, çðèòåëüíîì è òàêòèëüíîì) âîñïðè-

ÿòèè, íî è â èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîé ñèòóàöèè ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ.

Â òî æå âðåìÿ è ñàìà èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòü ìîäèôèöèðóåòñÿ áëàãî-

äàðÿ îïîñðåäîâàííîñòè â îáúåêòå: òåïåðü ñâÿçü ìåæäó ß è äðóãèì

ïðîëåãàåò ÷åðåç ðàçäåëÿåìóþ èìè ñèòóàöèþ, ÷åðåç ïðåäìåò ñîâìå-

ñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ, êîòîðûé äîñòèæèì íå òîëüêî äëÿ ìåíÿ, íî è äëÿ
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äðóãîãî, ëåæèò â ïðåäåëå âîçìîæíîñòåé êàê ìîåãî äåéñòâèÿ, òàê

è äåéñòâèÿ äðóãîãî. Âîçìîæíî, çäåñü ïîëó÷àåò ðàçâèòèå è ïðèîáðå-

òàåò ïîëíîòó âîñïðèÿòèå äðóãîãî êàê ñóáúåêòà, âïåðâûå àêòóàëèçî-

âàííîå ïðè èìèòàöèè è âûøåäøåå íà íîâóþ ñòóïåíü îðãàíèçàöèè

â ïåðâè÷íîé èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè. Îòíûíå äðóãîé ñóáúåêò íå òîëü-

êî ñâÿçàí ñî ìíîé ýìîöèîíàëüíî, íî, êàê è ÿ, ÿâëÿåòñÿ äåÿòåëåì â ìè-

ðå, îáëàäàåò âîçìîæíîñòüþ äåéñòâèÿ, ïîëåì âîçìîæíîñòåé â äàííîé

ñèòóàöèè. Ðàçóìååòñÿ, â òðèàíãóëÿðíîé ñèòóàöèè ñîâìåñòíîãî âíè-

ìàíèÿ ìîäèôèöèðóåòñÿ è ñàìîñîçíàíèå, ñàìîâîñïðèÿòèå ß, êîòîðîå

ïîëó÷àåò âîçìîæíîñòü ó÷åñòü ïåðñïåêòèâó äðóãîãî íà îáúåêò è íà

ñåáÿ. Çäåñü ß ó÷àñòâóåò â îðãàíèçàöèè äðóãîãî, à äðóãîé â ñâîþ î÷å-

ðåäü ó÷àñòâóåò â îðãàíèçàöèè ß.

Ñîâìåñòíîå âíèìàíèå íå òîëüêî ïðîÿñíÿåò îíòîãåíåç ñàìîñîçíà-

íèÿ, èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè è îáúåêòèâíîñòè, íî è ñëóæèò ìîäåëüþ èñ-

ñëåäîâàíèÿ «çðåëîãî» èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ êàê òàêî-

âîãî. Ïîäîáíî òîìó êàê ýòî áûëî îïèñàíî â ñëó÷àå äèàäè÷åñêîé

èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè, òðèàíãóëÿðíîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå îáëàäàåò ñîá-

ñòâåííîé äèíàìèêîé, ñïåöèôèêîé è àâòîíîìèåé, íå ÿâëÿÿñü ïðîñòîé

ñóììîé âêëàäîâ êàæäîãî èç ó÷àñòíèêîâ âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ïî îòäåëüíî-

ñòè. De Jaegher and Di Paolo (2007) îïèñûâàþò âçàèìîäåéñòâèå êàê êî-

îðäèíàöèþ äâèæåíèé (ìû áû ñêàçàëè – êèíåñòåçèñîâ) ñóáúåêòîâ, ïðè

êîòîðîé èíäèâèäóàëüíîå ñìûñëîïîëàãàíèå êàæäîãî èç íèõ èñïûòû-

âàåò íà ñåáå âîçäåéñòâèå ñî ñòîðîíû âñåãî ïðîöåññà âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ.

Ïîñëåäíèé îáëàäàåò îïåðàöèîííî çàìêíóòîé ñòðóêòóðîé, íåñâîäè-

ìîé ê ñóììèðîâàííîìó ïîâåäåíèþ èíäèâèäîâ. Òàêîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå

àâòîðû íàçûâàþò ó÷àñòâóþùèì ñìûñëîïîëàãàíèåì. Ñìûñë àêòèâíî

ïîðîæäàåòñÿ âî âçàèìîäåéñòâèè, à èíäèâèä êîíñòèòóèðóåòñÿ êàê äåÿ-

òåëü âíóòðè ïðîöåññà âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ.

Èç ñêàçàííîãî âûøå ñëåäóåò, ÷òî ìîäåëü èññëåäîâàíèÿ âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèÿ äîëæíà îñíîâûâàòüñÿ íå íà ïðîñòîì íàáëþäåíèè ñóáúåêòîì

äðóãîãî è äàæå íå íà íàáëþäåíèè èì âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ, à íà äåÿòåëü-

íîì ó÷àñòèè âî âçàèìîäåéñòâèè. Ïî âïîëíå î÷åâèäíûì ïðè÷èíàì

íåéðîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêèå èññëåäîâàíèÿ òàêîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ñâÿçàíû

ñ îïðåäåëåííûìè òðóäíîñòÿìè, îòêóäà, îäíàêî, íå ñëåäóåò íåèçáåæ-

íîñòü «ñëîæèòü îðóæèå»: âî âòîðîé ÷àñòè íàñòîÿùåé ñòàòüè ìû îïè-

ñûâàåì ïîïûòêó (ïîêà îäíó èç íåìíîãèõ) ïðèìåíèòü èíòåðàêòèâíóþ

ìîäåëü èññëåäîâàíèÿ ê èçó÷åíèþ íåéðîôèçèîëîãèè èíòåðñóáúåêòèâ-

íîñòè.

***

Äîëãîæäàííàÿ ñìåíà ïàðàäèãìû â èññëåäîâàíèè ñîöèàëüíîãî

ñîçíàíèÿ íàìå÷àåòñÿ â ñòàòüå «Ê íåéðîíàóêå âòîðîãî ëèöà» [Schilbach

et al., in press], ãäå àâòîðû ïîñòóëèðóþò íåîáõîäèìîñòü ïåðåéòè îò èñ-

ñëåäîâàíèé ñóáúåêòà â êà÷åñòâå íàáëþäàòåëÿ ê èññëåäîâàíèþ ñîáñò-

âåííî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ìåæäó ñóáúåêòàìè. Â ñàìîì äåëå, îùóùåíèå
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è ïîíèìàíèå «ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé» äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà â îáû÷íîì

êîíòåêñòå ïðîèñõîäèò íå â âèäå íàáëþäåíèÿ çà äðóãèì, à âî âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèè ñ ýòèì äðóãèì ÷åëîâåêîì. Ïðåäâàðèòåëüíûå èññëåäîâàíèÿ

ïðè ïîìîùè ìåòîäîâ íåéðîâèçóàëèçöèè ïîäòâåðæäàþò ñóùåñòâåí-

íîå îòëè÷èå íåéðîííîé àêòèâàöèè â ñèòóàöèè âçàèìíîñòè, õàðàêòåð-

íîé äëÿ ñîöèàëüíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ, ïî ñðàâíåíèþ ñ ïðîñòûì íà-

áëþäåíèåì.

Êàê ìû óæå âèäåëè, ñòàðàÿ ïàðàäèãìà, âñå åùå î÷åíü ðàñïðî-

ñòðàíåííàÿ, íåãëàñíî ïðåäïîëàãàåò, ÷òî ñîöèàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå (ò.å.

ñïîñîáíîñòü ïîçíàâàòü äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà, åãî ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿ-

íèÿ, äåéñòâèÿ è ò.ä.) ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé òàêîé ñïîñîá îáðàáîòêè èí-

ôîðìàöèè, êîòîðûé ïî ñóùåñòâó ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïàññèâíûì «ïîãëîùåíè-

åì» èíôîðìàöèè, ïðåäîñòàâëåííîé îáúåêòèâíûì è óæå ãîòîâûì

ê âîñïðèÿòèþ ìèðîì. Âîïðåêè ýòîìó â íîâîé ïåðñïåêòèâå âîñïðè-

ÿòèå ÿâëÿåòñÿ àêòèâíûì ïðîöåññîì ñî ñòîðîíû îðãàíèçìà, ðàñïîëî-

æåííîãî â ñðåäå è óêîðåíåííîãî â íåé, à îòíþäü íå àáñòðàêòíî èçî-

ëèðîâàííîãî îò íåå. Ýòó õàðàêòåðèñòèêó âîñïðèÿòèÿ ïåðåäàåò òðóä-

íîïåðåâîäèìûé íà ðóññêèé ÿçûê òåðìèí “affordance” (åãî íå ñîâñåì

òî÷íî ïåðåâîäÿò êàê «âîçìîæíîñòü»), ïðåäëîæåííûé èçâåñòíûì

ïñèõîëîãîì Äæ.Äæ. Ãèáñîíîì. Ñðåäà ïðåäëàãàåò îðãàíèçìó îïðåäå-

ëåííûå âîçìîæíîñòè (äåðåâî êàê óêðûòèå, âîäà êàê ïèòüå èëè êàê

ñðåäà îáèòàíèÿ, ìåñòî îõîòû è ò.ï.). Âîñïðèÿòèå æèâîòíûì ýòèõ âîç-

ìîæíîñòåé çàâèñèò êàê îò óñëîâèé ñðåäû, òàê è îò åãî ñîáñòâåííîé

êîíñòèòóöèè – çäåñü èìååò ìåñòî ñöåïëåíèå îðãàíèçìà ñî ñâîåé ñðå-

äîé. Ñëåäîâàëî áû ãîâîðèòü î ïðèìåíåíèè òàêîãî ïîíÿòèÿ âîçìîæ-

íîñòè ê ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ñîöèàëüíîé ñðåäå – äðóãîé ÷åëîâåê âñåãäà

ïðåäëàãàåò âîçìîæíîñòü âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ñ íèì êàê ñ äðóãîì, íà-

÷àëüíèêîì, ïàðòíåðîì è ò.ä.

Ñîöèàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå, èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòü âîîáùå, êàê ïðàâè-

ëî, ïðåäïîëàãàåò ýìîöèîíàëüíóþ àíãàæèðîâàííîñòü è âçàèìîäåéñò-

âèå – â òîì ñìûñëå, â êîòîðîì âçàèìîäåéñòâóþùèå ñóáúåêòû âçàèìíî

îòâå÷àþò íà ñîñòîÿíèÿ èëè äåéñòâèÿ äðóã äðóãà, âûçûâàÿ öåïü âçàèì-

íûõ ðåàêöèé äðóã íà äðóãà. Â òàêîì âçàèìîäåéñòâèè ãëàâíóþ ðîëü èã-

ðàåò íå òåîðåòè÷åñêîå ïîçíàâàíèå äðóãîãî ñóáúåêòà, íî ïðàêòè÷åñêîå

íîó-õàó, îñíîâàííîå íà íàâûêå âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ è, íàïðîòèâ, ôîðìè-

ðóþùåå ýòîò íàâûê. Â êîíòåêñòå òàêîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ âîçíèêàþò

îáùèå, ðàçäåëÿåìûå ñóáúåêòàìè íàìåðåíèÿ è ìîòèâû, ìîãóùèå ïðè-

âîäèòü ê ñîâìåñòíûì äåéñòâèÿì è äàëüíåéøåìó ðàçâèòèþ âçàèìîäåé-

ñòâèÿ. Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ íåéðîôèçèîëîãèè ìîæíî âûäâèíóòü ãèïîòåçó

î ðàçëè÷èè íåéðîííîé àêòèâàöèè â çàâèñèìîñòè îò ðîëè âî âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèè, íàïðèìåð ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëè ñóáúåêò èíèöèàòîðîì èëè æå îòâå÷à-

åò íà èíèöèàòèâó äðóãîãî.

Ïðåæäå ÷åì ïðèñòóïèòü ê îïèñàíèþ ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ ñ ÏÝÒ

è ÌÐÒ, èëëþñòðèðóþùèõ ýòî ÿâëåíèå, îòìåòèì åùå îäèí âàæíûé
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òåîðåòè÷åñêèé ìîìåíò. Ìû óæå óïîìèíàëè î äèàäè÷åñêîé èíòåð-

ñóáúåêòèâíîñòè, ýìîöèîíàëüíî ñâÿçûâàþùåé äâóõ ñóáúåêòîâ. Ýìî-

öèîíàëüíàÿ âîâëå÷åííîñòü â êîíòàêò ñ äðóãèì ÷åëîâåêîì èìååò èñ-

êëþ÷èòåëüíóþ âàæíîñòü ñ ñàìîãî äåòñòâà è ÿâëÿåòñÿ èñòî÷íèêîì

ñìûñëà è ïîçíàíèÿ â îòíîøåíèè êàê ñàìîãî ñåáÿ, òàê è äðóãîãî ÷åëî-

âåêà. Ýòî çíà÷åíèå ýìîöèîíàëüíîé âîâëå÷åííîñòè â êîíòàêòå ñ äðó-

ãèì ÷åëîâêîì íèêîãäà íå îñëàáåâàåò: ýìîöèè, ïî-âèäèìîìó, èãðàþò

îãðîìíóþ ðîëü â âîñïðèÿòèè è ïîíèìàíèè äðóãèõ ëþäåé; ýìîöèî-

íàëüíûé îòâåò çäåñü ãîðàçäî âàæíåå, ÷åì èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûå êîíñò-

ðóêòû. Îäíàêî â ïîâñåäíåâíîñòè îáùåíèå ìåæäó ëþäüìè èìååò ìåñòî

â îïðåäåëåííîì êîíòåêñòå, â íåêîòîðîé ñèòóàöèè – ñèòóàöèè ñîâìåñò-

íîãî âíèìàíèÿ. Ïîâòîðèì: ðå÷ü èäåò î òðèàäè÷åñêîé èíòåðñóáúåêòèâ-

íîñòè, â êîòîðîé äâîå ñóáúåêòîâ âçàèìîäåéñòâóþò è ðàçäåëÿþò àô-

ôåêòû è óñòàíîâêè â îòíîøåíèè òðåòüåãî îáúåêòà èëè ëèöà. Èìåííî

ÿâëåíèå ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ ñòàëî ïðåäìåòîì èññëåäîâàíèÿ â ýêñ-

ïåðèìåíòàõ Ë. Øèëüáàõà è äð.
1
, ïðèçâàííûõ ïîäòâåðäèòü ïðàâîìåð-

íîñòü íîâîé ïàðàäèãìû èçó÷åíèÿ ñîöèàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ.

Øèëüáàõ è äð. [Schilbach et al., 2006] èñõîäÿò èç ïðåäïîñûëêè

î ðàçëè÷èè íåéðîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêîãî áàçèñà ïðè èññëåäîâàíèè: à) ñòî-

ðîííåãî íàáëþäàòåëÿ è á) ñóáúåêòà, íàõîäÿùåãîñÿ â ðåàëüíîé ñèòóà-

öèè âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ñ ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåé ýìîöèîíàëüíîé íàãðóçêîé.

Àâòîðû ïûòàþòñÿ ìîäåëèðîâàòü áîëåå èíòåðàêòèâíûå è áîëåå ýêî-

ëîãè÷åñêè äîñòîâåðíûå ýêñïåðèìåíòû, ÷òîáû âûÿâèòü íåéðîííûå

êîððåëÿòû ñîöèàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ íàáëþäàòåëÿ è ñ

òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ñóáúåêòà âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Êðîìå òîãî, îíè çàäàþòñÿ

âîïðîñîì î òîì, ìîãóò ëè äâà âçàèìîäåéñòâóþùèõ ìîçãà âìåñòå ïðå-

äîñòàâèòü áîëüøå èíôîðìàöèè î âçàèìîäåéñòâèè, ÷åì èõ ñóììà ïî

îòäåëüíîñòè.

Øèëüáàõ ñ êîëëåãàìè ïðîâåë èññëåäîâàíèå ïðè ïîìîùè ôóíê-

öèîíàëüíîãî ÌÐÒ, â êîòîðîì ïîïûòàëèñü âûÿâèòü ðàçëè÷èå â íåéðîí-

íîé àêòèâàöèè â ñëó÷àÿõ, êîãäà ñîöèàëüíûå ñòèìóëû íàïðàâëåíû íà

ñóáúåêòà (èñïûòóåìîãî) èëè íà êîãî-òî äðóãîãî. Èñïûòóåìûì ïðåä-

ëîæèëè ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå ñàìèõ ñåáÿ ñòîÿùèìè ðÿäîì ñ äâóìÿ äðóãè-

ìè ëþäüìè, êîòîðûõ îíè íå âèäÿò. Ïåðåä íèìè íàõîäèëñÿ òðåòèé ÷å-

ëîâåê, êîòîðîãî îíè ìîãëè âèäåòü, – âèðòóàëüíûé ïåðñîíàæ, èçîáðà-

æàåìûé íà âèäåî (ðèñ. 1). Ïåðåìåííûå ýêñïåðèìåíòà çàêëþ÷àëèñü

â âûðàæåíèè ëèöà âèðòóàëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà (ýòî áûëè ëèáî ñîöèàëüíî

çíà÷èìûå, ëèáî ïðîèçâîëüíûå âûðàæåíèÿ ëèöà), à òàêæå â íàïðàâëå-

íèè åãî âçãëÿäà (îí ñìîòðåë ëèáî ïðÿìî íà èñïûòóåìîãî, ëèáî â ñòî-

ðîíó, íà îäíîãî èç äâóõ íåâèäèìûõ ïåðñîíàæåé). Èñïûòóåìûõ ïðîñè-

ëè îöåíèòü, îùóùàþò ëè îíè, ÷òî âèðòóàëüíûé ïåðñîíàæ íàìåðåí

âñòóïèòü â ñîöèàëüíîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå.
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Èñïûòóåìûå áåç òðóäà ðàçëè÷àëè ñîöèàëüíî çíà÷èìóþ è ïðîèç-

âîëüíóþ ìèìèêó; ïðè ýòîì áóëüøàÿ êîíöåíòðàöèÿ âíèìàíèÿ è áîëü-

øåå ýìîöèîíàëüíîå âîâëå÷åíèå îùóùàëèñü â ñëó÷àå, êîãäà ñòèìóë

(âçãëÿä) áûë íàïðàâëåí íà èñïûòóåìîãî. Ðåçóëüòàòû íåéðîâèçóàëèçà-

öèè (ðèñ. 2) âûÿâèëè äîñòîâåðíûå ðàçëè÷èÿ â íåéðîííîé àêòèâàöèè

ïðè âîñïðèÿòèè ñîöèàëüíî çíà÷èìîé ìèìèêè â çàâèñèìîñòè îò òîãî,

áûë ëè íàïðàâëåí âçãëÿä íà èñïûòóåìîãî èëè â ñòîðîíó îò íåãî.

Â ïåðâîì ñëó÷àå íàáëþäàëñÿ äèôôåðåíöèàëüíûé ðîñò íåéðîííîé àê-

òèâíîñòè â âåíòðàëüíîé ÷àñòè ìåäèàëüíîé îáëàñòè ïðåäëîáíîé êîðû

è íà ïîâåðõíîñòè ìèíäàëåâèäíîãî òåëà; â ñëó÷àå, êîãäà âçãëÿä âèðòó-

àëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà áûë íàïðàâëåí íà äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà, àêòèâèðîâà-

ëèñü ìåäèàëüíàÿ è áîêîâàÿ çîíû òåìåííîé êîðû ãîëîâíîãî ìîçãà.

Â ñëó÷àå, êîãäà âçãëÿä âèðòóàëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà íàïðàâëåí â ñòî-

ðîíó îò èñïûòóåìîãî, ïîñëåäíèé âûñòóïàåò â ðîëè íàáëþäàòåëÿ; êî-

ãäà æå âçãëÿä âèðòóàëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà íàïðàâëåí íà ñàìîãî èñïûòóå-

ìîãî, èìååò ìåñòî íà÷àëî ñîöèàëüíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Ñàìè àâòîðû

íà îñíîâàíèè îïèñàííûõ äàííûõ ÌÐÒ çàìå÷àþò, ÷òî â ïåðâîì ñëó÷àå

àêòèâèðóþòñÿ îáëàñòè ìîçãà, îòâå÷àþùèå çà âèçóàëüíî-ïðîñòðàíñò-

âåííóþ èíôîðìàöèþ, âî âòîðîì ñëó÷àå ñòèìóëû, íàïðàâëåííûå íà

ñàìîãî èñïûòóåìîãî, àêòèâèðóþò îáëàñòè, ñâÿçàííûå ñ îáðàáîòêîé

ýìîöèîíàëüíîé è îöåíî÷íîé èíôîðìàöèè (ìèíäàëåâèäíîå òåëî è

âåíòðàëüíóþ çîíó ïðåäëîáíîé êîðû). Ýòè ðåçóëüòàòû ïîäòâåðæäàþò

âàæíóþ ðîëü ýìîöèé íå òîëüêî ïðè âîñïðèÿòèè ýìîöèîíàëüíûõ ñî-

ñòîÿíèé äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà, íî è ïðè âçàèìîäåéñòâèè ñ íèì; îíè îáåñ-

ïå÷èâàþò òåëåñíûé îòâåò íà âûðàæåíèå, íàìåðåíèÿ è äåéñòâèÿ äðóãî-
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Ð è ñ. 1. Èññëåäîâàíèå ñ ïîìîùüþ ÌÐÒ [Schilbach et al., 2006]:

à – âèðòóàëüíûé ñöåíàðèé ñîãëàñíî èíñòðóêöèÿì; á – ñîöèàëüíî çíà÷èìîå âûðàæå-

íèå ëèöà, âçãëÿä íàïðàâëåí íà èñïûòóåìîãî ñóáúåêòà; â – ïðîèçâîëüíîå âûðàæåíèå

ëèöà, âçãëÿä íàïðàâëåí íà äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà; ã – íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû âîñïðèÿòèÿ

èñïûòóåìûì âçãëÿäà, íàïðàâëåííîãî íà íåãî; ä – íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû âîñïðèÿòèÿ

èñïûòóåìûì âçãëÿäà, íàïðàâëåííîãî íà äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà; å – íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû

âîñïðèÿòèÿ èñïûòóåìûì ïðîèçâîëüíûõ äâèæåíèé ëèöåâûõ ìûøö



ãî è òàêèì îáðàçîì ïðåäîñòàâëÿþò âîçìîæíîñòè è ìîòèâàöèþ äëÿ

äåéñòâèÿ è äàëüíåéøåãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ.

Êðîìå òîãî, ðåçóëüòàòû ÌÐÒ ïîêàçàëè, ÷òî ïðè âîñïðèÿòèè ïðî-

èçâîëüíîé ìèìèêè àêòèâèðóþòñÿ ïðàâàÿ íèæíÿÿ îáëàñòü ëîáíîé êî-

ðû è íèæíÿÿ òåìåííàÿ êîðà – îáëàñòè, îáû÷íî âêëþ÷àåìûå â ñèñòå-

ìó çåðêàëüíûõ íåéðîíîâ, àêòèâèðóåìóþ ïðè âîñïðèÿòèè ìîòîðíûõ

èíòåíöèé äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà. Êàê áû íè îáñòîÿëî äåëî ñ ñîáñòâåííî

çåðêàëüíûìè íåéðîíàìè, ñàìà àêòèâàöèÿ óêàçàííûõ îáëàñòåé ïðè

âîñïðèÿòèè äåéñòâèé äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà óáåäèòåëüíî ïðîèëëþñòðè-

ðîâàíà ïðè ïîìîùè ìåòîäîâ íåéðîâèçóàëèçàöèè. Îäíàêî ðîëü ýòîé

àêòèâàöèè ìîæåò áûòü èíòåðïðåòèðîâàíà ïî-ðàçíîìó. Îáû÷íî àêòè-

âàöèþ îáëàñòåé êîðû ãîëîâíîãî ìîçãà (ÃÌ), îòâå÷àþùèõ êàê çà âû-

ïîëíåíèå, òàê è çà âîñïðèÿòèå äåéñòâèÿ, èíòåðïðåòèðóþò (â ñëó÷àå

âîñïðèÿòèÿ) êàê ñèìóëÿöèþ äåéñòâèÿ äðóãîãî. Îäíàêî âîçìîæíà

è äðóãàÿ èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ: àêòèâàöèÿ ýòèõ îáëàñòåé ìîæåò áûòü ñâÿçà-

íà íå ïðîñòî ñ ñèìóëÿöèåé äåéñòâèÿ äðóãîãî, à ñ âîñïðèÿòèåì âîç-

ìîæíîñòåé äàëüíåéøåãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ñ íèì èñõîäÿ èç ýòîãî

òîëüêî ÷òî ñîâåðøåííîãî äåéñòâèÿ. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, ýòà àêòèâàöèÿ

ïîäãîòàâëèâàåò ìîçã è îðãàíèçì â öåëîì ê îòâåòó íà äåéñòâèÿ äðóãî-

ãî, ê êîìïëåìåíòàðíîìó, äîïîëíÿþùåìó äåéñòâèþ â ïðîöåññå âçàè-

ìîäåéñòâèÿ. Ïðè ýòîì àêòèâèðóþòñÿ ìîòîðíûå ïðîãðàììû, ïîçâî-

ëÿþùèå êîîðäèíèðîâàòü ñîáñòâåííûå äåéñòâèÿ ñ äåéñòâèÿìè äðóãî-

ãî ÷åëîâåêà.

Â äðóãîì èññëåäîâàíèè Øèëüáàõ ñ êîëëåãàìè èçó÷àë íåéðîííûå

êîððåëÿòû ëèöåâîé ìèìèêðèè, âûÿâèâ ñåòü, ñîñòîÿùóþ èç ëèöåâîé

îáëàñòè ïåðâè÷íîé ìîòîðíîé êîðû, çàäíåé çîíû ïîÿñíîé êîðû, ãèï-

ïîêàìïà è äîðñàëüíîé ÷àñòè ñðåäíåãî ìîçãà. Àâòîðû äåëàþò âûâîä

î ñóùåñòâîâàíèè òåñíîé ñâÿçè ìåæäó âîñïðèÿòèåì âûðàæåíèé ëèöà

è ôîðìèðîâàíèåì àíàëîãè÷íûõ âûðàæåíèé ëèöà ó íàáëþäàòåëÿ. Îíè

çàêëþ÷àþò òàêæå, ÷òî ñèòóàöèè, òðåáóþùèå ýìîöèîíàëüíîé âîâëå-

÷åííîñòè è âåäóùèå ê íåêîåìó ìîòîðíîìó îòâåòó, àêòèâèðóþò ëîá-

íî-òåìåííûå çîíû è ñðåäèííûå ñòðóêòóðû êîðû ÃÌ, à òàêæå ëèìáè-

÷åñêóþ ñèñòåìó ÃÌ.

Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ïåðâîîñíîâíàÿ ðîëü ñîöèàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ – íå

ïðîñòî èíòåëëåêòóàëüíî ïîçíàâàòü ñîçíàíèå äðóãèõ ëþäåé è èõ ìåí-

òàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Íàïðîòèâ, ïîçíàíèå äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà îñíîâàíî

íà òîì îòâåòå, êîòîðûé âûçûâàþò â íàñ åãî äåéñòâèÿ: «Êîãäà äðóãèå

îáðàùàþòñÿ ê íàì ëè÷íî, âîñïðèÿòèå èõ âûðàçèòåëüíîãî ïîâåäåíèÿ,

èõ ìèìèêè ñ íåéðîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ îïèðàåòñÿ íà òåñ-

íîå ñöåïëåíèå âîñïðèÿòèÿ è äåéñòâèÿ ñ îáðàáîòêîé àôôåêòèâíîé

è òåëåñíîé èíôîðìàöèè, ïîäïèòûâàþùåé è ïîääåðæèâàþùåé ïîäãî-

òîâêó ìîòîðíîãî îòâåòà êàê ñïîñîáà óâèäåòü âîçìîæíîñòè äëÿ âçàè-

ìîäåéñòâèÿ è îòâåòèòü íà íèõ».
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Â ñâîåì èññëåäîâàíèè Ì. Óèëìñ è äð. [Wilms et al., 2010] èçó÷àëè

íåéðîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêèå êîððåëÿòû âçàèìíîñòè ñîöèàëüíîãî âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèÿ. Âåäü âçàèìîäåéñòâóþùèå íåïîñðåäñòâåííî âîçäåéñòâóþò

äðóã íà äðóãà, è ýòî âçàèìíîå âîçäåéñòâèå íåîáõîäèìî ïîêàçàòü íà

óðîâíå åãî íåéðîííîãî áàçèñà. ßñíî, ÷òî ñîâðåìåííûå àïïàðàòû ÌÐÒ

íà äàííûé ìîìåíò íå ïîçâîëÿþò ïðåäñòàâèòü âñþ ïîëíîòó âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèÿ äâóõ ñóáúåêòîâ. Ïîýòîìó àâòîðû ñìîäåëèðîâàëè íîâûé òèï

ïîñòàíîâêè ýêñïåðèìåíòà, îñíîâàííûé íà èíòåðàêòèâíîì îòñëåæèâà-

íèè äâèæåíèé ãëàç.

Â ýêñïåðèìåíòå Óèëìñà èñïûòóåìûé, ïîìåùåííûé â ñêàíåð, ìîã

âèäåòü âèäåî, èçîáðàæàâøåå âèðòóàëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà; äâèæåíèÿ ãëàç

èñïûòóåìîãî ìîíèòîðèëèñü ïðè ïîìîùè èíôðàêðàñíîé êàìåðû. Äâè-

æåíèÿ ãëàç âèðòóàëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà ïðèâîäèëèñü â ñîîòâåòñòèå

ñ âçãëÿäîì èñïûòóåìîãî, à äâèæåíèÿ ãëàç ïîñëåäíåãî áûëè íàïðàâëå-

íû íà «ïðîùóïûâàíèå» ïîâåäåíèÿ äðóãîãî, ïîäîáíî òîìó, êàê ýòî

ïðîèñõîäèò â ðåàëüíîé æèçíè. Òàêàÿ ïîñòàíîâêà ýêñïåðèìåíòà ïîçâî-

ëÿåò èñïûòóåìûì îùóùàòü, êàê èõ ñîáñòâåííûå äâèæåíèÿ ãëàç âîç-

äåéñòâóþò íà âçãëÿä âèðòóàëüíîãî äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà. Êðîìå òîãî, ýêñ-

ïåðèìåíò ïîçâîëÿåò èññëåäîâàòü íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû ðîëè èñïû-

òóåìîãî â ñîöèàëüíîì âçàèìîäåéñòâèè – ðå÷ü èäåò î ðîëè èíèöèàòîðà

èëè æå ðåàãèðóþùåãî íà èíèöèàòèâó. Ýòî íåìàëîâàæíî ïðè èññëåäî-

âàíèè ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ, êîãäà ìû íàïðàâëÿåì ñâîå âíèìàíèå íà

÷òî-ëèáî ñîâìåñòíî ñ äðóãèì ÷åëîâåêîì, îñîçíàâàÿ ýòó íàøó ñ íèì ñî-

âìåñòíóþ íàïðàâëåííîñòü âíèìàíèÿ. Ñèòóàöèÿ ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìà-

íèÿ âîçíèêàåò ëèáî êîãäà ìû ñëåäóåì çà âçãëÿäîì äðóãîãî, ëèáî êîãäà

ñàìè íàïðàâëÿåì åãî âçãëÿä.

Øèëüáàõ è åãî êîëëåãè èñïîëüçîâàëè ïðåäñòàâëåííóþ âûøå ïî-

ñòàíîâêó ýêñïåðèìåíòà ïðè ïîìîùè ÌÐÒ äëÿ èññëåäîâàíèÿ ñîâìåñò-

íîãî âíèìàíèÿ [Schilbach et al., 2010]. Èñïûòóåìûå âçàèìîäåéñò-

âîâàëè ñ âèðòóàëüíûì ïåðñîíàæåì âî âðåìÿ íåéðîâèçóàëèçàöèè.

Èñïûòóåìûé ëèáî èíèöèèðîâàë ñèòóàöèþ ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ ñ

ïåðñîíàæåì, ëèáî, íàïðîòèâ, ñëåäîâàë çà âçãëÿäîì ýòîãî ïåðñîíàæà,

â îáîèõ ñëó÷àÿõ ôèêñèðóÿ âçãëÿä íà ïðåäìåòàõ, ïîêàçûâàåìûõ íà ýê-

ðàíå. Â ðåçóëüòàòå ÌÐÒ âûÿâèëà àêòèâàöèþ ìåäèàëüíîé îáëàñòè

ïðåäëîáíîé êîðû è çàäíåé çîíû ïîÿñíîé êîðû ïðè ñîâìåñòíîé íà-

ïðàâëåííîñòè âíèìàíèÿ íà îáúåêò íåçàâèñèìî îò ðîëè – èíèöèàòîðà

èëè ðåàãèðóþùåãî. Íàïðàâëåííîñòü âçãëÿäà íà äðóãîé ïðåäìåò, à íå

íà òîò, íà êîòîðûé ñìîòðåë âèðòóàëüíûé ïåðñîíàæ, àêòèâèðîâàëà áî-

êîâóþ ëîáíî-òåìåííóþ ñåòü (ðèñ. 2, â), êîòîðàÿ ñâÿçàíà ñ êîíòðîëåì

âíèìàíèÿ è äâèæåíèé ãëàç. Â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü ìåäèàëüíàÿ ïðåäëîáíàÿ

êîðà è çàäíÿÿ ïîÿñíàÿ êîðà ïðèíàäëåæàò ê ìåíòàëüíîé ñèñòåìå, îïè-

ñàííîé âûøå, è ïåðåêðûâàþòñÿ îáëàñòÿìè, îòâå÷àþùèìè çà òàê íàçû-

âàåìûé ðåæèì ìîçãà ïî óìîë÷àíèþ (defaul mode), êîòîðûå àêòèâèðó-

þòñÿ â ñîñòîÿíèè ïîêîÿ ÃÌ ïðè îòñóòñòâèè âíåøíèõ çàäà÷...
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Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïðè òîì, ÷òî èñïûòóåìûé ïîñòîÿííî ôèêñèðóåò

âçãëÿä íà ïðåäìåòå íà ýêðàíå, èìåþò ìåñòî ñóùåñòâåííûå ðàçëè÷èÿ

â íåéðîííîé àêòèâàöèè â çàâèñèìîñòè îò òîãî, íàïðàâëåí èëè íåò

âçãëÿä èñïûòóåìîãî íà îáúåêò âìåñòå ñ äðóãèì. Çðèòåëüíàÿ ôèêñàöèÿ

ïðåäìåòà â êîîðäèíàöèè ñ äðóãèì ïðèâîäèò ê àêòèâàöèè íåéðîííîé

ñåòè, ñâÿçàííîé ñ âîñïðèÿòèåì ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé è êîììóíèêà-

òèâíûõ íàìåðåíèé äðóãîãî ÷åëîâåêà (à òàêæå ñ ñàìîðåôëåêòèâíûì

ðåæèìîì ïî óìîë÷àíèþ). Ìåíòàëüíàÿ ñèñòåìà àêòèâèðîâàëàñü ïðè

ïðîñòîé êîîðäèíàöèè âçãëÿäà èñïûòóåìîãî ñ âçãëÿäîì (âèðòóàëü-

íîãî) äðóãîãî áåç ÿâíîãî íàìåðåíèÿ îöåíèâàòü åãî ìåíòàëüíûå ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿ. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, àêòèâàöèÿ îáëàñòåé ìîçãà, ñîñòàâëÿþùèõ

ìåíòàëüíóþ ñèñòåìó, âîçìîæíà ïðè ñîâìåñòíîì âíèìàíèè áåç ýêñ-

ïëèöèòíîãî çíàíèÿ î ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèÿõ äðóãèõ ëþäåé è, ñëåäî-

âàòåëüíî, ýòà ñèñòåìà ìîæåò èãðàòü ðîëü â äîðåôëåêòèâíîì, ïðàêòè-

÷åñêîì íîó-õàó âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ñ äðóãèìè.

Ðåçóëüòàò, ïîëó÷åííûé Øèëüáàõîì, èìååò áîëüøîå òåîðåòè÷å-

ñêîå çíà÷åíèå: îêàçûâàåòñÿ, íåéðîííàÿ ñåòü ìåíòàëüíîé ñèñòåìû íå

ñâÿçàíà òîëüêî ñ ðåôëåêòèâíûì, èíòåëëåêòóàëüíûì ñîöèàëüíûì ñî-

çíàíèåì, íî ìîæåò ñëóæèòü êîððåëÿòîì áàçîâûõ ìåõàíèçìîâ, îáåñ-

ïå÷èâàþùèõ ïåðâè÷íûå íàâûêè ñîöèàëüíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Âîç-

ìîæíî, èìåííî òàêîâà ïåðâàÿ ñòàäèÿ ðàçâèòèÿ ýòîé ñèñòåìû, è ëèøü

ïîçäíåå îíà íà÷èíàåò èñïîëüçîâàòüñÿ äëÿ ÿâíîãî, ýêñïëèöèòíîãî ñî-

öèàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ.

Â îïèñûâàåìîì ýêñïåðèìåíòå ïðè ïîìîùè ÌÐÒ áûëè òàêæå âû-

ÿâëåíû ðàçëè÷èÿ íåéðîííûõ êîððåëÿòîâ â çàâèñèìîñòè îò òîãî, êåì
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Ð è ñ. 2. Ðåçóëüòàòû íåéðîâèçóàëèçàöèè [Schilbach et al., 2010]:

à – ýêðàí, ïðåäñòàâëÿþùèé àíòðîïîìîðôíîãî âèðòóàëüíîãî ïåðñîíàæà è òðè ïðåä-

ìåòà (ñåðûå êâàäðàòû); á – íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ; â – íåéðîí-

íûå êîððåëÿòû íåðàçäåëÿåìîãî âíèìàíèÿ; ã – íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû ñîâìåñòíîãî

âíèìàíèÿ, èíèöèèðîâàííîãî äðóãèì; ä – íåéðîííûå êîððåëÿòû ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìà-

íèÿ, èíèöèèðîâàííîãî ñàìèì èñïûòóåìûì



áûëà èíèöèèðîâàíà ñèòóàöèÿ ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ: êîãäà èñïûòó-

åìûé ñëåäîâàë âçãëÿäó äðóãîãî, àêòèâèðîâàëàñü ïåðåäíÿÿ çîíà ìå-

äèàëüíîé ïðåäëîáíîé êîðû, òîãäà êàê èíèöèàöèÿ ñîâìåñòíîãî âíè-

ìàíèÿ èñïûòóåìûìè ïðèâîäèëà ê àêòèâàöèè âåíòðàëüíîé îáëàñòè

ïîëîñàòîãî òåëà, âõîäÿùåé â ñèñòåìó, îòâå÷àþùóþ çà ïåðåðàáîòêó

èíôîðìàöèè î âîçíàãðàæäåíèè (ïîäêðåïëåíèè). Îöåíêà ñóáúåêòèâ-

íîãî îïûòà èñïûòóåìûìè òàêæå ïîêàçàëà, ÷òî èíèöèèðóåìàÿ èìè

ñèòóàöèÿ ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ ïðèíîñèëà óäîâîëüñòâèå. Èç ýòîãî

ìîæíî ñäåëàòü âûâîä î òîì, ÷òî ñîöèàëüíîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå âêëþ÷à-

åò â ñåáÿ àôôèëèàòèâíóþ ìîòèâàöèþ, ðåàëèçàöèÿ êîòîðîé ñàìà ïî ñå-

áå ñëóæèò âîçíàãðàæäåíèåì, è, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, âçàèìîäåéñòâèå è ðàç-

äåëåíèå îïûòà ñ äðóãèì – ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíûé è âàæíûé ìîòèâ.

Ìû ïðåäñòàâèëè äâà ýêñïåðèìåíòà, èñõîäÿùèõ èç íîâîé ýêñïåðè-

ìåíòàëüíîé ïàðàäèãìû Øèëüáàõà è äð.; ïåðâûé áûë ñâÿçàí ñ äèàäè-

÷åñêîé ñèòóàöèåé èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè, à âòîðîé – ñ ñèòóàöèåé òðèà-

äè÷åñêîé, ñèòóàöèåé ñîâìåñòíîãî âíèìàíèÿ. Öåëü îáîèõ ýêñïåðèìåí-

òîâ – ñîçäàòü áîëåå äîñòîâåðíóþ ñ ýêîëîãè÷åñêîé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ

ñèòóàöèþ âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ ìåæäó ñóáúåêòàìè. Îáà áûëè îñíîâàíû íà

îòñëåæèâàíèè âçãëÿäà, âîçìîæíî, îäíîì èç ñàìûõ õàðàêòåðíûõ àñ-

ïåêòîâ èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîãî âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Ýòè ýêñïåðèìåíòû ïîä-

òâåðæäàþò ðàçëè÷èå â íåéðîííîé àêòèâàöèè ìåæäó òî÷êàìè çðåíèÿ

íàáëþäàòåëÿ è ó÷àñòíèêà âçàèìîäåéñòâèÿ. Áîëåå òîãî, îêàçûâàåòñÿ,

÷òî áàçîâîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå ìåæäó ëþäüìè èìååò äîðåôëåêòèâíûé,

ïðåèíòåëëåêòóàëüíûé õàðàêòåð – îíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðàêòè÷åñêèì íàâû-

êîì, íîó-õàó.

Ýêñïåðèìåíò ïîêàçûâàåò, ÷òî íîâàÿ ôèëîñîôñêàÿ àêñèîìàòèêà,

ïîðûâàþùàÿ ñ èíòåðíàëèñòñêîé ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèñòñêîé àêñèîìàòè-

êîé, êîòîðîé ðóêîâîäñòâóþòñÿ ìíîãèå èññëåäîâàòåëè, ìîæåò óñïåø-

íî ðóêîâîäèòü ïîñòàíîâêîé è èíòåðïðåòàöèåé ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ è â

ðåçóëüòàòå ïîðîæäàåò áîëåå ñëîæíóþ, ýêîëîãè÷åñêè äîñòîâåðíóþ

è àäåêâàòíóþ ìîäåëü èíòåðñóáúåêòèâíîñòè. «Íîâàÿ» àêñèîìàòèêà

â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè îïèðàåòñÿ íà «ñòàðûå» ôåíîìåíîëîãèþ è ïðàãìà-

òèçì, íî ñàì ôàêò âîçâðàùåíèÿ ê ýòîé ôèëîñîôèè ãîâîðèò î íåîáõî-

äèìîñòè ôèëîñîôèè êàê òàêîâîé â èíòåðäèñöèïëèíàðíîì íàó÷íîì

ïðîñòðàíñòâå, â ÷àñòíîñòè â èññëåäîâàíèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Âñÿêèé ýêñïåðè-

ìåíò èíòåðïðåòèðóåòñÿ èñõîäÿ èç îïðåäåëåííîé òåîðèè, íà îñíîâå îï-

ðåäåëåííîé àêñèîìàòèêè – âåäü ìíîãèå ýêñïåðèìåíòû ñàìè ïî ñåáå

òåîðåòè÷åñêè íåäîîïðåäåëåíû. Ðîëü ôèëîñîôñêîãî àíàëèçà – ïðîÿñ-

íèòü âûáðàííóþ (çà÷àñòóþ ïîäñïóäíî, íåîñîçíàííî) àêñèîìàòèêó

è ïðåäîñòàâèòü ðàöèîíàëüíûå îñíîâàíèÿ äëÿ âûáîðà îäíîé èç âîç-

ìîæíûõ òåîðèé. Ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ, ÷òî ïðàãìàòè÷åñêàÿ (íå òîëüêî â èñ-

òîðè÷åñêîì, íî è â ýòèìîëîãè÷åñêîì ñìûñëå) òåîðèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëó÷-

øèì êàíäèäàòîì äëÿ ðóêîâîäñòâà è ïðîÿñíåíèÿ ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíîé

äåÿòåëüíîñòè, ÷åì èíòåðíàëèçì è ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíèçì.
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MIND AND BRAIN STATES: EMBEDDING THE MENTAL

IN THE LIVING ORGANISM

1. Consciousness on Biological Evolution

In the evolutionary process, how did the consciousness arise in a world where,

until then, it did not existed? In animals’ development, when did they first experien-

ced mental events emerging from the darkness of unconsciousness?

These mental events must be related to the neuronal events that continually were

posted in the brain, but how did they improved brain performance, making it so use-

ful for evolutionary survival? In fact, the question that needs to be addressed is the

following: what ontological status can be attributed to mental events that appeared

in a world that could be once considered as a monastic physical world, this is, the

world of matter and energy?

The instinctive performance of an animal is based on ontogenetic construction

of the nervous system and related structures via genetic instructions. From the mate-

rialistic viewpoint, learning, meanwhile, can be regarded as an increasing the synap-

tic efficiency in repeated use. We can thus consider: which advantage has been pro-

duced by experiences associated with mental actions? William James suggested that

the mind was a property acquired by a brain that is now too complex to control him-

self. It has been suggested that consciousness is useful regarding that it provided the

animal a certain holistic experience. The immense diversity of standardized neuron

activity conveyed coded information that could be used to reconstitute the image,

EPISTEMOLOGY & PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE � 2015 � Ò. XLIV � ¹ 2

102 Language and Mind

Inês Hipólito – Centre
for Artificial
Intelligence, New
University of Lisbon.
E
mail: hipolito.ines
@gmail.com

With neurons emergence, life alters itself in a remarkable way. This embodied
neurons become carriers of signals, and processing devices: it begins an inexorable
progression of functional complexity, from increasingly drawn behaviors to the
mind and eventually to consciousness [Damasio, 2010]. In which moment has
awareness arisen in the history of life? The emergence of human consciousness is
associated with evolutionary developments in brain, behavior and mind, which
ultimately lead to the creation of culture, a radical novelty in natural history.
It is in this context of biological evolution of conscious brains that we raise the
question: how conscious brains connect with each other? In order to answer it,
I will explore how brain states and conscious states each participate in dynamic
interactive processes involving the whole organism. I will argue that a possible
way to overcome the hard problem of consciousness might be based on the notion
of embodiment as a process of embedding the mental in the living organism
relating dynamically with the environment through the sensory
motor experience.
In order to do so, I will provide an assembly between an anthropologic perspective
of consciousness with contemporary Philosophy of Mind, Interaction Theory
[Gallagher 2001, 2008; Zahavi 2001, 2008; Fuchs and De Jaegher 2009].
Key words: biological evolution; consciousness; interaction theory.



but a holistic operation like this cannot be performed by cortex machinery;

it is, rather, achieved in conscious experience that arise when we open our

eyes and that changes itself every moment in an apparent synchrony with

visual information [see Hipólito, 2014a].

The Darwinian theory of evolution is imperfect since it does not recog-

nize the extraordinary problem that is posed by the living organisms that

acquire mental experiences of non-material type. Moreover and for another

hand, the Cartesian solution cannot be accepted, given that it argues that

humans conscious experiences are attributable to divine creation of souls,

and therefore humans are mechanical automates empty of mental activity;

as Popper [1982: 150] states “the emergence of consciousness in the animal

kingdom is perhaps as great mystery as the origin of life itself. We must ad-

mit, however, and despite its impenetrable difficulty, that it is a product of

evolution, of natural selection”.

1.1. Mind#Brain: the rising of Self#Awareness

The materialist critics argue that there are insuperable difficulties in

the case of immaterial mental events such as thinking acting over material

structures such as the neurons of the cerebral cortex. Such action is alleged

to be inconsistent with the conservation laws of physics, in particular the

first law of thermodynamics. This objection would, obviously, be suppor-

ted by the physicists of the nineteenth century and by neuroscientists and

philosophers who lie still ideologically in nineteenth-century physics, not

recognizing the evolution produced by quantum physicists of the twentieth

century. Unfortunately, it is rare for a quantum physicist, to dare meddling

in the mind-brain issue. Margenau (1984), affords a fundamental contribu-

tion «that some fields, such as the field of mechanical probability quantum,

do not transport energy or matter” which means a remarkable transformati-

on of nineteenth-century physics. Margenau continues stating:

“In very complicated physical systems as the brain, neurons and the

sense organs, whose constituents are small enough to be governed by

quantum laws of probability, the physical body is always positioned

for a number of possible modifications, each with a probability

defined; if it occurs a modification which requires more energy or less

energy than another, the intricate body provides it automatically. The

mind would not be called upon to provide energy.” (p. 96).

Shortly, what Margeneau asserts is that: “mind can be seen as a field in

the physical sense of the term. But, as a non material field, for which the

closest analogy is, perhaps, a field of probability” (p. 97). According to

Margeneau (1984), the hypothesis is that of the mind-brain intersection

being analogous to a quantum mechanics probabilistic field, which has no
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mass nor energy but that can, however, lead to effective action in

microsites. It is proposed more specifically, that the intentions involved in

mental concentration or planned thought may lead to neuronal events by a

procedure analogous to quantum mechanics probability fields. In this

context, one may question which neural events could be proper recipients

of mental events, which are analogous of quantum probability fields. The

answer can be found in recent discoveries about the nature of the synoptic

mechanism by which a nerve cell communicates with another, specially

regarding mini-sites operation. To this extent, the microsites in the brain

may have transcendental capabilities to be channels of communication

between these two distinctive entities (mind-brain). If one accepts the fact

that mental events can effectively act on brain, then the philosophical

implications are far reaching.

It is in this context of biological evolution of conscious brains that we

raise the question: how conscious brains engage with each other? In order

to answer it, we will explore how brain states and conscious states each par-

ticipate in dynamic interactive processes involving the whole organism and

therefore, that human brains learn by interaction and that this occurs at the

level of the second-person perspective [Gallagher, 2001, 2008; Zahavi

2001, 2005; Reddy 2003; Fuchs, 2005]. In the early years of social neuros-

cience, attempts had already been made to investigate two brains in interac-

tion through “hyper-scanning,” which was hailed as a break-through tech-

nology [Montague et al., 2002]. Although the application of this method

has, indeed, provided invaluable insights into the neural basis of social co-

gnition (SoCog) in conditions of health and pathology [e.g., King-Casas et

al., 2005; 2008], the approach never really caught on. At least in part this is

due to the fact that using it to its full potential would have required establis-

hing more ecologically valid ways for two or more participants to interact

[cf. Redcay et al., 2010]. However, first steps are now being taken to inves-

tigate the neural mechanisms of interaction dynamics.

Brain is an organ of modulation and transformation that mediates the

cycles of organism-environment interaction. According to Fuchs (2009),

the mind is not in the brain, but it is rather distributed among the brain, the

body and the environment, this is, the brain is not only the organ of the

mind since it is connected to a human head and body, and this body is con-

nected to its environment and to other embodied human beings.

Contemporary Philosophy of Mind is mainly based on the assumption

of a profound distinction between consciousness and biological life, in ot-

her words, the one conceived as internal and purely mental and the other as

an external, functional property of physical systems: the so called hard pro-

blem of consciousness, which cannot be solved as long as the mind and life

are conceptualized as exclusive concepts. However, according to new stu-

dies in Embodied Cognitive Science, the person must be thought not as

pure subjectivity experienced from within and not as a complex physiolo-
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gical system observed from without, but as a living being interacting with

others within the second person perspective on the “you” perspective.

2. Brain, Body and World: Learning
by Interaction

In Philosophy of Mind there is a duality between the first and third per-

son perspective, but this seems insufficient since there is a gap between a

person’s mental states and another’s perception of that person’s body

which is the only experienced from within and the other observable from

without.

To overcome the antagonism of first and third person perspective, it

has recently been proposed to introduce the notion of the second person

perspective [Gallagher, 2001, 2008; Zahavi 2001, 2005; Reddy 2003,

Fuchs, 2005].

In spite of the remarkable progress made in the burgeoning field of

neuroscience, the neural mechanisms that underlie social encounters are

only beginning to be studied and could – paradoxically – be seen as “dark

matter” [Schilbach et al., 2013]. The field of Neuroscience has begun to il-

luminate the complex biological bases of human social cognitive (SoCog)

abilities [Frith & Frith, 2010; Ochsner & Lieberman, 2001]. Two new neu-

roatomically distinct large-scale networks have gained center stage as the

neural substrates of social cognition (SoCog): the so-called mirror system

(MNS) and the mentalizing network (MENT). The formed is believed to gi-

ve us a “first-person grasp” of the motor goals and intentions of other indi-

viduals [Rizolatti & Sinigaglia, 2010]. The later has been seen as providing

evidence for a “Theory-Theory” account of SoCog believed to give us an

inferential, reflective and what might be called a third-person grasp of the

others’ mental states (Frith & Frith, 2006, 2010). However it remains un-

clear whether, and how, activity in the large-scale neural networks des-

cribed above is modulated by the degree to which a person does or does not

feel actively involved in an ongoing interaction.

The duality of the first and third person perspective (1PP and 3PP) is an

established opposition in philosophy of mind where it is mainly used to de-

monstrate the irreducibility of subject as against a physicality concept of

the world [Fuchs, 2012]. The experiential perspective of a subject and the

observational perspective (i.e. neuroscientist) cannot be brought to a final

congruence because even the sum of any possible knowledge about objec-

tive process occurring in the subject’s brain, body and surrounding world

would not include what it is like for the subject to have the experience in

question [Nagel, 1974]. It has recently been proposed to introduce the noti-

on of the second person or intersubjective perspective (2PP) in order to

overcome the antagonism of first and third person or subjective and objec-
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tive perspective [Gallagher, 2001, 2008; Zahavi, 2001, 2005: 206–214;

Reddy, 2003; Fuchs, 2012].

From this context results a triad of perspectives that has gained impor-

tance in contemporary Philosophy of Mind and SoCog. Each theory defi-

ning the access we use in understanding other persons:

1. Theory of Mind or Theory-Theory, claims traditionally, that other

minds are known by reference to the best suitable hypotesis on the resins

and motives for their behavior, this is, on the basis of observation, which

means from a third-person perspective. This means that interacting with

others does not add anything to this access in principle [Perner, 1991].

2. According to Simulation Theory, other minds are known by reference to

a first person perspective. This means that understanding others requires

to run an inner simulation of their behavior, thus creating an “as-if”

mental state which then has to be somehow projected onto the other

[Gallese and Goldman, 1998; Goldman, 2006].

3. The Interaction Theory is the most recent approach to Philosophy of

Mind and SoCog and it claims that it is though immediate perception of,

and embodied interaction with others that we gain our primary

experience of their feelings and intentions, without recourse to inner

theories or simulations. This approach focuses on the expressive bodily

behavior, inter-bodily resonance, intentions as visible in action and the

shared situational context in order to explain social understanding

[Gallagher, 2001, 2008; Zahavi, 2001, 2008; de Jaegher and Di Paolo,

2007; Fuchs and De Jaegher, 2009].

The second-person approach has already begun to prove productive

within SoCog, pointing out the importance of experiencing and interacting

with others as our primarily ways of knowing them, preliminary evidence

from neuroimaging demonstrates profound differences in neural proces-

sing related to the reciprocity of social interaction [Schilbach et al., 2013],

which is consistent with our proposal that the second-person perspective

can make an important contribution to the neuroscientific study of social

encounters and could, in fact, lead to the development of second person

neuroscience. In respect to developing awareness of minds though se-

cond-person engagements the role of social interaction for cognitive and

social development has begun to gain center in several scientific discourses

[de Jaegher et al., 2010]: the role of interaction as a vehicle for the acquisi-

tion of knowledge has, for instance, been demonstrated in language deve-

lopment. In contrast with the Chomskian idea of a “language acquisition

device” [Chomsky, 1979], the perception of structure in social engagement

has been shown to guide vocal development and language learning [Bru-

ner, 1983; Goldstein & Schwade, 2010], both in terms of speech perception

or turn-taking.

In other areas of research interaction has been investigated by focusing

on processes such as involuntary mimicry [Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Nie-
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denthal et al., 2010], which leads to enhanced rapport and linking, but is al-

so influenced by differences in affiliate motives and independent self-con-

strual [van Baaren et al., 2003; Baaren et al., 2004]. Social interaction, ho-

wever, involves more complex forms of coordination present from early on

life [cf. Harrist & Waugh, 2002]. In this respect, Knoblish & Sebanz (2008)

distinguish between “action simulation” [Rizzolatti & Sinigaglia, 2010],

“joint attention” and “shared intentionality” [Tomasello & Carpenter,

2007]. The development of a shared perceptual and attentional space wit-

hin early mutual attentional engagements is curtail, because it paves the

way for triade interactions in which we share our mental states about a third

object or person with other [Tomasello, 1995]. Such triadic attentional en-

gagements may be crucial for developing complex joint actions [Fiebich &

Gallagher, 2012].

A second-person account does not replace first and third person ac-

counts, but bookers them to a large degree. Developing approaches for data

collection and analysis from two interacting persons (and possibly two

brains) is relevant, as is revisiting and modifying established experimental

paradigms to incorporate an emotionally engaged, interactive perspective.

How is it that largely automatic, implicit forms of interaction develop into

explicit social cognitive capacities and how does explicit mind knowledge

contribute to ongoing interactions? If one considers interaction as develop-

mentally prior to mentalizing or mirroring, then the question remains: what

drives interaction? How insights from a second-person account could be

put to use in future research using computational neuroscience techniques

and in the emerging file of social neuroendocrinology?

In this article, we argue for the conception of a second-person appro-

ach to other minds, suggesting that interpersonal understanding is primari-

ly a matter of social interaction and emotional engagement with others.

This hypothesis – well grounded in contemporary philosophical considera-

tions – provides a different route to the investigation of intersubjectivity by

emphasizing aspects of SoCog specifically related to the procedural nature

and experiential aspects of social integrations [See Hipólito, 2014b].

Conclusions

Although neurons have the capacity to send electrochemically signals,

send that signals to a set of destinations in the body and generate circuits

and systems of an enormous complexity, they are, nevertheless, body cells,

profoundly reliant on nutrients – as all cells in the body – and that are dis-

tinguishable by their ability to do things that other cells cannot do.

The traditional Cartesian and ontological division between mind and

brain is, to our knowledge, inconceivable, considering that the neurons that

compose the brain are body cells and this fact must be considered closely
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when we assess the hard problem of consciousness. As neurons emerge in

the body interior, endowed with movement possibility, life revises itself in

the way denied to plants. It begins an inexorable progression of functional

complexity, from behaviors increasingly elaborated to mind itself, and,

eventually, to consciousness.

The functional meaning of the number of neurons and their organizatio-

nal patterns is the reason by which it is not possible to assess behavior and

mind problems by excessively an isolated research on neurons or on molecu-

les that act upon them, or the genes involved in the management of its life.

Nervous systems develop themselves as life managers and healers of the bio-

logical value, at the beginning supported by innate provisions, but afterwards

by images, this is, by minds. On biological evolution, behavior based in mind

became very complex in numerous non-human species, however it is possi-

ble that flexibility and creativity that distinguish human performance could

not appear in a genetic mind. [Damasio, 2010] Mind must have been carried

and enhanced by the self-process that would come up in its core.

As the self comes to mind, life alters itself: interior and exterior mental

images are now coherently organized by the proto-self [Damasio, 2010]

and are now guided by the homeostatic demands of the body. SoCog begins

now to be flexible, this is, the presence of the core self is followed by an ex-

pansion in cognitive processing space, of conventional memory, working

memory and reasoning. Autobiographical self emerges and with this phe-

nomenon, vital regulation changes radically. The emergence of conscious-

ness is associated to evolutionary developments in the brain, behavior and

mind that end conducting to culture, a radical novelty on the natural history

route. The emergence of neurons with its consequent behavior diversifica-

tion and preparation of the tack to the mind must be a remarkable even on a

grand journey. However, the emergence of conscious brains capable of

self-awareness is the grand event that follows.

A possible way to overcome the hard problem of consciousness might

be based on the notion of embodiment as a process of embedding the men-

tal in the living organism relating dynamically with the environment

through the sensory-motor experience. Therefore, the brain must be consi-

dered primarily as an organ of the living being, and only by this becomes an

organ of the mind. In such conditions, consciousness is not an object or sta-

te that can be localized: but a process relating to something [Fuchs, 2009].

It is possible to overcome the hard problem if mind, consciousness and life

relate in co-existence from the second person perspective.

Lived embodiment on the one hand, and the physical body (including

the brain) on the other hand (Leib and Korper) are two aspects of one living

organism in relation to others – one corresponding to the first and the se-

cond person perspective, the other to the third person perspective. Having

this considerations accepted, we might be able to overcome the two radi-

cally different ontology (the mental and the physical). In order to do so, we

need to challenge the Cartesian idea that others’ mental states are hidden
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away and inaccessible and reject the notion that we ordinarily act as a spec-

tator of others’ behavior. Theory-Theory fails to grape the primary way in

which we relate to and interact with others. Learning by interaction or the

second perspective approach explains how two minds connect with each

other in a form of embodied practice that is emotion, sensory-motor, per-

ceptual and non-perceptual. Second-person interactions comprehends the

innate developing capacity to interact with others manifested at a perceptu-

al experience and, at this level, the others’ mind is not entirely hidden or

private, but is given and manifested in others’ embodied behavior.
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BLOCKERS: A REPLY TO HAWTHORNE

Physicalism is roughly the thesis that everything is physical. The two most po-

pular ways of formulating physicalism rigorously are the ways given by Frank Jack-

son (1994, 1998) and David Chalmers (1996). The best objections, in turn, include

John Hawthorne’s (2002) ‘blocker’ objections. Hawthorne argues that, if it is pos-

sible for there to be non-physical beings or properties that prevent certain mental

phenomena from existing (i.e., non-physical blockers), Jackson’s formulation will

be inadequate by virtue of not capturing all of the right physical dependence princi-

ples, and Chalmers’ formulation will be inadequate in so far as, when modified to

define ‘restricted physicalisms’– such as physicalism of the mental – the restricted

formulations will not capture all of the right physical dependence principles.

By contrast, I argue that Hawthorne’s blocker arguments are misguided on the

grounds that non-physical blockers are impossible; I argue that his critique of Chal-

mers’ formulation is unsound by virtue of falsely presupposing that restricted physi-

calisms require restricted formulations of physicalism; and I argue that Jackson’s

and Chalmers’ formulations capture all of the right physical dependence principles.

Jackson’s formulation

Jackson’s formulation: Physicalism is true of our world iff “Any world which is

a minimal physical duplicate of our world is a duplicate simpliciter of our world”

[Jackson, 1994: 28; Jackson, 1998: 12]. Understanding this requires understanding

the jargon: ‘minimal physical duplicate’, ‘duplicate simpliciter’, ‘physical’.
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First: for Jackson, minimal physical duplicates are physical duplicates

in the sense of being “physical property and relation for physical property

and relation identical” [Jackson, 1994: 27]. This requires identity of the

physical qualities, but doesn’t require identity of the individuals that ins-

tantiate them. Physical duplicates need merely be qualitatively physically

the same. Yet not all physical duplicates are minimal physical duplicates.

Being a minimal physical duplicate of a given world w requires meeting the

further condition of not having any ‘ingredients’ that are not required in or-

der to be a physical duplicate of w. Jackson likens the qualification of ‘mi-

nimal’ to a ‘stop’ clause in food recipes. “Of necessity the writers of recipes

rely on an intuitive understanding of an implicitly included ‘stop’ clause in

their recipes” [Jackson, 1994: 28]; “otherwise they would face the impos-

sible task of listing all the things you should not do” [Jackson, 1998:

12–13], such as “not to add dirt to the flour . . . don’t add bats wings” [Jack-

son, 1994: 28], etc. Thus: “A minimal physical duplicate of our world is

what you would get if you – or God, as it is sometimes put – used the physi-

cal nature of our world (including of course its physical laws) as a recipe in

this sense for making a world” [Jackson, 1994: 28].

Altogether, a minimal physical duplicate of a given world w would be a

physical qualitative duplicate of w that doesn’t have any extra ‘ingredients’

that are not required in order to be a physical qualitative duplicate of w.
1

Second: for Jackson, a given world is a duplicate simpliciter of w iff it is

qualitatively identical to w in every way (physically and otherwise). Thus a du-

plicate simpliciter of w will have all of the same qualitative truths as w, and it

will have no other positive qualitative truths – i.e., that’s all the positive quali-

tative truths it will have. Note: here there is another ‘that’s all’ or ‘stop’ clause.

Thus there are two ‘stop’ clauses in Jackson’s formulation of physicalism: the

first is implied by ‘minimal’; the second is implied by ‘simpliciter’.

Third: in Jackson’s 1982, 1986, 1994 papers, he makes clear that by

‘physical’ he has in mind truths from physics, chemistry, biology or neuro-

physiology, and anything that follows from these truths logically or causal-

ly. In those papers, he doesn’t take a stand on whether all physical truths

follow from the microphysics; however, in his (2001) paper co-written

with Chalmers, he does hold that all physical truths follow from the micro-

physics. So, if we apply Jackson’s 2001 commitments backwards to under-

stand his earlier formulations of physicalism, we can read his earlier for-

mulations as defining the physical in terms of the microphysical.

Altogether, we can read Jackson as defining ‘physicalism’ as follows:

Physicalism is true of world w iff any minimal microphysical qualitative dupli-

cate world would be a qualitative duplicate simpliciter of w. In other words:

Physicalism is true iff, necessarily, having w’s positive microphysical qualita-

tive truths and no other positive basic qualitative truths implies having w’s po-

sitive qualitative truths and no other positive qualitative truths:
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Djac Physicalism is true of w iff � [(w’s positive microphysical

truths and that’s all the positive basic truths) � (w’s positive
truths and that’s all the positive truths)]

Intuitively: Physicalism is true iff any world that has the same qualita-

tive arrangement of basic ingredients (assuming they’re microphysical)

will have the same qualitative truths.

Chalmers’ formulation

“Physicalism . . . is true if . . . any world that is physically indiscernible

from our world contains a copy of our world as a (proper or improper) part”

[Chalmers, 1996: 41–42]. Here there are three implicit qualifications. First,

by “physically” Chalmers means “microphysically.” For he writes: “talk of

physical properties is implicitly restricted to the class of fundamental pro-

perties unless otherwise indicated. I will sometimes speak of ‘microphysi-

cal’ or ‘low-level physical’ properties to be explicit” [Chalmers, 1996: 33].

Second, Chalmers means the ‘if’ to be read as an ‘iff’ so as to make it a defi-

nition, and not merely to indicate a sufficient condition. Third, by ‘copy’

Chalmers means qualitative copy; for, like Jackson, he is interested in qua-

litative properties, not the individuals or haecceities that have them.

Altogether, Chalmers defines ‘physicalism’ as follows: Physicalism is

true of our world iff every microphysically qualitatively indiscernible

world has a qualitative copy of our world as a part. Generalizing on our

world: Physicalism is true of a given world w iff every world that is micro-

physically qualitatively indiscernible from w has a qualitative copy of w as

a part, hence iff every world that is microphysically qualitatively indiscer-

nible from w has at least the qualitative positive truths of w. That is:

Dcha Physicalism is true of w iff � [(w’s positive microphysical

truths and that’s all the positive microphysical truths) � (w’s
positive truths)]

Intuitively: Physicalism is true iff any world that has the same qualita-

tive arrangement of microphysical ingredients will have at least the same

positive qualitative truths.

Note that, by contrast with Djac, Dcha only gives one ‘stop’ clause–and

it is a different one. Namely, whereas Djac says “that’s all the positive basic

truths” (microphysical or micro-nonphysical), Dcha says “that’s all the po-

sitive microphysical truths.” Ceteris paribus, this makes physicalism prima

facie less likely to be true on Dcha! For, on Dcha, physicalism’s truth requi-

res that our world’s mental properties be instantiated in any microphysical-

ly indiscernible world, regardless of which basic nonphysical truths obtain.

Hawthorne (2002) emphasizes this difference, as we will see next.

JAMES GRINDELAND

114



Hawthorne’s blocker arguments

Hawthorne (2002) gives ‘blocker’ arguments against Djac and Dcha.

Understanding them requires understanding what he means by a ‘blocker’.

A blocker would be any being or property
2

whose instantiation prevents

(‘blocks’) the instantiation of certain mental properties. For instance, there

might be some brain state S, a blocker B, and a mental state M, such that

S&~B entails M, but S&B entails ~M. In such a case, B is a blocker with re-

spect to M.

Hawthorne is particularly interested in the possibility of non-physical

blockers. A non-physical blocker would be a non-physical property whose

instantiation prevents the instantiation of some mental property. Hawthor-

ne doesn’t profess to know whether non-physical blockers are possible; he

is agnostic on this matter. Nevertheless, he argues that we should not define

physicalism in such a way that assumes they are impossible; for, as he puts

it: “when defining physicalism, one should not take a stand on controversi-

al modal issues about which, intuitively, the materialist qua materialist has

no commitments” [Hawthorne, 2002: 110].

Understanding Hawthorne’s blocker arguments also requires grasping

the physical dependence principle that he thinks any suitable definition of

physicalism should capture. He keys us in on this physical dependence

principle as follows: “Materialists about mentality will not tolerate the

existence of mental facts, positive or negative, that have a robust explanati-

on that appeals to immaterial entities” [Hawthorne, 2002: 109]. Given this,

Hawthorne must endorse the following physical dependence principle:

PD Physicalism is true only if every truth (positive or negative)
depends solely on physical truths (positive or negative),
hence only if every (instantiated or non4instantiated) mental
property depends solely on (instantiated or non4instantiated)
physical properties.

According to PD, physicalism is false if any positive truths depend on

the absence of any non-physical blockers. Thus physicalism is false if some

positive mental truth obtains partly because some negative non-physical

blocker truth obtains. That is, physicalism is false if some mental phenome-

non depends on the absence of some non-physical blocker; physicalism

would be false given this kind of dependence on absence. More precisely,

DA Physicalism is false if there is a positive mental truth M and a
possible non4physical blocker B such that M obtains partly
because B doesn’t obtain.

DA gives a recipe for a counterexample to physicalism. In a counterex-

ample of this sort, some positive truth would not depend solely on physical
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truths, but would depend at least partly on the non-existence of some

non-physical blocker. (Hawthorne assumes the non-existence of a

non-physical blocker would be a non-physical truth.)

Hawthorne judges that any suitable definition of physicalism should

imply PD; so, since PD straightforwardly implies DA, he is committed to

holding that physicalism should imply DA. Yet Djac doesn’t imply DA. For

Djac, taken as a ‘physicalism algorithm’ that ‘checks’ a given class of

worlds for counterexamples to physicalism, doesn’t ‘check’ the microphy-

sically indiscernible worlds that might have non-physical blockers; recall:

it only ‘checks’ the minimal microphysical duplicates. Thus, in so far as

Djac checks for necessities between various kinds of physicality and menta-

lity, it only checks for necessities across certain worlds that lack non-physi-

cal blockers. So, as Hawthorne puts it: Djac might be able to correctly assess

whether a world’s positive physical truths P “weakly necessitate”

[Hawthorne, 2002: 103 and 111 fn. 1] its positive mental truths M in the

sense that all of the P-worlds that don’t have blockers are M-worlds; howe-

ver, if non-physical blockers are possible, Djac won’t correctly assess whe-

ther P “metaphysically necessitate [s]” [Hawthorne, 2002: 103, 111 fn. 1]

M in the sense that all the P-worlds (including those with non-physical blo-

ckers) are M-worlds.

Although Djac does not imply DA, Dcha does imply DA. For Dcha does

not require that any counterexample to physicalism’s truth be a minimal

microphysical duplicate of w; it merely requires that it be microphysically

indiscernible from w regardless of whether it is discernible from w in

non-physical ways. Thus Dcha allows that worlds with non-physical blo-

ckers may function as counterexamples to physicalism’s truth of w, as such

worlds may be microphysically indiscernible from w. Hawthorne is happy

with Dcha in this regard.

Yet Hawthorne nevertheless finds fault with Dcha. Namely, Dcha, like

most definitions of physicalism, only formulates what it would take for

physicalism to be true of a world, whereas many philosophers also want a

formulation of what it would take for physicalism to be true of a ‘proper

part’ of a world–say, the conscious beings. Thus he writes: “Philosophers

are interested not merely in providing an account of physicalism simplici-

ter, but also an account of physicalism about a certain class of properties P

(mental properties, for example) – call these ‘restricted physicalisms’”

[Hawthorne, 2002: 108].

Hawthorne’s only gripe with Dcha, then, is that, if Dcha were to be suit-

ably modified to say what it would take for physicalism to be true of some

restricted class of properties–some ‘proper part’ of the world–the modified

version would have a blocker problem. For the way Chalmers would modi-

fy Dcha to test for ‘restricted physicalisms’ is as follows: “It is clear how

Chalmers thinks such a definition would go. Physicalism about, say, the

mind, is true just in case every world physically indiscernible from the ac-
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tual worlds [sic] will have at least the positive mental facts that obtain at the

actual world” [Hawthorne, 2002: 108].
3

That is:

rDcha Physicalism is true of the mental truths iff every physically
indiscernible world has at least the positive mental facts that
obtain in our world.

Moreover, rDcha implies the following restricted version of PD:

rPD Physicalism is true of the mental truths only if the mental
truths (positive or negative) depend solely on physical truths
(positive or negative), hence only if every (instantiated or
non4instantiated) mental property depends solely on
(instantiated or non4instantiated) physical properties.

Now Hawthorne finds fault with rDcha. For suppose there is a non-phy-

sical blocker that blocks the instantiation of some mental truth. In that case,

rPD will rightly judge physicalism to be false of the mental, since there is a

negative mental truth that doesn’t depend solely on positive or negative

physical truths, but depends partly on the existence of the non-physical blo-

cker. Yet, as we will see, rDcha is not guaranteed to yield this same correct

result.

To give an example of a case where rPD yields the correct result but

rDcha yields the incorrect result, suppose a given world w has some positive

mental truths. Now consider the set of worlds that are microphysically in-

discernible from w: say, {w, w1}. Suppose that, of these worlds, w has

exactly one non-physical blocker, B, and B blocks some mental property,

whereas w1 doesn’t have any non-physical blockers. That is, suppose the

distribution is as follows:

w’s non4physical blockers: B

w1’s non4physical blockers: none

Is physicalism true of w’s mental properties? rPD and rDcha disagree.

rPD judges physicalism to be false of w’s mental properties, since w has a

negative mental truth that depends partly on the existence of its non-physi-

cal blocker, B. Yet rDcha judges physicalism to be true of w’s mental pro-

perties, since all of the worlds that are physically indiscernible from w (i.e.,

w and w1) have at least the mental properties of w. So, given the possibility

of non-physical blockers, rDcha and rPD can yield contradictory results.

Hawthorne takes this as a reason to reject rDcha. Indeed, he goes further and

takes this problem for rDcha as an indirect problem for Dcha on the grounds

that rDcha is how Dcha would be ‘suitably modified’ to define physicalism of

the mental.
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In sum, there are two non-physical blocker cases Hawthorne is worried

about. The first is a case where a positive mental truth obtains partly be-

cause of the non-existence of some non-physical blocker. This is the option

that threatens Djac. In such a case, PD implies that physicalism is false,

since there is an instantiated mental property that depends partly on the

non-instantiation of some non-physical blocker. The second is a case

where a negative mental truth obtains partly because of the instantiation of

a non-physical blocker. This is the option that threatens rDcha. In such a

case, rPD implies that physicalism is false, since there is a non-instantiated

mental property whose non-instantiation depends partly on the instantia-

tion of some non-physical blocker.

According to Stoljar’s (2009) Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy

entry for ‘Physicalism’, “[Hawthorne’s] blockers problem... is an open

question in the literature.”

Objections to Hawthorne’s blocker arguments

I argue that Hawthorne’s blocker arguments are misguided, and that

the blocker argument that is supposed to threaten Dcha is unsound.

Hawthorne’s blocker arguments are misguided. For non-physical blo-

ckers are incoherent, hence impossible, and their impossibility renders

Hawthorne’s blocker arguments misguided on the grounds that they criti-

cize definitions of physicalism for not accommodating the possibility of

things (non-physical blockers) that aren’t even possible in the first place.

My argument that non-physical blockers are impossible requires that

they be incoherent. Their incoherence is partly due to the nature of physics.

I will not claim to give the definition of physics; I will simply stipulate a de-

finition that is useful for my purposes. And I am not going to define physics

as the fundamental science of everything; for on that definition physicalism

would be trivially true. I want a definition of physics according to which

the question of physicalism is non-trivial. Thus I will follow Chalmers’

practice of avoiding this trivialization by defining physics as “the funda-

mental science developed to explain observations in the external world”

[Chalmers, 1996: 118–119, italics added].
4

More precisely, I will define

science as the science of the fundamental beings and processes in the exter-

nal world. By defining physics as being about the external world, this

leaves open the possibility that science might not adequately study the

‘internal world’ of conscious experience. This way, we can imagine physi-

calism being false: physicalism will be false if our world’s conscious expe-
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riences are not entailed by the external world’s fundamental beings and

processes.

Given this definition of ‘physics’, consider an arbitrary blocker B. If B

is a fundamental being or process in the external world, B will be physical

and therefore won’t be a non-physical blocker. Likewise, if B is a non-fun-

damental being in the external world but is entailed by the fundamental

beings and processes in the external world (which are themselves physical

on this definition of ‘physics’), B will again be physical. By contrast, there

are only two ways that B might be non-physical.

First, B might be a non-fundamental being in the external world that

isn’t entailed by the external world’s fundamental beings and processes: in

such a case B would be said to strongly emerge from those fundamental

beings and processes. This is an incoherent option because of the kind of

bruteness that it would involve. Not all bruteness is bad: presumably every

possible world has a brute micro state–brute facts about which fundamental

beings and processes exist and how they’re arranged. We can call this a

bruteness of the micro-world. Strong emergence, however, would be a bru-

teness of what follows from the micro-world. It would be a kind of brute-

ness where the micro-world makes the macro-world happen, but without

entailing it. This is perhaps not flatly contradictory, as in theory we can at

least entertain proposals such as that there are nomologically necessary

connections that are not metaphysically necessary. Maneuvers like this,

however, require assigning causal work to laws. The idea would be that dif-

ferent possible laws can serve to make different possible macro-worlds su-

pervene on the same base micro-world. On this option, laws would be blo-

ckers. It is, however, incoherent to assign causal work to laws, as laws are

descriptions of patterns, not reasons for patterns. Or, perhaps better: even if

we were to assign causal work to the laws that bridge external mi-

cro-worlds with their corresponding external macro-worlds, the laws

would nevertheless have to be part of the external micro-world in order to

do that, in which case they would be trivially entailed by the external

world’s fundamental beings and processes, in which case they would be

physical blockers, contrary to hypothesis. So, the option that B is a

non-fundamental being in the external world that isn’t entailed by the ex-

ternal world’s fundamental beings and processes is inconsistent, as it requi-

res either that impotent laws are potent, or that potent laws are both entailed

and not entailed by the external world’s fundamental beings and processes.

Either way there is inconsistency; so this option is impossible.

Second, B might be no part of the external world. This would require

that B only be part of an internal world; B would be entirely mental. Since

the other option for how B might be non-physical is impossible, this is the

only way left that B might be non-physical. But could a purely mental

being or process function as a blocker? On the face of it, one might hold

that ghosts or gods could be entirely mental blockers. Upon deeper reflec-

tion, however, it seems that neither ghosts nor gods could be entirely men-
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tal. To be entirely mental, they would have to be absent in the external

world-completely absent, not simply hidden relative to some epistemic

agents. Yet ghosts are traditionally imagined as floating around, manipula-

ting billiard balls when nobody is looking, haunting houses, and doing

other things in the external world: this requires that ghosts be physical by

our definition of ‘physics’. It doesn’t matter that ghost hypotheses are not

currently postulated by scientists; for the true physics doesn’t have to agree

with our educated guesses as to the true physics. Nor would it matter if

ghost hypotheses are not falsifiable, as that wouldn’t preclude ghosts from

being postulated by the true physics; at best, it would preclude ghosts from

being postulated by responsible scientists. All that matters, for our purpo-

ses is that ghosts are in the external world and are therefore physical. If they

are fundamental, the true physics postulates their existence. If they are

non-fundamental, the fundamental beings and processes entail them. Either

way, they are physical, in which case either way they are not non-physical

blockers, contrary to hypothesis. So, the option that there are ghosts who

serve as non-physical blockers is inconsistent and therefore impossible.

Gods, too, may be considered part of the external world. Gods have

been conceived as residing in outer space, watching us from above and hur-

ling down rain and lightning bolts. Likewise, some gods have been con-

ceived as hiding in dimensions that mainstream physicists haven’t been ab-

le to find; they, too, would count as residing in the external world–namely,

in its hidden folds. What, then, would it take for a god to not be in the exter-

nal world? At a minimum, this would require the following: such a god ei-

ther (a) resides in a conscious experience, or (b) literally is a conscious ex-

perience. Either way, the conscious experience must not be in the external

world or be entailed by anything in the external world; otherwise it would

be physical. Thus, for a god to be a non-physical blocker, it would have to

either be in, or literally be, a conscious experience. The same would be true

of any non-physical blocker.

More generally, then, for anything to be a non-physical blocker, it

would have to either reside in, or else literally be, a conscious experience.

Yet it is difficult to make sense of how such a being might do its job of blo-

cking mental properties. Recall the way blocking would work: there would

be some physical property P, some blocker B, and some mental property

M, such that P&~B entails M, but P&B entails ~M. Yet we have concluded

that non-physical blockers must either reside in, or literally be, conscious

experiences. Thus, for there to be a non-physical blocker, there must be so-

me physical property P, some conscious experience C, some (proper or im-

proper) part c of C, and some mental property M such that P&~c entails M,

but P&c entails ~M. In such a case, c serves as a blocker with respect to M.

How might c do its blocking work? One option is that c is a conscious expe-

rience that is roughly a ‘blob’ that goes around interfering with other cons-

cious (or otherwise conscious) beings or processes. For instance, Fred

might be thinking about pancakes and all of a sudden he starts thinking
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about roller coasters due to the interference of a conscious experience that

came ‘crashing in’ or that in some way interfered with his conscious expe-

rience. This option is not totally absurd on the face of it; however, the

‘blobbiness’ and interference implies that it would be part of an arena, hence

part of the external world, which would render it physical. Thus c could not

be a non-physical blocker. The alternative option is that c is a conscious ex-

perience, or something that resides in a conscious experience, but where c’s

blockings happen in a way that doesn’t require that c or c’s conscious expe-

rience be physical. Here there are two options: (i) the blocking happens by

magic, or (ii) the blockings consist simply in the trivial logical consequen-

ce that c precludes its own negation. Yet magic is incoherent; so we can dis-

miss that option as impossible. Meanwhile, the latter kind of blocking

work–that c precludes its own negation–is irrelevant, as such a blocker

would not thereby prevent a positive mental property M from arising from

a physical property P; the only blocking work c could do would be to pre-

clude ~c, which would be to block a negative truth. Thus any such blocker

would fail to block a positive mental truth. This kind of blocker is therefore

not the kind of blocker we’re looking for; it’s not the kind of blocker that

might, as Hawthorne puts it, serve as a “wedge”
5

between the physical and

the mental.

Altogether, we need not worry about the possibility of non-physical

blockers when formulating physicalism. For any such blocker, whether it

be a ghost, a god, or anything else, it would either be part of the external

world, in which case it would be physical (hence not non-physical, contrary

to hypothesis), or else it would not be part of the external world, in which

case its blocking work would either be magical (hence incoherent) or logi-

cally trivial (hence irrelevant). The first option is inconsistent: such blo-

ckers would be physical and non-physical. The second option is incoherent

or irrelevant. The only option that is neither inconsistent nor irrelevant is

incoherent: this is the option that non-physical blockers are parts of con-

scious experiences and do their blocking work by magic. I certainly don’t

want to be rash in assuming that magic’s incoherence renders it impossible.

Perhaps something that seems incoherent to me can be possible after all. In-

deed, I am sympathetic with Hawthorne’s point that “when defining physi-

calism, one should not take a stand on controversial modal issues about

which, intuitively, the materialist qua materialist has no commitments”

[Hawthorne, 2002: 110]. By contrast with Hawthorne, however, I note that

controversies come in degrees, and I further suppose that, the more incohe-

rent an option is, the less controversial it should be to dismiss it as an im-

possibility. This leads me to judge that, since magic is highly incoherent, to

that extent we should dismiss it as an impossibility. As such, non-physical

blockers should be dismissed as impossible.
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Since non-physical blockers are impossible, Hawthorne’s blocker ar-

guments have no–or exceedingly minimal–force unless, by coincidence, he

is right that any tenable formulation of physicalism should incorporate PD.

He is right that physicalism should imply a physical dependence principle

of some sort. Yet, since non-physical blockers are impossible, PD is presu-

mably overkill. In its place, I argue that the following physical dependence

principle, which doesn’t imply PD, is strong enough:

PD* Physicalism is true only if every (instantiated) micro property
is microphysical.

PD* captures the physical dependence intuition that materialistic

worlds cannot have truths that depend on the instantiation of micro-non-

physical properties. I doubt a definition of physicalism should have to im-

ply a stronger physical dependence principle than this. If I am right that any

tenable formulation of physicalism should imply PD*, then Djac and Dcha, if

they are tenable, should imply PD*. I will now show they imply PD*.

Djac implies PD*. For PD* is equivalent to the thesis that physicalism

is false of any world that has micro-nonphysical properties. Yet Djac

implies this. After all, for any world that has micro-nonphysical properties,

there will be a minimal microphysical duplicate world that lacks mi-

cro-nonphysical properties and thus isn’t a duplicate simpliciter.

The only remaining question is whether PD* is strong enough to captu-

re all of the right physical dependence intuitions about physicalism. Yet,

given the plausibility that non-physical blockers are impossible, it is diffi-

cult to see what other physical dependence intuitions should be captured.

Thus PD* seems sufficient; thus Djac seems to imply all the right physical

dependence principles. Thus Djac seems safe from Hawthorne’s blocker

critique.

What about Dcha and rDcha? Do they imply all the right physical depen-

dence principles? Like Djac, Dcha implies PD*. For PD* is equivalent to the

thesis that physicalism is false of any world that has micro-nonphysical

properties. Yet Dcha implies this. After all, for any world w that has mi-

cro-nonphysical properties, there will be a microphysically indiscernible

world that does not have all of w’s positive truths: at any rate, I just argued

no minimal microphysical duplicate will have non-physical properties.

Meanwhile, rDcha does not imply PD*, as rDcha restricts its claim to just

the mental facts instead of all the facts. Yet rDcha does imply the following

restricted version of PD*:

rPD* Physicalism is true of the mental only if every basic property
(upon which some mental property depends (wholly or
partly)) is microphysical.

rDcha does not seem to need a physical dependence principle stronger

than rPD*, and yet rDcha implies rPD*. For rPD* says that physicalism is

false of the mental in any world where there are micro-nonphysical proper-
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ties upon which some mental properties depend. rDcha implies this. After

all, for any world w that has micro-nonphysical properties upon which

some mental properties depend, there will be a microphysically indiscerni-

ble world that does not have all of w’s positive mental truths. For there will

at least be a minimal microphysical duplicate of w that will be microphysi-

cally indiscernible from w but won’t have M, since, if it did, it wouldn’t be

a minimal microphysical duplicate. Thus a minimal microphysical duplica-

te of w wouldn’t have w’s positive mental truths that depend on its mi-

cro-nonphysical properties, since a minimal microphysical duplicate

wouldn’t have any micro-nonphysical properties.

Altogether, rPD* gives a necessary condition of physicalism of the

mental; but any counterexample to physicalism of the mental on rPD*

would be a counterexample to physicalism of the mental on rDcha; thus

rPD* is a necessary condition of rDcha; i.e., rDcha implies rPD*.

Alas, there is one further consideration to strengthen my critique of

Hawthorne’s blocker problem for rDcha. Namely, even if one is interested in

restricted physicalisms, I argue that this doesn’t require giving restricted for-

mulations of physicalism. On the one hand, perhaps some conglomerations

of properties can be instantiated in worlds where they are the only instantia-

ted properties in the world. That is, perhaps there can be a world consisting of

precisely that conglomeration of instantiated properties and nothing else. In

such a case, since Dcha defines physicalism of a world, it thereby defines phy-

sicalism of that restricted class of instantiated properties, since it defines

physicalism of a world consisting of just that conglomeration of instantiated

properties. On the other hand, even if some conglomerations of properties

cannot be instantiated in worlds that have no other instantiated properties, it

is not clear that such conglomerations deserve a restricted formulation of

physicalism that gives conditions for whether physicalism is true of them

alone. For, in so far as they cannot exist in a world all by themselves, they are

necessarily connected in some way to other properties. Thus, if we are going

to ask whether physicalism is true of them, presumably we should instead

ask whether physicalism is true of a minimal conglomeration that they are

connected with. But, in so far as a minimal conglomeration is defined as nee-

ding to be able to be instantiated all by itself in a world of its own, then once

again we don’t need a restricted formulation of physicalism; all we need is a

formulation of physicalism of a world.

Altogether, Dcha implies a physical dependence principle, PD*, that

seems strong enough to capture appropriate physical dependence intuitions

with respect to physicalism’s truth of a world. Meanwhile, restricted for-

mulations of physicalism are unnecessary since any minimal conglomera-

tion of properties could exist in a world of its own anyway and therefore be

covered by a definition of physicalism of a world. Furthermore, even if re-

stricted formulations of physicalism were necessary, rDcha implies rPD*,

which seems to capture the right physical dependence intuitions with re-

spect to physicalism’s truth of the mental.
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Conclusion

Hawthorne’s blocker arguments serve as problems for the two most

popular ways of formulating physicalism rigorously: Frank Jackson’s for-

mulation, Djac, and David Chalmers’ formulation, Dcha. Yet his blocker ar-

guments are misguided since non-physical blockers are impossible, and his

blocker argument against Dcha is unsound since it falsely presupposes that

restricted materialisms require restricted formulations of materialism. Fi-

nally, he is wrong to think Djac and Dcha don’t capture the right physical de-

pendence principles. For Djac and Dcha each imply the physical dependence

principle, PD*, which, given the impossibility of non-physical blockers, is

a sensible replacement to PD; likewise, even if restricted formulations of

physicalism are required, rDcha implies the restricted physical dependence

principle, rPD*, which, given the impossibility of non-physical blockers, is

a sensible replacement to rPD. In these ways, Hawthorne’s blocker argu-

ments have been blocked.
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Явления сознательной жизни субъективны, мы наблюдаем их из перспективы
первого лица. Наука стремится к объективности, ее теории рассуждают о явле

ниях, доступных всеобщему наблюдению, т.е. как бы наблюдаемых из перспек

тивы третьего лица. В философии сознания существует несколько аргументов
и соображений, призванных показать, что объективный научный подход неспо

собен адекватно объяснить сознание. В статье я кратко описываю эти сообра

жения и подробно рассматриваю знаменитый аргумент Дж. Левина о существо

вании «разрыва в объяснении» между явлениями сознательной жизни, как мы
наблюдаем их из перспективы первого лица, и научными теориями, призванны

ми объяснить эти явления. Я привожу аргументы в пользу того, что существова

ние «разрыва в объяснении» не может служить доказательством против физи

кализма или функционализма, поскольку этот разрыв является формулировкой
той же самой интуиции, на которой основываются мысленные эксперименты
антифизикалистов и антифункционалистов. Далее я показываю, что «разрыв
в объяснении» характерен не только для научных теорий сознания, но для лю

бых научных теорий, и делаю вывод, что он не является аргументом в пользу ан

тинатурализма в философии сознания.
Ключевые слова: разрыв в объяснении, квалиа, субъективный опыт, физика

лизм, функционализм, философские зомби.
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Conscious phenomena are subjective and are experienced from the first person per-
spective. Science aims for objectivity. Scientific theories deal with publicly observa-
ble phenomena, which are therefore said to be given from the “third person perspec-
tive”. In philosophy of mind there have been presented several arguments to the ef-
fect that objective scientific approach can’t explain consciousness. In this article
I focus on the famous argument of “explanatory gap” by Joseph Levine. According to
Levine, there is an unremovable gap in any scientific explanation of the phenomena
of conscious experience, because no such theory can intelligibly correlate objective
scientific concepts with subjective phenomenal states. I argue for two claims.
First, I want to show that “explanatory gap” can not be used as an independent ar-
gument against physicalism or functionalism such that it would give anti-physica-
list or anti-functionalist thought experiments additional conceptual force. It can’t
be used for this aim not because it is wrong, but because it is not an argument,
strictly speaking, but rather a formal expression of basic anti-physicalist and an-
ti-functionalist intuitions.
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Áîëüøèíñòâî ó÷àñòíèêîâ äåáàòîâ â ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ ñîãëàñíî

ñ òåì, ÷òî ñëîâà, óêàçûâàþùèå íà ñîáûòèÿ â ñîçíàíèè, è ñëîâà, óêàçû-

âàþùèå íà ñîáûòèÿ â òàê íàçûâàåìîé «îáúåêòèâíîé äåéñòâèòåëüíî-

ñòè», èëè â «ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè», ÷àñòüþ êîòîðîé ÿâëÿåòñÿ ãî-

ëîâíîé ìîçã ÷åëîâåêà, ïåðåæèâàþùåãî ýòè ñîñòîÿíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ,

èìåþò ðàçíîå çíà÷åíèå
2
. Âîïðîñ â òîì, êàê èíòåðïðåòèðîâàòü ýòîò

ôàêò. ß õî÷ó ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî íåñìîòðÿ íà òî, ÷òî ñëîâà, îáîçíà÷àþùèå

ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ, è ñëîâà, îáîçíà÷àþùèå ïðîöåñ-

ñû â «ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè», èìåþò ðàçíîå çíà÷åíèå, è íåñìîòðÿ íà

òî, ÷òî ìû ïî-ðàçíîìó óáåæäàåìñÿ â èõ èñòèííîñòè èëè ëîæíîñòè,

âîçíèêàþùèé èç ýòîãî ïîëîæåíèÿ äåë «ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè» íå ÿâ-

ëÿåòñÿ àðãóìåíòîì â ïîëüçó àíòèíàòóðàëèçìà â ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ.

Êàê îòìå÷àåò Ôðåãå, èç òîãî, ÷òî äâà ñëîâà èìåþò ðàçíûå çíà÷å-

íèÿ, íå ñëåäóåò, ÷òî îíè óêàçûâàþò íà ðàçíûå ïðåäìåòû. Òàê, ñëîâà

«Óòðåííÿÿ Çâåçäà» è «Âå÷åðíÿÿ Çâåçäà» îçíà÷àþò ðàçíîå, íî óêàçûâà-

þò íà îäèí è òîò æå ïðåäìåò – ïëàíåòó Âåíåðà [Ôðåãå, 2000]. Ïîñëå

òîãî êàê Ôðåãå ïîñòàâèë âîïðîñ òàêèì îáðàçîì, è íà÷àëàñü, íà ìîé

âçãëÿä, ñîâðåìåííàÿ ýïîõà â äåáàòàõ îá îíòîëîãè÷åñêîì ñòàòóñå ñîç-

íàíèÿ. Èç òîãî, ÷òî èç îïèñàíèÿ ñ èñïîëüçîâàíèåì ñëîâ «ÿ îùóùàþ

êðàñíîå» íåâîçìîæíî àíàëèòè÷åñêè âûâåñòè îïèñàíèå ñ èñïîëüçîâà-

íèåì ñëîâ «â ìîåì ìîçãó îïðåäåëåííàÿ ïîïóëÿöèÿ íåéðîíîâ çîíû

çðèòåëüíîé êîðû íàõîäèòñÿ â ñîñòîÿíèè âîçáóæäåíèÿ», åùå íå ñëåäó-

åò, ÷òî ýòè äâà ñïîñîáà îïèñàíèÿ óêàçûâàþò íà ðàçíîå ñîñòîÿíèå äåë.

Âîçìîæíî, ñîñòîÿíèå äåë îäíî è òî æå, íî ìû ïî-ðàçíîìó óäîñòîâåðÿ-

åìñÿ â íåì – íåïîñðåäñòâåííî, èëè «èçíóòðè», ò.å. èñïûòûâàÿ ýòî ñî-

ñòîÿíèå, è îïîñðåäîâàííî, èëè «ñíàðóæè», ò.å. íàáëþäàÿ òîãî, êòî èñ-

ïûòûâàåò ýòî ñîñòîÿíèå [Ïëåéñ, 1956].

Íî åñëè äâà ñïîñîáà îïèñàíèÿ óêàçûâàþò íà îäèí è òîò æå îáúåêò,

èëè ñîñòîÿíèå äåë, è åñëè ìû ìîæåì êàêèì-òî îáðàçîì óäîñòîâåðèòüñÿ

â òîì, ÷òî îíè îáà èñòèííû, äîëæåí áûòü ñïîñîá óñòàíîâèòü ìåæäó íèìè

âçàèìíî-îäíîçíà÷íîå ñîîòâåòñòâèå. Áîëåå òîãî, åñëè îäèí ñïîñîá îïèñà-

íèÿ ïðèìåíèì êî âñåì îáúåêòàì ïðèðîäû, à âòîðîé – òîëüêî ê îáúåêòàì,
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Second, I want to demonstrate that “explanatory gap” is not specific for explaining consciousness.
This kind of gap also exists in other theoretical explanations of concrete facts and is not considered
problematic in those other cases. In order to show this I argue that physical theories of space can
not explain why I am “here” and physical theories of time can not explain why I am “now”, but we do
not think that they leave out something important for our understanding of space and time.
My conclusion is that the existence of “explanatory gap” is not a decisive argument in favor of an-
ti-naturalism in philosophy of mind.
Key words: explanatory gap, qualia, consciousness, experience, physicalism, functionalism, philoso-
phical zombies.
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Ñì., íàïð., Ôðåãå Ã. Ìûñëü. Ëîãè÷åñêîå èññëåäîâàíèå [Ôðåãå, 2000]; Kripke S.

Naming and Necessity [Êðèïêå, 1980]; Place U.T. Is Consciousness a Brain Process?

[Ïëåéñ, 1956]; Levine J. Materialism and Qualia: the Explanatory Gap [Ëåâèí, 1983].



îáëàäàþùèì ñîçíàíèåì, òî òàêîå âçàèìíî-îäíîçíà÷íîå ñîîòíîøåíèå

áóäåò ïðåäñòàâëÿòü ñîáîé ðåäóêöèþ ìåíòàëüíîãî ê ôèçè÷åñêîìó, ïîòî-

ìó ÷òî òåîðèÿ ñ ìåíüøåé îáúÿñíèòåëüíîé ñèëîé ñòàíåò ÷àñòíûì ñëó÷àåì

òåîðèè ñ áîëüøåé îáúÿñíèòåëüíîé ñèëîé [Ëüþèñ, 1994].

Â ñâÿçè ñ ýòèì, êàê ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ïðîòèâíèêè ðåäóêöèîíèçìà óäå-

ëÿþò òàêîå âíèìàíèå ðàçëè÷íûì ìûñëåííûì ýêñïåðèìåíòàì, ïðè-

çâàííûì ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî ìû íå ìîæåì óñòàíîâèòü âçàèìíî-îäíîçíà÷-

íîå ñîîòâåòñòâèå ìåæäó ñîáûòèÿìè ìåíòàëüíîãî ìèðà è ñîáûòèÿìè

ôèçè÷åñêîãî ìèðà. Ïðèçíàâàÿ îáúÿñíèòåëüíóþ ñèëó ðåäóêöèîíèñò-

ñêîãî àíàëèçà äëÿ âñåõ ïðàêòè÷åñêèõ öåëåé, àíòèðåäóêöèîíèñòû ìî-

ãóò íàñòàèâàòü íà òîì, ÷òî îí îñòàâëÿåò ÷òî-òî çà ñêîáêàìè. Ïðåäïî-

ëîæèì, ÷òî ôèëîñîôó-ðåäóêöèîíèñòó óäàëîñü îïèñàòü âñå êâàëèà

â ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ èëè óñòàíîâèòü âçàèìíî-îäíîçíà÷íîå

ñîîòâåòñòâèå ìåæäó ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ñîçíàíèÿ è ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà. Íî

àíòèðåäóêöèîíèñòû ïî-ïðåæíåìó áóäóò íàñòàèâàòü, ÷òî òàêîå ñîâïà-

äåíèå ñëó÷àéíî. Ìû âåäü ìîæåì ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóåò

ñèñòåìà, êîòîðàÿ âûïîëíÿåò òå æå ôóíêöèè, íî ïðè ýòîì ëèøåíà êâà-

ëèà [Áëîê, 1978]. Ìû òàêæå ìîæåì ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå, ÷òî ñèñòåìà èìååò

òó æå ôèçè÷åñêóþ ñòðóêòóðó, íî ïðè ýòîì ëèøåíà êâàëèà [×àëìåðñ,

1995, 1996]. Òàêèå àðãóìåíòû êàæóòñÿ èíòóèòèâíî î÷åâèäíûìè
3
.

È çäåñü äåáàòû çàõîäÿò â òóïèê. Åñëè ìû ìîæåì ïðåäñòàâèòü ñå-

áå, ÷òî ëþáîå, äàæå ñàìîå ïîëíîå ôóíêöèîíàëüíîå è ôèçè÷åñêîå îïè-

ñàíèå ñèñòåìû íå äàåò îñíîâàíèé äëÿ âûâîäà î òîì, ÷òî ó ýòîé ñèñòå-

ìû èìåþòñÿ (èëè íå èìåþòñÿ) îïðåäåëåííûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ, òî

ðåäóêöèÿ ìåíòàëüíîãî îïèñàíèÿ ê ôèçè÷åñêîìó òåì ñàìûì îêàçûâà-

åòñÿ íåçàâåðøåííîé. Ðåäóêöèîíèñòû ìîãóò íàñòàèâàòü, ÷òî êàæäûé

êîíêðåòíûé ìûñëåííûé ýêñïåðèìåíò, ïðèâîäèìûé ñòîðîííèêàìè àí-

òèðåäóêöèîíèçìà, íåêîððåêòåí èëè íå äîêàçûâàåò òîãî, ÷òî äîëæåí

äîêàçàòü. Ýòî íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåøàþùèì êîíòðàðãóìåíòîì ñ òî÷êè çðå-

íèÿ àíòèðåäóêöèîíèñòîâ, ïîòîìó ÷òî íåïîêîëåáëåííîé îñòàåòñÿ

ãëàâíàÿ èíòóèöèÿ: åñòü íå÷òî òàêîå, ÷òî íåïîäâëàñòíî îïèñàíèþ

â ôèçè÷åñêèõ è ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ. È åñëè òàê, òî îïèñàíèå

â ýòèõ òåðìèíàõ ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåïîëíûì. Èç ýòîãî òåçèñà ìîæíî âûâîäèòü

áîëåå èëè ìåíåå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûå ñëåäñòâèÿ. Äýâèä ×àëìåðñ ïîëàãà-

åò, ÷òî èç ìûñëèìîñòè çîìáè ñëåäóåò, ÷òî ñîçíàíèå åñòü ôèçè÷åñêè

ôóíäàìåíòàëüíàÿ ñóùíîñòü íàðÿäó ñ âðåìåíåì è ïðîñòðàíñòâîì

[×àëìåðñ, 1995]. Äæîçåô Ëåâèí ïðåäïî÷èòàåò ïðèäåðæèâàòüñÿ áîëåå

ñëàáîãî òåçèñà, êîòîðûé ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òî â ëþáîé ïîïûòêå ðåäóê-

öèè ìåíòàëüíîãî ê ôèçè÷åñêîìó ïðèñóòñòâóåò «ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíå-
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Äýíèåë Äåííåò, ïîñâÿòèâøèé ìíîãî óñèëèé îáúÿñíåíèþ êâàëèà â ôóíêöèîíàëü-

íûõ òåðìèíàõ, íàçûâàåò ýòó èíòóèöèþ «ïðåä÷óâñòâèåì çîìáè» – zombic hunch, è îòìå-

÷àåò, ÷òî ïîáîðîòü åå ðàöèîíàëüíûìè àðãóìåíòàìè î÷åíü ñëîæíî, åñëè íå íåâîçìîæíî.

Ñì.: Dennett D. Sweet Dreams: Philosophical Obstacles to a Science of Consciousness [Äåí-

íåò, 2005].



íèè» (explanatory gap). Â ñòàòüå «Ìàòåðèàëèçì è êâàëèà: ðàçðûâ

â îáúÿñíåíèè» îí ññûëàåòñÿ íà ìûñëåííûå ýêñïåðèìåíòû Áëîêà

è Ïàòíåìà, ïðèçâàííûå ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü, ÷òî îïèñàíèÿ â êâàëèòà-

òèâíûõ òåðìèíàõ íå âûâîäèìû èç ôèçè÷åñêèõ è ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ

îïèñàíèé [Ëåâèí, 1983]. Ëåâèí àðãóìåíòèðóåò ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì:

îòîæäåñòâëåíèå ôèçè÷åñêîãî îïèñàíèÿ ñîñòîÿíèé ìîçãà è íåðâíîé

ñèñòåìû ñ êâàëèòàòèâíûì îïèñàíèåì ñîñòîÿíèé ñîçíàíèÿ áóäåò èìåòü

âèä:

(1) áîëü – ýòî âîçáóæäåíèå Ñ-âîëîêîí
4
;

îòîæäåñòâëåíèå îäíîãî ôèçè÷åñêîãî îïèñàíèÿ ñ äðóãèì áóäåò

èìåòü âèä:

(2) òåïëî – ýòî äâèæåíèå ìîëåêóë;

îòîæäåñòâëåíèå ôóíêöèîíàëüíîãî îïèñàíèÿ ñîñòîÿíèé ìîçãà

(èëè îðãàíèçìà) ñ êâàëèòàòèâíûì îïèñàíèåì ñîñòîÿíèé ñîçíàíèÿ áó-

äåò èìåòü âèä:

(3) èñïûòûâàòü áîëü – îçíà÷àåò áûòü â ñîñòîÿíèè Ô.

Åñòü ëè ÷òî-òî, ðàçëè÷àþùåå (1), (2) è (3) ñ ôîðìàëüíîé òî÷êè çðå-

íèÿ? ×òî-òî òàêîå, ÷òî îáîñíîâûâàåò èìåþùååñÿ ó íàñ «ïðåä÷óâñòâèå

çîìáè»?

Ëåâèí ãîâîðèò ñëåäóþùåå: «Â íàøåì ïîíÿòèè áîëè ñîäåðæèòñÿ

íå÷òî áîëüøåå, ÷åì ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î êàóçàëüíîé ðîëè, êîòîðóþ îíà

èãðàåò. Åñòü òàêæå åå êâàëèòàòèâíûé õàðàêòåð, òî, êàêîâî ýòî – îùó-

ùàòü áîëü. Òî, ÷òî îñòàåòñÿ íåîáúÿñíåííûì ïîñëå îòêðûòèÿ âîçáóæ-

äåíèÿ Ñ-âîëîêîí, – ýòî ïî÷åìó áîëü îùóùàåòñÿ òàê, êàê îíà îùóùà-

åòñÿ! Âåäü êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî â âîçáóæäåíèè Ñ-âîëîêîí íåò íè÷åãî òàêîãî,

÷òî äåëàëî áû åãî åñòåñòâåííûì îáðàçîì áîëåå «ïîäõîäÿùèì» (fit)

äëÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ áîëè, ÷åì äëÿ ëþáîãî äðóãîãî íàáîðà ôå-

íîìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ. Â îòëè÷èå îò îòîæäåñòâëåíèÿ ôóíêöèîíàëü-

íîé ðîëè áîëè ñ âîçáóæäåíèåì Ñ-âîëîêîí (èëè ñ êàêèì-òî ñâîéñòâîì

òàêîãî âîçáóæäåíèÿ), îòîæäåñòâëåíèå êâàëèòàòèâíîé ñòîðîíû áîëè ñ

òàêèì âîçáóæäåíèåì îñòàâëÿåò ïðèðîäó èõ ñâÿçè ñîâåðøåííî çàãà-

äî÷íîé. Ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî â ðåçóëüòàòå òî, êàê èìåííî îùóùàåòñÿ

áîëü, îêàçûâàåòñÿ ïðèìèòèâíûì, íåàíàëèçèðóåìûì ôàêòîì (brute

fact)» [Ëåâèí, 1983: 357].

Íî ïî÷åìó ýòîò ôàêò äîëæåí ïîääàâàòüñÿ àíàëèçó? Â êîíöå êîí-

öîâ, íå âñÿêèé ôàêò ìîæåò áûòü äàëåå ïðîàíàëèçèðîâàí è íå íà âñÿ-

êèé âîïðîñ î òîæäåñòâå ìîæíî äàòü èíôîðìàòèâíûé îòâåò. Íàïðè-

ìåð, íà âîïðîñ î òîì, ïî÷åìó ñòîë, íà êîòîðîì ñòîèò ìîé êîìïüþòåð,

òîæäåñòâåí ñàìîìó ñåáå, à íå ÷åìó-òî äðóãîìó, èíôîðìàòèâíîãî îò-

âåòà áûòü íå ìîæåò.
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Ýòî îòîæäåñòâëåíèå íå ïðåòåíäóåò íà ïîëíîòó – â ïîëíîì îòîæäåñòâëåíèè ïîìè-

ìî âîçáóæäåíèÿ Ñ-âîëîêîí áóäóò ôèãóðèðîâàòü âîçáóæäåíèå íåéðîíîâ ñïåöèôè÷å-

ñêèõ îòäåëîâ ãîëîâíîãî ìîçãà è ò.ä. Ëåâèí óêàçûâàåò, ÷òî òàêîå êðàòêîå îòîæäåñòâëå-

íèå îñóùåñòâëÿåòñÿ äëÿ óäîáñòâà è íå âëèÿåò íà àðãóìåíòàöèþ.



Â ñòàòüå «Ìàòåðèàëèçì è êâàëèà: ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè» Ëåâèí

ïðèâîäèò íåñêîëüêî ñîîáðàæåíèé î òîì, ïî÷åìó òîæäåñòâà òèïà (1)

è (3) ïðåäñòàâëÿþòñÿ òðåáóþùèìè äàëüíåéøåãî àíàëèçà. Ëåâèí îòìå-

÷àåò, ÷òî ïðîáëåìà ðåäóêöèè ìåíòàëüíîãî íå â òîì, ÷òî åå íåëüçÿ ïðî-

âåñòè ïî ïðàâèëàì, ïðåäëàãàåìûì íîìîëîãè÷åñêî-äåäóêòèâíîé ìî-

äåëüþ îáúÿñíåíèÿ. Ëåâèí ñîãëàñåí, ÷òî ðåäóêöèÿ ìîæåò ñîîòâåòñòâî-

âàòü ýòèì ïðàâèëàì; òåì íå ìåíåå, îíà íå ñäåëàåò òàêîå îáúÿñíåíèå

ïîíÿòíûì: «Íàì òðåáóåòñÿ íåêîå ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î òîì, ÷òî îçíà÷àåò,

÷òî êàêîé-òî ôåíîìåí áûë ñäåëàí ïîíÿòíûì (intelligible), âìåñòå ñ

ïðàâèëàìè, îïðåäåëÿþùèìè, êîãäà òðåáîâàíèå áîëüøåé ïîíÿòíîñòè

ñòàíîâèòñÿ íåóìåñòíûì. Íàïðèìåð, ÿ ïîëàãàþ, ÷òî çàêîíû ãðàâèòà-

öèè îáúÿñíÿþò â òîì ñàìîì ñìûñëå, êîòîðûé ìû èùåì çäåñü, ôåíî-

ìåí ïàäåíèÿ òåë. Íè÷òî â ýòîì îáúÿñíåíèè íå êàæåòñÿ îñòàâëåííûì çà

ñêîáêàìè. Òåì íå ìåíåå ãîâîðèòñÿ, ÷òî çíà÷åíèå G ãðàâèòàöèîííîé

êîíñòàíòû íå âûâîäèòñÿ íè èç êàêèõ áàçîâûõ çàêîíîâ. Ýòî äàííûé,

ïðèìèòèâíûé, íåàíàëèçèðóåìûé ôàêò î âñåëåííîé. Îñòàåòñÿ ëè ó íàñ

îùóùåíèå, ÷òî ÷òî-òî, íóæäàþùååñÿ â îáúÿñíåíèè, íå áûëî îáúÿñíå-

íî? Èëè ìû îæèäàåì, ÷òî íåêîòîðûå ôàêòû ïðèðîäû äîëæíû êàçàòü-

ñÿ ñëó÷àéíûìè â ýòîì ñìûñëå? ß ñêëîíåí ñîãëàñèòüñÿ ñ ïîñëåäíèì

óòâåðæäåíèåì îòíîñèòåëüíî G. Íî òîãäà ìîæíî ñïðîñèòü, ïî÷åìó

ñâÿçü ìåæäó òåì, êàêîâî ýòî, ïðåáûâàòü â îïðåäåëåííîì ôóíêöèî-

íàëüíîì (èëè ôèçè÷åñêîì) ñîñòîÿíèè è ñàìèì ýòè ñîñòîÿíèåì òðåáó-

åò îáúÿñíåíèÿ äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû áûòü ïîíÿòíîé?» [Ëåâèí, 1983: 358].

Ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî ýòîò âîïðîñ ÿâëÿåòñÿ âîïðîñîì îá îáîñíîâàí-

íîñòè «ïðåä÷óâñòâèÿ çîìáè», ò.å. îáîñíîâàííîñòè íàøåé èíòóèöèè

î òîì, ÷òî ðåäóêöèÿ ìåíòàëüíîãî ê íåìåíòàëüíîìó âñåãäà áóäåò íå-

ïîëíîé. Êàêèå æå àðãóìåíòû â ïîëüçó åãî îáîñíîâàííîñòè âûäâèãàåò

Ëåâèí?

1. Ôåíîìåí ñîçíàíèÿ âîçíèêàåò íà ìàêðîñêîïè÷åñêîì óðîâíå –

òîëüêî âûñîêîîðãàíèçîâàííûå ôèçè÷åñêèå ñèñòåìû äåìîíñòðèðóþò

íàëè÷èå ìåíòàëüíîñòè. Ýòî âïîëíå ñîîòâåòñòâóåò òîìó, ÷òî ôóíêöèî-

íàëèñòû ãîâîðÿò î ñîçíàíèè. Îäíàêî, ïèøåò Ëåâèí, «êàæåòñÿ ñòðàí-

íûì, ÷òî ïðèìèòèâíûå ôàêòû òîãî ðîäà, êîòîðûå ïðåäñòàâëåíû â óò-

âåðæäåíèÿõ òèïà (1) è (3), âîçíèêàþò íà ýòîì óðîâíå îðãàíèçàöèè.

Ìàòåðèàëèçì, êàê ÿ åãî ïîíèìàþ, òðåáóåò ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå ìèíèìàëü-

íîãî îáúÿñíèòåëüíîãî ðåäóêöèîíèçìà òàêîãî ðîäà: äëÿ êàæäîãî ôåíî-

ìåíà, íå îïèñûâàåìîãî â òåðìèíàõ ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ

âåëè÷èí (÷åì áû îíè íå îêàçàëèñü), ñóùåñòâóåò òàêîé ìåõàíèçì, îïè-

ñûâàåìûé â òåðìèíàõ ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ âåëè÷èí, ÷òî

ïðîÿâëåíèÿ ïåðâîãî ìåõàíèçìà îáúÿñíÿþòñÿ â òåðìèíàõ ïðîÿâëåíèé

âòîðîãî (occurrences of the former are intelligible in terms of occurrences

of the latter). È õîòÿ ýòîò ìèíèìàëüíûé ðåäóêöèîíèçì íè÷åãî íå ãîâî-

ðèò î ñâîäèìîñòè òåîðèé, íàïðèìåð ïñèõîëîãèè ê ôèçèêå, îí ïîäðàçó-

ìåâàåò, ÷òî ïðèìèòèâíûå ôàêòû, ïîäîáíûå ôàêòó î ÷èñëîâîì çíà÷å-
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íèè G, íå âîçíèêàþò â ñôåðå òåîðèé, ïîäîáíûõ ïñèõîëîãèè» [Ëåâèí,

1983: 358–359].

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, Ëåâèí ãîâîðèò, ÷òî äëÿ ïîëíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ ìåí-

òàëüíîãî íàì íåäîñòàòî÷íî óñòàíîâëåíèÿ âçàèìíî-îäíîçíà÷íîãî ñîîò-

âåòñòâèÿ ìåæäó äâóìÿ òèïàìè îïèñàíèÿ – â òåðìèíàõ ìåíòàëüíîãî è

â òåðìèíàõ ôèçè÷åñêîãî. Íàì íóæíî åùå íåêîòîðîå îáúÿñíåíèå ôàêòà

òîæäåñòâà ìåæäó ýòèìè îïèñàíèÿìè. Îäíàêî íå ñîâñåì ïîíÿòíî, ÷òî

èìååòñÿ â âèäó ïîä ïðèìèòèâíûìè ôàêòàìè, ïðîÿâëÿþùèìèñÿ íà ðàç-

íûõ óðîâíÿõ. Åñëè ñòðàííî, ÷òî ôàêòû ìåíòàëüíîãî ïðîÿâëÿþòñÿ òîëü-

êî íà óðîâíå âûñîêîîðãàíèçîâàííûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñèñòåì, áóäåò ëè ìå-

íåå ñòðàííî, åñëè îíè áóäóò ïðîÿâëÿòüñÿ íà áîëåå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíîì

óðîâíå? Íàïðèìåð, áóäåò ëè ìåíåå ñòðàííî, åñëè âûÿñíèòñÿ, ÷òî çà

ïðîÿâëåíèå ìåíòàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ îòâåòñòâåííû êàêèå-òî áàçîâûå êèð-

ïè÷èêè ðåàëüíîñòè, ñêàæåì, Ì-÷àñòèöû? Èëè Ì-ïîëÿ? Èëè Ì-ñòðóíû?

Ýòî óòâåðæäåíèå ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ êàê ìèíèìóì íåî÷åâèäíûì, íå ãîâî-

ðÿ óæå î òîì, ÷òî îíî ïðèâåäåò êî âñåì òåì ïðîáëåìàì, ÷òî çíàêîìû

íàì îòíîñèòåëüíî äðóãèõ îòîæäåñòâëåíèé. Íàïðèìåð, ïðåäïîëîæèì,

÷òî ìû îáíàðóæèëè, ÷òî âî âñåõ ñëó÷àÿõ ïðîÿâëåíèÿ ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîáû-

òèé íà óðîâíå ôèçè÷åñêîãî îïèñàíèÿ ñèñòåìû, ê êîòîðîé îòíîñÿòñÿ ýòè

ìåíòàëüíûå ñîáûòèÿ, ìû ìîæåì îáíàðóæèòü íåêèå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûå

Ì-÷àñòèöû (èëè Ì-ïîëÿ). Äîñòàòî÷íî ëè ýòî äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû óòâåð-

æäàòü òîæäåñòâî ìåæäó Ì-÷àñòèöàìè è ñîçíàíèåì, èëè ìû ìîæåì

ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå çîìáè-ñèñòåìó, àíàëîãè÷íóþ ýòîé ñèñòåìå è îáëà-

äàþùóþ òàêèìè æå Ì-÷àñòèöàìè, íî ëèøåííóþ ïðè ýòîì êàêèõ áû òî

íè áûëî ìåíòàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ? Åñëè ìîæåì, òî ñâÿçü ìåæäó Ì-÷àñòèöà-

ìè è ìåíòàëüíûìè êà÷åñòâàìè íè÷óòü íå ìåíåå íåîáúÿñíèìà, ÷åì ñâÿçü

ìåæäó ôóíêöèîíàëüíûìè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè è ìåíòàëüíûìè êà÷åñòâàìè. ß

ïîëàãàþ, ÷òî ýòèõ ñîîáðàæåíèé äîñòàòî÷íî, ÷òîáû ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî òîò

ôàêò, ÷òî ÿâëåíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ ïðîÿâëÿþòñÿ íà âûñîêîì óðîâíå îðãàíèçà-

öèè ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñèñòåì, íå êàæåòñÿ â áîëüøåé ñòåïåíè íåîáúÿñíèìûì,

÷åì åñëè áû îíè ïðîÿâëÿëèñü íà ñàìîì ôóíäàìåíòàëüíîì óðîâíå. È â

òîì, è â äðóãîì ñëó÷àå ìû ìîæåì èñïûòûâàòü «ïðåä÷óâñòâèå çîìáè».

2. Âòîðîé àðãóìåíò â ïîëüçó àíòèðåäóêöèîíèñòñêîé èíòóèöèè,

êîòîðûé âûäâèãàåò Ëåâèí, çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â ñëåäóþùåì. Ðàçðûâ â îáú-

ÿñíåíèè – ïðè÷èíà òîãî, ÷òî òîæäåñòâà òèïà (1) è (3) ïðåäñòàâëÿþòñÿ

íàì ñëó÷àéíûìè â îòëè÷èå îò òîæäåñòâ òèïà (2). Äàæå åñëè êàêèå-òî

óòâåðæäåíèÿ î ïñèõîôèçè÷åñêîì òîæäåñòâå ÿâëÿþòñÿ èñòèííûìè,

ìû íèêîãäà íå óçíàåì, êàêèå èìåííî. Ïðåäïîëîæèì, áîëü òîæäåñò-

âåííà êàêîìó-òî ôèçè÷åñêîìó ñîñòîÿíèþ, à èìåííî: âîçáóæäåíèþ

Ñ-âîëîêîí, ïîòîìó ÷òî èìåííî ñ âîçáóæäåíèåì Ñ-âîëîêîí êîððåëè-

ðóåò áîëü êàê ìèíèìóì â ñëó÷àå, êîãäà åå èñïûòûâàåò ÷åëîâåê. Òîãäà,

åñëè ìû îáíàðóæèì èíîïëàíåòÿí, âûñêàçûâàþùèõ âñå ôóíêöèîíàëü-

íûå ïðèçíàêè áîëè, íî ëèøåííûõ Ñ-âîëîêîí (ôóíêöèþ Ñ-âîëîêîí

âûïîëíÿþò ó íèõ D-êëàïàíû), äîëæíû ëè ìû çàêëþ÷èòü, ÷òî îíè íå
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èñïûòûâàþò êâàëèòàòèâíîãî ÷óâñòâà áîëè, èëè ìû äîëæíû ïðåäïî-

ëîæèòü, ÷òî áîëü òîæäåñòâåííà äèçúþíêöèè äâóõ ðàçíûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ

ñîñòîÿíèé – âîçáóæäåíèÿ Ñ-âîëîêîí èëè îòêðûòèÿ D-êëàïàíîâ? Ëå-

âèí îòìå÷àåò, ÷òî ýòîò àðãóìåíò, èñïîëüçóåìûé â äåáàòàõ ìåæäó ôè-

çèêàëèñòàìè (ñòîðîííèêàìè òåîðèè òîæäåñòâà) è ôóíêöèîíàëèñòàìè,

îí ïðèâîäèò íå äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî ïðàâû ôóíêöèîíàëèñòû,

à äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü, ÷òî ëþáîå îòîæäåñòâëåíèå

êâàëèòàòèâíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé ñ ôèçè÷åñêèìè èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíûìè ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿìè îñòàâëÿåò ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè íåçàïîëíåííûì: «Êàêèå

âîçìîæíûå ñâèäåòåëüñòâà ïîìîãóò íàì âûáðàòü ìåæäó äâóìÿ ãèïîòå-

çàìè: ÷òî áîëü åñòü âîçáóæäåíèå Ñ-âîëîêîí èëè ÷òî áîëü åñòü ëèáî

âîçáóæäåíèå Ñ-âîëîêîí, ëèáî îòêðûòèå D-êëàïàíîâ?

Âåäü åñëè áû ìîæíî áûëî ðàçëè÷èòü êàêóþ-òî âíóòðåííþþ ñâÿçü

ìåæäó òåì, ÷òî ÷üè-òî Ñ-âîëîêíà íàõîäÿòñÿ â ñîñòîÿíèè âîçáóæäåíèÿ

(èëè ÷òî êòî-òî ïðåáûâàåò â ôóíêöèîíàëüíîì ñîñòîÿíèè Ô), è òåì, êà-

êîâî ýòî – îùóùàòü áîëü, ò.å. åñëè áû îùóùåíèÿ ìîæíî áûëî ïîíÿòü

â ôèçè÷åñêèõ èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ, òî ìû ìîãëè áû âûâåñòè

ìåðó ñõîäñòâà [íàøèõ îùóùåíèé è îùóùåíèé èíîïëàíåòÿí. – Ì.Ñ.]

èç ïðèðîäû ýòîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ. Òå êà÷åñòâà âîçáóæäåíèÿ Ñ-âîëîêîí

(èëè ïðåáûâàíèÿ â ñîñòîÿíèè Ô), êîòîðûå îáúÿñíÿëè áû îùóùåíèå

áîëè, îïðåäåëÿëè áû, íà êàêèå îñîáåííîñòè ôèçè÷åñêîãî (èëè ôóíê-

öèîíàëüíîãî) îïèñàíèÿ ñèñòåìû ìû äîëæíû îáðàùàòü âíèìàíèå. Íî

ïîêà íå çàïîëíåí ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè, ìû íå ìîæåì îáíàðóæèòü

ôàêòû, îïðåäåëÿþùèå íàëè÷èå è êâàëèòàòèâíûé õàðàêòåð îùóùåíèÿ

áîëè ó ñóùåñòâ, ôèçè÷åñêè (èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíî) îòëè÷íûõ îò íàñ.

Ýòî â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü âëå÷åò çà ñîáîé òî, ÷òî èñòèííîñòü èëè ëîæíîñòü

óòâåðæäåíèé òèïà (1) õîòÿ è ÿâëÿåòñÿ ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèì ôàêòîì, ýïè-

ñòåìè÷åñêè íåäîñòóïíà äëÿ íàñ» [Ëåâèí, 1983: 360].

ß áû õîòåëà îòìåòèòü, ÷òî âòîðîé àðãóìåíò Ëåâèíà â ïîëüçó àíòè-

ðåäóêöèîíèñòñêîé èíòóèöèè ïîäðàçóìåâàåò, ÷òî âçàèìíî-îäíîçíà÷íîå

òîæäåñòâî ìåæäó êâàëèòàòèâíûìè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè è ôèçè÷åñêèìè (ôóíê-

öèîíàëüíûìè) ñîñòîÿíèÿìè óñòàíîâèòü íåâîçìîæíî. Â ñàìîì äåëå, åñ-

ëè óñòàíîâèòü åãî âîçìîæíî, òî ëîæåí âûâîä Ëåâèíà î òîì, ÷òî èñòèí-

íîñòü èëè ëîæíîñòü óòâåðæäåíèé òèïà (1) ýïèñòåìè÷åñêè íåäîñòóïíà

äëÿ íàñ (à åñëè ëîæåí âûâîä, òî îïðîâåðãíóò è ñàì àðãóìåíò). Ñëåäîâà-

òåëüíî, îí íå ìîæåò áûòü èñïîëüçîâàí äëÿ ïîäòâåðæäåíèÿ èñòèííîñòè

àíòèðåäóêöèîíèñòñêîé èíòóèöèè áåç petitio principia.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, êàê ìíå êàæåòñÿ, âòîðîé àðãóìåíò Ëåâèíà ÿâëÿåò-

ñÿ íå äîêàçàòåëüñòâîì èñòèííîñòè (èëè òåîðåòè÷åñêîé îïðàâäàííî-

ñòè) àíòèðåäóêöèîíèñòñêîé èíòóèöèè, à åå ôîðìàëüíûì èçëîæåíèåì.

Åñëè òàêèå ôèëîñîôû, êàê Äýâèä ×àëìåðñ è Ôðýíê Äæåêñîí, èçîáðå-

òàþò ìûñëåííûå ýêñïåðèìåíòû, ïðèçâàííûå ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî èç ôèçè÷å-

ñêîãî (èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíîãî) îïèñàíèÿ ñèñòåìû íåëüçÿ âûâåñòè çà-

êëþ÷åíèÿ î íàëè÷èè ó íåå êâàëèòàòèâíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, Äæîçåô Ëåâèí
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îáîáùàåò ýòîò ñïîñîá àðãóìåíòàöèè â ñâîåì ðàññóæäåíèè î òîì, ÷òî

ìåæäó ôèçè÷åñêèì (ôóíêöèîíàëüíûì) îïèñàíèåì è êâàëèòàòèâíûì

îïèñàíèåì ñîçíàíèÿ âñåãäà îñòàíåòñÿ ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè.

ß ïîëàãàþ, îäíàêî, ÷òî ýòîò ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñïå-

öèôè÷åñêîé ïðîáëåìîé äëÿ ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ, à ïîòîìó îí íå ïî-

çâîëÿåò óòâåðæäàòü, ÷òî ñîçíàíèå â áîëüøåé ñòåïåíè íåîáúÿñíèìî,

÷åì äðóãèå ÿâëåíèÿ ïðèðîäû. Êàê ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ýòî óòâåðæäåíèå ìîæ-

íî ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü ñëåäóþùèìè ñîîáðàæåíèÿìè.

Îïèñàíèå ñîçíàíèÿ â òåðìèíàõ ôèçè÷åñêîé ñòðóêòóðû èëè ôóíê-

öèîíàëüíîé ðîëè ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé íàó÷íóþ òåîðèþ, ïîäîáíóþ äðó-

ãèì íàó÷íûì òåîðèÿì
5
. Ñóùåñòâóåò ìíîæåñòâî êîíêóðèðóþùèõ íàó÷-

íûõ òåîðèé ñîçíàíèÿ, ïîëüçóþùèõñÿ ýòèì ñïîñîáîì îïèñàíèÿ, – òåîðèÿ

À. Äàìàçèî, òåîðèÿ Äæ. Ýäåëüìàíà, òåîðèÿ Ð. Ëëèíàñà, òåîðèÿ Ñ. Äåõå-

íå è Ë. Íàêàøà è ò.ä.
6

Íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî îêîí÷àòåëüíàÿ Åäèíàÿ Òåî-

ðèÿ Ñîçíàíèÿ íà äàííûé ìîìåíò íå ñôîðìóëèðîâàíà, ñèòóàöèÿ â ýòîé

îáëàñòè åñòåñòâåííûõ íàóê ïðèíöèïèàëüíî íå îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò ñèòóàöèè

â äðóãèõ îáëàñòÿõ åñòåñòâåííûõ íàóê, íàïðèìåð â ôèçèêå. Â ñàìîì

äåëå íåñìîòðÿ íà òî, ÷òî òåîðèÿ êâàíòîâîé ãðàâèòàöèè äî ñèõ ïîð íå

ðàçðàáîòàíà, è ìû íå çíàåì, êàê èìåííî îáúåäèíèòü îáùóþ òåîðèþ

îòíîñèòåëüíîñòè ñ êâàíòîâîé ìåõàíèêîé, ìàëî êòî ðàññìàòðèâàåò ýòî

êàê ïîâîä çàíÿòü àíòèíàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêóþ ïîçèöèþ îòíîñèòåëüíî ïðî-

ñòðàíñòâà è âðåìåíè. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, òîò ôàêò, ÷òî åäèíàÿ òåîðèÿ ñî-

çíàíèÿ íå ñôîðìóëèðîâàíà, íå ìîæåò ñàì ïî ñåáå áûòü àðãóìåíòîì

â ïîëüçó äóàëèçìà. Îäíàêî Äæîçåô Ëåâèí ãîâîðèò íå îá ýòîì. Âîïðîñ,

êîòîðûé îí ñòàâèò, çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ íå â òîì, êàê äàòü åäèíóþ è ïîëíóþ åñ-

òåñòâåííî-íàó÷íóþ òåîðèþ ñîçíàíèÿ, íàèëó÷øèì îáðàçîì îáúÿñíÿþ-

ùóþ âñå èçâåñòíûå ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíûå äàííûå èç îáëàñòè íåéðîôè-

çèîëîãèè, êëèíè÷åñêîé ïñèõîëîãèè, êîãíèòèâíûõ íàóê è ò.ä., à â òîì,

êàê îáúÿñíèòü, ïî÷åìó äàííîå ôèçè÷åñêîå (èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíîå) òåî-

ðåòè÷åñêîå îïèñàíèå ñîîòâåòñòâóåò äàííîìó ñîñòîÿíèþ ñîçíàíèÿ.

Íî êàê îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ «äàííîå» ñîñòîÿíèå ñîçíàíèÿ? Êàê ìû óçíà-

åì, î êàêîì èìåííî êâàëå èäåò ðå÷ü? Ïóòåì îñòåíñèâíîãî îïðåäåëå-

íèÿ. Åñëè ìû ïîñìîòðèì íà ñîòíè ñòàòåé, ïîñâÿùåííûõ ïðîáëåìå

êâàëèòàòèâíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé ñîçíàíèÿ, òî îïðåäåëåíèå ýòèõ ñîñòîÿíèé

äàåòñÿ ÷åðåç óêàçàíèå. Ñîçíàíèå îïèñûâàåòñÿ ïðè ïîìîùè îòñûëêè

ê êîíêðåòíîìó èíäèâèäóàëüíîìó îïûòó – «îùóùåíèå, êîòîðîå ÿ èñ-
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5
Ä. Äåííåò íàçûâàåò ìåòîäîëîãèþ, ïðèìåíèìóþ äëÿ ñîîòíîøåíèÿ îáúåêòèâíûõ è

ñóáúåêòèâíûõ îïèñàíèé, ïðèìåíèìóþ â ëþáîé íàó÷íîé òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ, «ãåòåðîôå-

íîìåíîëîãèåé» è ïîêàçûâàåò, êàê îíà ìîæåò ðàáîòàòü: Dennett D.C. Consciousness

Explained [Äåííåò, 1991].

6
Ñì.: Damasio A. The Feeling of What Happens [Äàìàçèî, 1999]; Edelman, G.M. The

Remembered Present: A Biological Theory of Consciousness [Ýäåëüìàí, 1990]; Llinas R. I

of the Vortex: From Neurons to Self [Ëëèíàñ, 2001]; Dehaene S., Naccache L. Towards a

Cognitive Neuroscience of Consciousness: Basic Evidence and a Workspace Framework

[Äåõåéí, Íàêàø, 2001].



ïûòûâàþ, âäûõàÿ àðîìàò ñâåæåìîëîòîãî êîôå», èëè «ñëóøàÿ Äåâÿ-

òóþ ñèìôîíèþ Áåòõîâåíà», èëè «ïðîáóÿ øîêîëàä», èëè «ïðèêàñàÿñü

ê îãîëåííîìó ïðîâîäó ïîä íàïðÿæåíèåì». Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, òàêèå îïðå-

äåëåíèÿ íà ñàìîì äåëå ïîäîáíû óêàçàíèÿì: âîò ýòî! È ýïèñòåìîëîãè-

÷åñêèé ðàçðûâ ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òîáû îáúÿñíèòü, êàê ñâÿçàíû «âîò ýòî»

îùóùåíèå è åãî òåîðåòè÷åñêîå îïèñàíèå.

Îäíàêî òà æå ñàìàÿ ïðîáëåìà ñòîèò ïåðåä äðóãèìè ñïîñîáàìè íà-

ó÷íîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ, êîòîðûå â ñèëó êàêèõ-òî ïðè÷èí âûçâàëè çíà÷è-

òåëüíî ìåíüøèé èíòåðåñ ó àâòîðîâ, ïèøóùèõ ïðî ôèëîñîôèþ ñîçíà-

íèÿ. ß áû õîòåëà èñïðàâèòü ýòó ñèòóàöèþ è ïðîâåñòè ñîîòâåòñòâóþ-

ùèå ïàðàëëåëè.

Íàïðèìåð, ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî òåîðèÿ ïðîñòðàíñòâà-âðåìåíè Ýéí-

øòåéíà (è äàæå òåîðèÿ ñòðóí!) íå îáúÿñíÿåò, ïî÷åìó ÿ íàõîæóñü

èìåííî çäåñü è ïî÷åìó äàííûé ìîìåíò – ýòî èìåííî ñåé÷àñ. Êîíå÷íî,

îíè îáúÿñíÿþò, ÷òî òàêîå ïðîñòðàíñòâî, è ÷òî òàêîå òðàåêòîðèÿ â ïðî-

ñòðàíñòâå-âðåìåíè, è ÷òî ÿ, åñëè ðàññìàòðèâàòü ìåíÿ êàê ÷åòûðåõìåð-

íûé îáúåêò, â êàæäûé ïîñëåäóþùèé ìîìåíò âðåìåíè çàíèìàþ îïðå-

äåëåííóþ òî÷êó, çàäàâàåìóþ ïðè ïîìîùè òðåõ ïðîñòðàíñòâåííûõ

è îäíîé âðåìåííîé êîîðäèíàòû (â ñëó÷àå òåîðèè ñòðóí ïîòðåáóåòñÿ

áîëüøå êîîðäèíàò). Îäíàêî îíè íå îáúÿñíÿþò, ÷åì «çäåñü» îòëè÷àåò-

ñÿ îò «òàì», à «ñåé÷àñ» îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò «òîãäà». Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, îíè íå

îáúÿñíÿþò, ÷åì îäíà òî÷êà ýòîãî ÷åòûðåõìåðíîãî îáúåêòà, êîòîðàÿ

èìååò ìåñòî çäåñü è ñåé÷àñ, îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò äðóãèõ òî÷åê ýòîãî îáúåêòà,

íàõîäÿùèõñÿ òàì è òîãäà.

Ïîäîáíî òîìó, êàê íàó÷íàÿ òåîðèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ (íàïðèìåð, òåîðèÿ

Ð. Ëëèíàñà èëè Äæ. Ýäåëüìàíà) îáúÿñíÿåò ïðîöåññû, ïðîèñõîäÿùèå

â ìîçãå, â èõ îáùåì âèäå, íàïðèìåð «âîçáóæäåíèå ñâåòîâûõ ðåöåïòî-

ðîâ íà ñåò÷àòêå ãëàçà âåäåò ê ïåðåäà÷å âîçáóæäåíèÿ ïî îïòè÷åñêîìó

íåðâó, êîòîðîå âûçûâàåò âîçáóæäåíèå îïðåäåëåííûõ ïîïóëÿöèé íåé-

ðîíîâ â çîíàõ çðèòåëüíîé êîðû V1–V4, êîòîðîå âåäåò ê âîçáóæäåíèþ

îïðåäåëåííîé ïîïóëÿöèè íåéðîíîâ â îáëàñòè ìîçãà, êîíòðîëèðóþùåé

ïðîèçâîëüíûå äâèæåíèÿ, ÷òî âåäåò ê âîçáóæäåíèþ èíòåðíåéðîíîâ, âû-

çûâàþùèõ äâèæåíèå ðóêè» (íåñêîëüêî âàæíûõ ñòàäèé îïèñàíèÿ îïó-

ùåíî äëÿ êðàòêîñòè), òàê è ôèçè÷åñêàÿ òåîðèÿ îïèñûâàåò ïðîöåññû

â îáùåì âèäå, íàïðèìåð: ñèëà ðàâíà ïðîèçâåäåíèþ ìàññû íà óñêîðåíèå

(F = ma), ýíåðãèÿ ðàâíà ïðîèçâåäåíèþ ìàññû íà ñêîðîñòü ñâåòà â êâàä-

ðàòå (E = mc
2
) è ò.ä. Íè èç îäíîé, ñàìîé ïîëíîé ôèçè÷åñêîé òåîðèè íå-

âîçìîæíî ñäåëàòü âûâîä, ÷òî îïèñûâàåìûé ïðîöåññ ïðîèñõîäèò «çäåñü

è ñåé÷àñ», òàê êàê ôèçè÷åñêèå òåîðèè â ðàâíîé ñòåïåíè ïðèìåíèìû êî

âñåì îáëàñòÿì ïðîñòðàíñòâà è âðåìåíè (ïðè óñëîâèè, ÷òî â ýòèõ îáëàñ-

òÿõ ñîáëþäàþòñÿ òå æå ñàìûå ôèçè÷åñêèå çàêîíû).

Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè, î êîòîðîì ãîâîðèò Ëåâèí,

ýòî íå îñîáàÿ ïðîáëåìà òåîðèé ñîçíàíèÿ, à ðàçðûâ ìåæäó òåîðèåé

è ôàêòàìè. Òåîðèÿ íå îáúÿñíÿåò ôàêò êàê òàêîâîé – îíà ñâÿçûâàåò
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ôàêòû ìåæäó ñîáîé. Ñàìàÿ ëó÷øàÿ òåîðèÿ íå ïîìîæåò íàì íè÷åãî

îáúÿñíèòü, åñëè ìû íå çàäàäèì êàêîå-òî ïîëîæåíèå äåë, îòíîñèòåëü-

íî êîòîðîãî ìû õîòèì ïðåäñêàçàòü áóäóùåå èëè âû÷èñëèòü ïðîøëîå.

Òåîðèÿ èìååò îáúÿñíèòåëüíóþ ñèëó ïîñòîëüêó, ïîñêîëüêó îíà ñïî-

ñîáíà ïîäâîäèòü ôàêòè÷åñêèå íàáëþäåíèÿ ïîä îáùèå çàêîíîìåðíî-

ñòè [Ãåìïåëü, 1965]. Ïîäîáíî òîìó, êàê òåîðèÿ ïðîñòðàíñòâà-âðåìåíè

íå äîëæíà îáúÿñíÿòü, ÷åì «çäåñü» îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò «òàì», à äîëæíà äà-

âàòü îáùèå çàêîíû ïåðåìåùåíèÿ òåë â ïðîñòðàíñòâå, òàê è òåîðèÿ

ñîçíàíèÿ íå äîëæíà îáúÿñíÿòü, ïî÷åìó îùóùåíèå çåëåíîãî «âîò òà-

êîå» (çåëåíîå êâàëå), à îùóùåíèå êðàñíîãî – «âîò òàêîå» (êðàñíîå

êâàëå); îíà äîëæíà ëèøü îáúÿñíèòü, êàê ýòè îùóùåíèÿ ñâÿçàíû äðóã

ñ äðóãîì è ïðî÷èìè ôàêòàìè äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè.

Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, äàæå åñëè òîæäåñòâà òèïà (1) è (3) êàæóòñÿ íàì

«ñëó÷àéíûìè» è ìû âñåãäà ìîæåì ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå, ÷òî òî÷íî òàêîé

æå ôèçè÷åñêèé ñóáñòðàò (èëè ôóíêöèîíàëüíî àíàëîãè÷íàÿ ñèñòåìà)

ëèøåíû ñîçíàíèÿ, «âîò ýòîãî êâàëå», èç ýòîãî íå ñëåäóåò, ÷òî òåîðèÿ

ñîçíàíèÿ íåïîëíà. Èíà÷å íåïîëíà è íàøà òåîðèÿ ïðîñòðàíñòâà, êàê, ÿ

íàäåþñü, ïîêàæåò ìîé àðãóìåíò î «ðàçðûâå â îáúÿñíåíèè» â ôèçè÷å-

ñêèõ òåîðèÿõ ïðîñòðàíñòâà. Àðãóìåíò òàêîâ.

Ôèçèêà îáúÿñíÿåò, ïî êàêèì çàêîíàì ïåðåìåùàþòñÿ òåëà â ïðî-

ñòðàíñòâå è âî âðåìåíè. ß ÿâëÿþñü ôèçè÷åñêèì òåëîì. Ìîè ïåðåìå-

ùåíèÿ ìîãóò áûòü îïèñàíû ïî çàêîíàì ôèçèêè. Ìîå ïîëîæåíèå â ïðî-

ñòðàíñòâå ìîæåò áûòü îïðåäåëåíî ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê äðóãèì òåëàì.

Ïðè ýòîì èç ïåðñïåêòèâû ïåðâîãî ëèöà ÿ çíàþ î ñåáå, ÷òî íàõîæóñü

çäåñü. Ïðåäñòàâèì ñåáå, ÷òî â äðóãîì âîçìîæíîì ìèðå êàêàÿ-íèáóäü

îòäàëåííàÿ ãàëàêòèêà ðàñïîëîæåíà èíà÷å (â ñèëó êâàíòîâîé ôëóêòóà-

öèè â ìîìåíò Áîëüøîãî âçðûâà). Â ýòîì âîçìîæíîì ìèðå âñå òî÷íî

òàê æå, çà èñêëþ÷åíèåì ýòîé îòäàëåííîé ãàëàêòèêè. Òàì äàæå åñòü ÿ*,

òî÷íåå, ìîé äâîéíèê èç âîçìîæíîãî ìèðà, èìåþùèé òî÷íî òàêèå æå

îáúåêòèâíûå ñâîéñòâà è ñóáúåêòèâíûå îùóùåíèÿ, êàê ÿ â àêòóàëüíîì

ìèðå. Ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêîé òåîðèè ïðîñòðàíñòâà-âðåìåíè, ìîå*

ïîëîæåíèå â ïðîñòðàíñòâå â ýòîì âîçìîæíîì ìèðå áóäåò îòëè÷àòüñÿ

îò ìîåãî ïîëîæåíèÿ â ïðîñòðàíñòâå â àêòóàëüíîì ìèðå. Íî èç ïåð-

ñïåêòèâû ïåðâîãî ëèöà ÿ* èç âîçìîæíîãî ìèðà âñå ðàâíî áóäó ñ÷è-

òàòü, ÷òî íàõîæóñü «çäåñü». Ïðè ýòîì ìîè îùóùåíèÿ áóäóò òîæäåñò-

âåííû è ìîå óáåæäåíèå î òîì, ÷òî ÿ íàõîæóñü «çäåñü», áóäåò èñòèí-

íûì êàê äëÿ àêòóàëüíîãî ìèðà, òàê è äëÿ ýòîãî âîçìîæíîãî ìèðà, ãäå

ÿ* òàêæå ñ÷èòàþ, ÷òî íàõîæóñü «çäåñü». Ïðè ýòîì êàê ÿ èç àêòóàëüíî-

ãî ìèðà, òàê è ÿ* èç âîçìîæíîãî ìèðà áóäåì ïðàâû, êîãäà áóäåì ñ÷è-

òàòü, ÷òî óòâåðæäåíèå «ÿ íàõîæóñü çäåñü» èñòèííî. Îäíàêî ñ òî÷êè

çðåíèÿ ôèçèêè ìîå ïîëîæåíèå è ìîå* ïîëîæåíèå â ïðîñòðàíñòâå

áóäóò ðàçíûìè. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, òîò ôàêò, ÷òî ÿ íàõîæóñü çäåñü, íå-

îáúÿñíèì èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî ïðè ïîìîùè ïîíÿòèéíîãî àïïàðàòà ôèçè-

êè. Äîëæíû ëè ìû ñäåëàòü âûâîä, ÷òî ôèçè÷åñêàÿ òåîðèÿ ïðîñòðàíñò-
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âà-âðåìåíè ïðèíöèïèàëüíî íåïîëíà, ïîêà îíà íå îáúÿñíèò, ÷òî çíà-

÷èò «çäåñü»?

ß ïîëàãàþ, ÷òî åñëè ýòîò àðãóìåíò íå óáåæäàåò íàñ, ÷òî ðàçðûâ

â îáúÿñíåíèè ÿâëÿåòñÿ äîñòàòî÷íûì îñíîâàíèåì äëÿ àíòèíàòóðàëèçìà

è â ñôåðå èññëåäîâàíèÿ ïðèðîäû, òî è àðãóìåíò Ëåâèíà íå ìîæåò ðàñ-

ñìàòðèâàòüñÿ êàê äîñòàòî÷íîå îñíîâàíèå äëÿ àíòèíàòóðàëèçìà â ñôåðå

èññëåäîâàíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Òî, ÷òî Ëåâèí íàçûâàåò «ðàçðûâîì â îáúÿñíå-

íèè», – ýòî ðàçðûâ ìåæäó ôàêòàìè ñîçíàíèÿ è òåîðèåé ñîçíàíèÿ, îáúÿñ-

íÿþùåé ýòè ôàêòû, ïîýòîìó çàïîëíèòü åãî íåâîçìîæíî, âåäü ïîäîáíîå

çàïîëíåíèå áóäåò ëèáî åùå îäíèì íåîáúÿñíèìûì ôàêòîì, ëèáî òåîðè-

åé, ïîäâîäÿùåé ýòîò ôàêò ïîä îáùóþ çàêîíîìåðíîñòü, à ëþáîå òàêîå

ïîäâåäåíèå îñòàâèò «ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè» íåçàïîëíåííûì.
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ПОЧЕМУ НАС ДОЛЖЕН ЗАБОТИТЬ РАЗРЫВ

В ОБЪЯСНЕНИИ СОЗНАНИЯ, А НЕ ТРУДНАЯ ПРОБЛЕМА

СОЗНАНИЯ?

WHY SHOULD WE CARE ABOUT THE EXPLANATORY

GAP, AND NOT THE HARD PROBLEM?

Ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î ðàçðûâå â îáúÿñíåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ, êàê è ïîíÿòèå òðóäíîé

ïðîáëåìû, ïðåäïîëàãàþò ìîäåëü ðåäóêòèâíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ, êîòîðàÿ îñíîâàíà

íà êîíöåïòóàëüíîì àíàëèçå è êîòîðóþ èíîãäà íàçûâàþò «ïëàí Êàíáåððû».

Îñîáóþ ðîëü êîíöåïòóàëüíîìó àíàëèçó â îáîñíîâàíèè ìàòåðèàëèçìà ïðèäàâà-

ëè àâñòðàëèéñêèå ìàòåðèàëèñòû, à òàêæå àìåðèêàíñêèé ôèëîñîô Äýâèä
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В философии сознания сегодня принято считать, что трудная проблема созна

ния и проблема разрыва в объяснении сознания – это одна и та же проблема.
Понятие разрыв в объяснении ввел Д. Левин (1983). Д. Чалмерс (1995) развил
идею Левина в трудную проблему сознания . В этой статье я показываю, что
здесь мы имеем дело с двуя разными проблемами, и обосновываю, почему нас
должен заботить разрыв в объяснении сознания, а не трудная проблема. И Ле

вин, и Чалмерс принимают функциональную модель объяснения. Они считают,
что функциональная редукция, которая так хорошо работает для почти всех яв

лений, не работает в объяснении сознания. Ни одна когнитивная функция не
может схватить феноменальное сознание. Тем не менее функциональная мо

дель допускает компромисс: возможность замены нашего дотеоретического
понятия сознания его теоретическим понятием
преемником. Наиболее подхо

дящим понятием
заменой, на мой взгляд, является понятие феноменальной ре

презентации.
Ключевые слова: сознание, Трудная проблема, разрыв в объяснении, функцио

нальная редукция, замена, понятие
преемник, феноменальная репрезентация.

Svetlana Nagumanova –
Kazan State Medical
University

It is a received view in philosophy of consciousness today to consider the Hard pro-
blem and the explanatory gap problem to be one and the same problem. The notion
of explanatory gap was introduced by J. Levine (1983). Chalmers (1995) developed
Levine’s idea of an explanatory gap into the Hard problem. In this article I show
that there are two different problems here and give reasons why we should care
about the explanatory gap rather than the Hard problem. Both Levine and Chalmers
accept functional model of reductive explanation. According to them, functional
reduction, that works so well for almost all phenomena, does not work in explaining
consciousness. No cognitive function can grasp phenomenal consciousness. Ho-
wever functional model admits a compromise: a possibility to replace our pre-theo-
retical notion of consciousness with its theoretical successor-concept. I think that
phenomenal representation is the best candidate for such successor-concept.
Key words: Consciousness, Hard problem, explanatory gap, functional reduction,
replacement, successorconcept,  phenomenal representation.



Ëüþèñ. Ìîäåëü ðåäóêöèè áûëà èçëîæåíà Ëüþèñîì â âèäå àðãóìåíòà

[Lewis, 1972], êîòîðûé ïðèâîäèòñÿ íèæå â èçëîæåíèè àâñòðàëèéñêîãî

ôèëîñîôà Ôðýíêà Äæåêñîíà.

«1. Ïñèõè÷åñêîå ñîñòîÿíèå Ï = âûïîëíÿåò ðîëü Ð (ñîãëàñíî êîí-

öåïòóàëüíîìó àíàëèçó).

2. Âûïîëíÿþùèé ðîëü Ð = ñîñòîÿíèå ìîçãà Ì (ñîãëàñíî íàóêå).

3. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, Ï = íåðâíîå ñîñòîÿíèå Ì (â ñèëó òðàíçèòèâíî-

ñòè)» [Jackson, 1994].

È Ëåâèí, è ×àëìåðñ ïðèíèìàþò ýòó ôóíêöèîíàëüíóþ ìîäåëü ðå-

äóêòèâíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ. Ëåâèí îïèñûâàåò ïðîöåññ ðåäóêöèè êàê äâóõ-

ñòóïåí÷àòûé ïðîöåññ: «Ïåðâàÿ ñòàäèÿ âêëþ÷àåò (îòíîñèòåëüíî? êâàçè?)

àïðèîðíûé ïðîöåññ ïðèäàíèÿ ïîíÿòèþ ðåäóöèðóåìîãî ñâîéñòâà

“ôîðìû” äëÿ ðåäóêöèè ïóòåì èäåíòèôèêàöèè òîé êàóçàëüíîé ðîëè,

äëÿ êîòîðîé ìû èùåì ëåæàùèå â åå îñíîâå ìåõàíèçìû [êîíöåïòóàëü-

íûé àíàëèç]. Âòîðàÿ ñòàäèÿ âêëþ÷àåò ýìïèðè÷åñêóþ ðàáîòó ïî îáíà-

ðóæåíèþ òîãî, êàêîâû ýòè ìåõàíèçìû» [Levine, 1993: 132].

×àëìåðñ äàåò î÷åíü ïîõîæåå îïèñàíèå ðåäóêòèâíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ:

«Äëÿ íàèáîëåå èíòåðåñíûõ ôåíîìåíîâ, êîòîðûå òðåáóþò îáúÿñíåíèÿ,

âêëþ÷àÿ òàêèå ôåíîìåíû, êàê ðåïðîäóêöèÿ è îáó÷åíèå, ñîîòâåòñò-

âóþùèå ïîíÿòèÿ îáû÷íî ìîæíî ïðîàíàëèçèðîâàòü ôóíêöèîíàëüíî.

Ñóòü òàêèõ ïîíÿòèé ìîæíî îõàðàêòåðèçîâàòü â òåðìèíàõ âûïîëíåíèÿ

íåêîòîðîé ôóíêöèè èëè ôóíêöèé… Îáúÿñíèâ, êàê âûïîëíÿþòñÿ ýòè

ôóíêöèè, ìû îáúÿñíèëè äàííûé ôåíîìåí. Îáúÿñíèâ, êàê îðãàíèçì

âûïîëíÿåò ôóíêöèþ ïðîèçâîäñòâà äðóãîãî îðãàíèçìà, ìû îáúÿñíèëè

ðåïðîäóêöèþ, ïîñêîëüêó âñå, ÷òî îçíà÷àåò ðåïðîäóêöèÿ, – ýòî âûïîë-

íåíèå äàííîé ôóíêöèè» [Chalmers, 1996: 43].

×àëìåðñ ïîä÷åðêèâàåò, ÷òî âîçìîæíîñòü êîíöåïòóàëüíîãî àíàëè-

çà ëåæèò â îñíîâå ðåäóêòèâíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ. «Áåç òàêîãî àíàëèçà íå

áûëî áû îáúÿñíèòåëüíîãî ìîñòà îò ôèçè÷åñêèõ ôàêòîâ áîëåå íèçêîãî

óðîâíÿ ê îáúÿñíÿåìîìó ÿâëåíèþ. Èìåÿ æå òàêîé àíàëèç, âñå, ÷òî ìû

äîëæíû ñäåëàòü, – ýòî ïîêàçàòü, êàêèì îáðàçîì îïðåäåëåííûå ôèçè-

÷åñêèå ìåõàíèçìû áîëåå íèçêîãî óðîâíÿ ìîãóò óäîâëåòâîðÿòü ýòîìó

àíàëèçó, ðåçóëüòàòîì áóäåò îáúÿñíåíèå» [Chalmers, 1996: 44].

Ôåíîìåí ñ÷èòàåòñÿ ðåäóêòèâíî îáúÿñíåííûì, åñëè ýêñïëàíàíäóì

ëîãè÷åñêè âûòåêàåò èç ýêñïëàíàíñà. Ëåâèí ïèøåò: «Ðåäóêöèÿ äîëæ-

íà îáúÿñíèòü òî, ÷òî ðåäóöèðîâàíî; è ñïîñîá, ñ ïîìîùüþ êîòîðîãî ìû

ìîæåì óçíàòü, äîñòèãíóòî ëè ýòî, ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òîáû óâèäåòü, äåëà-

þò ëè ðåäóöèðóþùèå ôåíîìåíû ðåäóöèðóåìûé ôåíîìåí ýïèñòåìî-

ëîãè÷åñêè íåîáõîäèìûì, ò.å. ìîæåì ëè ìû âèäåòü, ïî÷åìó ïðè íàëè-

÷èè ôàêòîâ, óêàçàííûõ â ðåäóêöèè, âåùè äîëæíû áûòü èìåííî òàêè-

ìè, êàêèìè êàæóòñÿ íà ïåðâûé âçãëÿä [Levine, 1993: 129]. ×àëìåðñ

âûðàæàåò òó æå èäåþ ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì: «Åñòåñòâåííûé ôåíîìåí

ðåäóêòèâíî îáúÿñíåí â òåðìèíàõ ñâîéñòâ áîëåå íèçêîãî óðîâíÿ èìåííî
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òîãäà, êîãäà îí ëîãè÷åñêè ïðîèñòåêàåò (supervenient) èç ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ»

[Chalmers, 1996: 47–48].

Ëîãè÷åñêîå (êîíöåïòóàëüíîå) «ïðîèñòå÷åíèå» (supervenience)

×àëìåðñ îïðåäåëÿåò òàê: «B-ñâîéñòâà ëîãè÷åñêè ïðîèñòåêàþò èç

À-ñâîéñòâ, åñëè íå ñóùåñòâóåò äâóõ ëîãè÷åñêè âîçìîæíûõ ñèòóàöèé,

êîòîðûå èäåíòè÷íû â îòíîøåíèè èõ À-ñâîéñòâ, íî îòëè÷àþòñÿ â îò-

íîøåíèè èõ B-ñâîéñòâ» [Ibid.: 35]. ×àëìåðñ ïîä÷åðêèâàåò, ÷òî ëîãè-

÷åñêîå ïðîèñòå÷åíèå îïðåäåëÿåòñÿ íå â òåðìèíàõ ñòðîãîé äåäóöèðóå-

ìîñòè â êàêîé-ëèáî ñèñòåìå ôîðìàëüíîé ëîãèêè, à áîëåå øèðîêî –

â òåðìèíàõ âîçìîæíûõ ìèðîâ.

Ñîãëàñíî Ëåâèíó è ×àëìåðñó, ýòà ôóíêöèîíàëüíàÿ ìîäåëü, êîòîðàÿ

òàê õîðîøî ðàáîòàåò â îáúÿñíåíèè ïî÷òè âñåõ ôåíîìåíîâ, íå ðàáîòàåò

ïðè îáúÿñíåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Â ñëó÷àå ñîçíàíèÿ çàêëþ÷åíèå ëîãè÷åñêè íå

âûòåêàåò èç ïîñûëîê, ò.å. ñóùåñòâóåò ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè. Äåëî â òîì,

÷òî êàóçàëüíî/ôóíêöèîíàëüíûé àíàëèç ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ óïóñêàåò åãî

êâàëèòàòèâíûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé àñïåêòû. Ëåâèí âñëåä çà Ñîëîì Êðèï-

êå [Kripke, 1980] ïðèâîäèò ïðèìåð ñ áîëüþ (ýòîò ñòàíäàðòíûé ïðèìåð

óñòàðåë â ñâåòå äàííûõ ñîâðåìåííîé ôèçèîëîãèè, îí âûïîëíÿåò ëèøü

ôóíêöèþ èëëþñòðàöèè èäåè).

«Â íàøåì ïîíÿòèè áîëè åñòü íå÷òî áîëüøåå, íåæåëè åå êàóçàëü-

íàÿ ðîëü, ñóùåñòâóåò êâàëèòàòèâíûé õàðàêòåð áîëè, êàê îíà îùóùà-

åòñÿ; è òî, ÷òî îòêðûòèå Ñ-âîëîêîí îñòàâëÿåò áåç îáúÿñíåíèÿ, – ýòî

ïî÷åìó áîëü äîëæíà îùóùàòüñÿ èìåííî òàê, êàê îíà îùóùàåòñÿ!

Âåäü â âîçáóæäåíèè Ñ-âîëîêîí, êàæåòñÿ, íåò íè÷åãî òàêîãî, ÷òî åñòåñò-

âåííûì îáðàçîì ñîîòâåòñòâîâàëî ôåíîìåíàëüíûì ñâîéñòâàì áîëè ïî

ñðàâíåíèþ ñ íåêîòîðûìè äðóãèìè ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè ñâîéñòâàìè»

[Levine, 1983: 357].

Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû ïðîäåìîíñòðèðîâàòü, ÷òî â ôóíêöèîíàëüíîì àíà-

ëèçå ñîçíàíèÿ äåéñòâèòåëüíî ÷òî-òî óïóùåíî, Ëåâèí è ×àëìåðñ îáðà-

ùàþòñÿ ê ìûñëèìîñòè òàêîé ñèòóàöèè, êîãäà ôóíêöèîíàëüíîå îïèñà-

íèå ñîçíàíèÿ èìååò ìåñòî â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, íî ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèå

êâàëèà îòñóòñòâóþò (àðãóìåíò îòñóòñòâóþùåãî êâàëèà). Íàïðèìåð,

ìûñëèìî, ÷òî âîçáóæäåíèå Ñ-âîëîêîí èìååò ìåñòî, à îùóùåíèÿ áîëè

íåò. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, èç òîãî, ÷òî ìû îáúÿñíèëè, êàê âûïîëíÿåòñÿ îï-

ðåäåëåííàÿ ôóíêöèÿ, âîâñå íå âûòåêàåò, ÷òî ìû îáúÿñíèëè ñîçíàíèå.

Âîò ïî÷åìó âîçíèêàþò äàëüíåéøèå âîïðîñû: ïî÷åìó áîëü äîëæíà

îùóùàòüñÿ èìåííî òàê, êàê îíà îùóùàåòñÿ? Ïî÷åìó âîîáùå âûïîë-

íåíèå åå êàóçàëüíîé ðîëè äîëæíî ñîïðîâîæäàòüñÿ êàêèì-ëèáî ïåðå-

æèâàíèåì?

È Ëåâèí, è ×àëìåðñ ïîëàãàþò, ÷òî ëþáîé ôóíêöèîíàëüíûé àíà-

ëèç ñîçíàíèÿ áóäåò óïóñêàòü êâàëèòàòèâíûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé àñïåêòû

ñîçíàíèÿ. «Â òîé æå ìåðå, â êàêîé â íàøåì ïîíÿòèè êâàëèòàòèâíîãî

õàðàêòåðà îñòàåòñÿ ýëåìåíò, êîòîðûé íå ñõâà÷åí ñâîéñòâàìè åãî êàó-

çàëüíîé ðîëè, îí áóäåò óñêîëüçàòü èç îáúÿñíèòåëüíîé ñåòè ôèçèêàëè-
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ñòñêîé ðåäóêöèè» [Levine, 1993: 134]. ×àëìåðñ ïèøåò, ÷òî â îáúÿñíå-

íèè ñóùåñòâóåò ðàçðûâ ìåæäó ôóíêöèÿìè è ïåðåæèâàíèÿìè è íàì

íåîáõîäèì îáúÿñíèòåëüíûé ìîñò, ÷òîáû ïðåîäîëåòü åãî. Ïðîñòîå

îáúÿñíåíèå ôóíêöèé íàõîäèòñÿ íà îäíîé ñòîðîíå ýòîãî ðàçðûâà, ïî-

ýòîìó, ïî ìíåíèþ ×àëìåðñà, ìàòåðèàëû äëÿ ìîñòà ñëåäóåò èñêàòü

ãäå-òî â äðóãîì ìåñòå [Chalmers, 1995].

Åñëè íèêàêîé ôóíêöèîíàëüíûé àíàëèç íå ìîæåò ñõâàòèòü êâàëè-

òàòèâíûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé àñïåêòû ñîçíàíèÿ, òî òàêîé ïðèíöèïèàëü-

íûé ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè îêàçûâàåòñÿ òðóäíîé ïðîáëåìîé â ñðàâíå-

íèè ñî âñåìè äðóãèìè ðåäóêöèÿìè. Ïîñêîëüêó â ìîäåëè ôóíêöèî-

íàëüíîé ðåäóêöèè áîëüøîå çíà÷åíèå èìååò êîíöåïòóàëüíûé àíàëèç,

ðàññìîòðèì, êàê ×àëìåðñ àíàëèçèðóåò ïîíÿòèå ñîçíàíèÿ â ñâîåé êíè-

ãå «Ñîçíàþùèé óì» (1996).

Âíà÷àëå ×àëìåðñ ðàçëè÷àåò ôåíîìåíàëüíûé è ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèé

àñïåêòû ïñèõèêè (mind): «Ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ïîíÿòèÿ èìåþò äåëî ñ ïñè-

õè÷åñêèìè àñïåêòàìè îò ïåðâîãî ëèöà, à ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèå ïîíÿòèÿ

èìåþò äåëî ñ àñïåêòàìè îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà… Íè ôåíîìåíàëüíîå, íè

ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîå íå äîëæíû áûòü îïðåäåëåíû â òåðìèíàõ äðóã äðó-

ãà» [Chalmers, 1996: 16]. Äàëåå, âñëåä çà Íåäîì Áëîêîì (1995), ×àë-

ìåðñ ðàçëè÷àåò äâà ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ: «ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå»

è «ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîå ñîçíàíèå», èëè «îñîçíàíèå» (awareness)
1
. Ïî-

ñëåäíåå âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ âñå èëè ïî÷òè âñå ðàçëè÷íûå ïñèõîëîãè÷å-

ñêèå (êîãíèòèâíûå) ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ; «áûòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûì äëÿ ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿ îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî îíî îùóùàåòñÿ îïðåäåëåííûì îáðàçîì, à áûòü

ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèì äëÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿ îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî îíî èãðàåò ñîîòâåòñò-

âóþùóþ êàóçàëüíóþ ðîëü» [Ibid.: 12]
2
.

Äâà ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ ïîðîæäàþò äâå ðàçíûå ïðîáëåìû – «òðóä-

íóþ» è «ëåãêóþ». «Ëåãêèå ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ – ýòî òå, êîòîðûå êà-

æóòñÿ ëåãêî ïîääàþùèìèñÿ ñòàíäàðòíûì ìåòîäàì êîãíèòèâíîé íàó-

êè; ñ èõ ïîìîùüþ ôåíîìåí îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ â òåðìèíàõ âû÷èñëèòåëüíûõ

èëè íåéðîííûõ ìåõàíèçìîâ. Òðóäíàÿ ïðîáëåìà íå ïîääàåòñÿ ýòèì ìå-

òîäàì» [Chalmers, 1995: 200]. «Ïî-íàñòîÿùåìó òðóäíàÿ ïðîáëåìà –

ýòî ïðîáëåìà ïåðåæèâàíèÿ (experience)» [Ibid.: 201]
3
.

Ìîäåëü ôóíêöèîíàëüíîé ðåäóêöèè, ïî ìíåíèþ ×àëìåðñà, âïîëíå

ïîäõîäèò äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ ëåãêèõ ïðîáëåì. «Îáúÿñíèòü ñïîñîáíîñòü

ê îò÷åòó, íàïðèìåð, åñòü íå ÷òî èíîå, êàê îáúÿñíèòü, êàêèì îáðàçîì

ñèñòåìà ìîãëà áû âûïîëíèòü ôóíêöèþ ñîçäàíèÿ îò÷åòîâ î âíóòðåí-

íèõ ñîñòîÿíèÿõ. ×òîáû îáúÿñíèòü âíóòðåííèé äîñòóï, ìû äîëæíû
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1
Ïîñëåäíåå âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ âñå èëè ïî÷òè âñå ðàçëè÷íûå ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèå (êîãíè-

òèâíûå) ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. «Áûòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûì äëÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿ îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî îíî

îùóùàåòñÿ îïðåäåëåííûì îáðàçîì, à áûòü ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèì äëÿ ñîñòîÿíèÿ îçíà÷àåò,

÷òî îíî èãðàåò ñîîòâåòñòâóþùóþ êàóçàëüíóþ ðîëü» [Chalmers, 1996: 12].

2
Áëîê íàçûâàåò èõ «ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå» è «ñîçíàíèå-äîñòóïíîñòü (access)»

[Block, 1995].

3
Ïîä «ïåðåæèâàíèåì» ×àëìåðñ èìååò â âèäó ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå.



îáúÿñíèòü, êàê âíóòðåííèå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìîãëè áû íàäëåæàùèì îáðàçîì

âëèÿòü íà ñèñòåìó è êàê ñèñòåìà ìîãëà áû èñïîëüçîâàòü èíôîðìàöèþ

îá ýòèõ ñîñòîÿíèÿõ â êîíòðîëå áîëåå ïîçäíèõ ñîñòîÿíèé. ×òîáû îáú-

ÿñíèòü èíòåãðàöèþ è êîíòðîëü, ìû äîëæíû îáúÿñíèòü, êàê öåíòðàëü-

íûå ïðîöåññû ñèñòåìû ìîãóò îáúåäèíÿòü ñîäåðæàíèÿ èíôîðìàöèè

è èñïîëüçîâàòü èõ äëÿ îáåñïå÷åíèÿ ðàçíîîáðàçíîãî ïîâåäåíèÿ. Âñå

ýòî ïðîáëåìû îáúÿñíåíèÿ ôóíêöèé.

Êàê ìû îáúÿñíÿåì âûïîëíåíèå ôóíêöèè? Òî÷íî óñòàíàâëèâàÿ ìå-

õàíèçì, êîòîðûé âûïîëíÿåò ýòó ôóíêöèþ. Ñàìîå ëó÷øåå äëÿ ýòîé çà-

äà÷è – ñîçäàòü íåéðîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêèå è êîãíèòèâíûå ìîäåëè. Åñëè

ìû õîòèì ïîëó÷èòü äåòàëüíîå îáúÿñíåíèå íà áîëåå íèçêîì óðîâíå,

ìîæíî óñòàíîâèòü íåðâíûé ìåõàíèçì, îòâå÷àþùèé çà ýòó ôóíêöèþ.

Åñëè ìû õîòèì áîëåå àáñòðàêòíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ, ìîæíî óñòàíîâèòü

ìåõàíèçì â âû÷èñëèòåëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ. Â îáîèõ ñëó÷àÿõ ìû ïîëó÷èì

ïîëíîå è óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíîå îáúÿñíåíèå. Êàê òîëüêî ìû óñòàíîâèëè

íåðâíûé èëè âû÷èñëèòåëüíûé ìåõàíèçì, êîòîðûé âûïîëíÿåò, íàïðè-

ìåð, ôóíêöèþ âåðáàëüíîãî îò÷åòà, áóëüøàÿ ÷àñòü ðàáîòû ïî îáúÿñíå-

íèþ ñïîñîáíîñòè ê îò÷åòó çàêîí÷åíà... Ýòî êîíöåïòóàëüíûé ôàêò îá

ýòèõ ÿâëåíèÿõ, ÷òî èõ îáúÿñíåíèå âêëþ÷àåò ëèøü îáúÿñíåíèå ðàçëè÷-

íûõ ôóíêöèé, ïîñêîëüêó ýòè ÿâëåíèÿ ìîæíî îïðåäåëèòü ôóíêöèî-

íàëüíî» [Chalmers, 1996: 4].

Îäíàêî, ïî ìíåíèþ ×àëìåðñà, ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå íåëüçÿ

îïðåäåëèòü ôóíêöèîíàëüíî: «×òî äåëàåò òðóäíóþ ïðîáëåìó òðóäíîé

è åäâà íå óíèêàëüíîé, òàê ýòî òî, ÷òî îíà âûõîäèò çà ïðåäåëû ïðîáëåì

âûïîëíåíèÿ ôóíêöèé. ×òîáû ýòî óâèäåòü, îáðàòèòå âíèìàíèå íà òî,

÷òî äàæå êîãäà ìû îáúÿñíèëè âûïîëíåíèå âñåõ êîãíèòèâíûõ èëè ïî-

âåäåí÷åñêèõ ôóíêöèé â îêðåñòíîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ – ïåðöåïòóàëüíàÿ äèñ-

êðèìèíàöèÿ, êàòåãîðèçàöèÿ, âíóòðåííèé äîñòóï, âåðáàëüíûé îò÷åò –

âñå ðàâíî îñòàþòñÿ áåç îòâåòà äàëüíåéøèå âîïðîñû: Ïî÷åìó âûïîëíå-

íèå ýòèõ ôóíêöèé ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ ïåðåæèâàíèåì?.. Ïî÷åìó âñÿ ýòà

îáðàáîòêà èíôîðìàöèè íå ïðîèñõîäèò “â òåìíîòå”, ñâîáîäíî îò êàêî-

ãî-ëèáî âíóòðåííåãî ÷óâñòâà?» [Ibid].

ß ïðèâåëà ýòó äëèííóþ öèòàòó äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû ïðîäåìîíñòðèðî-

âàòü, ÷òî â ðåçóëüòàòå êîíöåïòóàëüíîãî àíàëèçà, äàííîãî ×àëìåðñîì,

ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå ïî îïðåäåëåíèþ íå ìîæåò áûòü îáúÿñíåíî

â ôóíêöèîíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ. Îíî àïðèîðè ïîíèìàåòñÿ êàê íå÷òî íå-

ôóíêöèîíàëüíîå, íå ïîääàþùååñÿ ñòàíäàðòíûì ìåòîäàì êîãíèòèâ-

íîé íàóêè. ×àëìåðñ äåëàåò èç ýòîãî ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèé âûâîä: ñîçíàíèå

íå ðåäóöèðóåìî ê ôèçè÷åñêîìó, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, îíî íå ìàòåðèàëüíî.

Êðèòèêóÿ àíòèôóíêöèîíàëèçì è àðãóìåíò îòñóòñòâóþùåãî êâà-

ëèà, íà êîòîðûé îí îïèðàåòñÿ, Ðîáåðò âàí Ãóëèê çàìå÷àåò, ÷òî ýòà

ëèíèÿ àðãóìåíòàöèè äîïóñêàåò îøèáêó ïðåäâîñõèùåíèÿ îñíîâàíèÿ

(question begging). «Êàê ìîæåò àíòèôóíêöèîíàëèñò çíàòü àïðèîðè,

÷òî ëþáàÿ ôóíêöèîíàëèñòñêàÿ òåîðèÿ â áóäóùåì äîïóñòèò ðåàëèçà-
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öèþ [ôóíêöèîíàëüíîãî îïèñàíèÿ] áåç êâàëèà?» [Van Gulick, 1993:

146]. Îòâåò òîëüêî îäèí: â îñíîâå óâåðåííîñòè êðèòèêîâ ôóíêöèîíà-

ëèçìà â îòíîøåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ ëåæèò ïðîèçâîëüíîå ðàçäåëåíèå ñîçíà-

íèÿ íà äâà – ôåíîìåíàëüíîå è ôóíêöèîíàëüíîå.

Ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè è òðóäíàÿ ïðîáëåìà, êàê áûëî ñêàçàíî

âûøå, ìíîãèì ïðåäñòàâëÿþòñÿ îäíîé è òîé æå ïðîáëåìîé. Íî ìíå

êàæåòñÿ âàæíûì ïðîâåñòè ðàçëè÷èå ìåæäó íèìè. Íà÷íó ñ òîãî, ÷òî

â îáúÿñíåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ ñåãîäíÿ äåéñòâèòåëüíî ñóùåñòâóåò ðàçðûâ,

ò.å. ñóùåñòâóþùèì òåîðèÿì ñîçíàíèÿ íå óäàåòñÿ ëîãè÷åñêè âûâåñ-

òè êâàëèòàòèâíûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé õàðàêòåð ñîçíàíèÿ. Âîçìîæíû

äâå èíòåðïðåòàöèè ýòîãî ðàçðûâà: 1) îí âîçíèêàåò, ïîòîìó ÷òî

â ñëó÷àå òîé èëè èíîé êîíêðåòíîé òåîðèè ôóíêöèîíàëüíûé àíàëèç

ñîçíàíèÿ óïóñêàåò åãî êà÷åñòâåííûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé õàðàêòåð; 2)

ýòî ïðèíöèïèàëüíûé ðàçðûâ, ïîòîìó ÷òî ôóíêöèîíàëüíûé àíàëèç

êà÷åñòâåííîãî è ñóáúåêòèâíîãî õàðàêòåðà ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî ñîçíà-

íèÿ â ïðèíöèïå íåâîçìîæåí. Ïåðâàÿ èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ âûçûâàåò âî-

ïðîñ: êàêèì äîëæåí áûòü ôóíêöèîíàëüíûé àíàëèç, ÷òîáû íå

óïóñêàòü êà÷åñòâåííûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé õàðàêòåð ñîçíàíèÿ? Ýòî

è åñòü ïðîáëåìà ðàçðûâà â îáúÿñíåíèè. Âòîðàÿ èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ ñòà-

âèò âîïðîñ: êàê èíà÷å îáúÿñíèòü ôåíîìåíàëüíîå ñîçíàíèå, åñëè

îíî íå ïîääàåòñÿ ðåäóêöèè ê ôèçè÷åñêèì ñâîéñòâàì? Ýòî òðóäíàÿ

ïðîáëåìà ñîçíàíèÿ.

Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, âîïðîñû èìåþò ðàçíûå ïðåäïîñûëêè: ïðåäïîñûë-

êîé ïåðâîãî âîïðîñà ÿâëÿåòñÿ óòâåðæäåíèå, ÷òî ðåäóêòèâíîå îáúÿñ-

íåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ âîçìîæíî, ïðåäïîñûëêîé âòîðîãî âîïðîñà ÿâëÿåòñÿ

îòðèöàíèå ýòîé âîçìîæíîñòè. Íà ìîé âçãëÿä, òðóäíàÿ ïðîáëåìà ñîç-

íàíèÿ îñíîâàíà íà ïðîèçâîëüíîì êîíöåïòóàëüíîì àíàëèçå, çàðàíåå

èñêëþ÷àþùåì âîçìîæíîñòü ðåäóêòèâíîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ.

Ñåãîäíÿ ñóùåñòâóåò îãðîìíîå ÷èñëî ýìïèðè÷åñêèõ ñâèäåòåëüñòâ

â ïîëüçó òîãî, ÷òî ìåæäó ôèçè÷åñêèìè ïðîöåññàìè â ìîçãå è ñîçíàíè-

åì ñóùåñòâóþò çíà÷èòåëüíûå êîððåëÿöèè. Ýòî âåñüìà ïðàâäîïîäîá-

íî ãîâîðèò î òîì, ÷òî íåîáõîäèìàÿ ñâÿçü ìåæäó íèìè åñòü. Íî äëÿ òî-

ãî ÷òîáû ïîêàçàòü ýòó ñâÿçü, íóæåí àäåêâàòíûé òåîðåòè÷åñêèé àíàëèç

ñîçíàíèÿ.

Êàêèì îáðàçîì ìîæåò áûòü çàêðûò ñóùåñòâóþùèé ðàçðûâ? Î÷å-

âèäíàÿ òðóäíîñòü çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî íàø ýêñïëàíàíäóì ÿâëÿåòñÿ

îáûäåííûì ïîíÿòèåì ñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòî ïîíÿòèå âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ òîëüêî

ñóáúåêòèâíûå ïåðåæèâàíèÿ, äàííûå îò ïåðâîãî ëèöà, è íè÷åãî áîëåå,

íè÷åãî òàêîãî, ÷òî ñâÿçûâàëî áû ñîçíàíèå ñ ìîçãîì. À äëÿ ðåäóêöèè

ê ôèçè÷åñêèì ïðîöåññàì íåîáõîäèì àíàëèç ñîçíàíèÿ â ïîíÿòèÿõ îò

òðåòüåãî ëèöà, èáî òîëüêî òàê ìîæíî ñâÿçàòü ñîçíàíèå ñ åãî ôèçè÷å-

ñêîé ðåàëèçàöèåé.

Àíòèìàòåðèàëèñòè÷åñêèå àðãóìåíòû (àðãóìåíò çíàíèÿ, àðãóìåíò

ìûñëèìîñòè, àðãóìåíò ðàçðûâà â îáúÿñíåíèè è èõ ðàçíîâèäíîñòè)

ÏÎ×ÅÌÓ ÍÀÑ ÄÎËÆÅÍ ÇÀÁÎÒÈÒÜ ÐÀÇÐÛÂ…

141



óáåäèòåëüíî äîêàçûâàþò, ÷òî ìû íå ìîæåì âûâåñòè äîòåîðåòè÷åñêîå

ïîíÿòèå ñîçíàíèÿ èç ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåãî ðåäóöèðóþùåãî îïèñàíèÿ.

Ìýðè äåéñòâèòåëüíî óçíàåò íå÷òî íîâîå: êàêîâî ýòî âèäåòü êðàñíûé

öâåò. Íàì äåéñòâèòåëüíî íè÷òî íå ìåøàåò ïîìûñëèòü çîìáè – ñóùåñò-

âî, êîòîðîå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ôèçè÷åñêîé êîïèåé ÷åëîâåêà, íî íå èìååò âíóò-

ðåííåãî ìèðà è äëÿ êîòîðîãî îòñóòñòâóåò êàêîâî ýòî áûòü çîìáè. Íî

èìåííî ýòîãî ìû è äîëæíû áûëè áû îæèäàòü, ïðèíèìàÿ âî âíèìàíèå

ñóáúåêòèâíûé, îò ïåðâîãî ëèöà õàðàêòåð íàøåãî äîòåîðåòè÷åñêîãî

ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Çíà÷èò ëè ýòî, ÷òî ×àëìåðñ áûë ïðàâ, óòâåðæäàÿ,

÷òî òðóäíàÿ ïðîáëåìà ñîçíàíèÿ – îáúÿñíåíèÿ êàêîâî ýòî – íå ïîääà-

åòñÿ ìåòîäàì êîãíèòèâíîé íàóêè è ÷òî äàæå êîãäà ìû áóäåì çíàòü âñå

î êîãíèòèâíûõ ôóíêöèÿõ è íåéðîôèçèîëîãèè ìîçãà, ýòî íå ðåøèò

òðóäíóþ ïðîáëåìó ñîçíàíèÿ? Äóìàþ, ÷òî íåò.

Äåëî â òîì, ÷òî ïëàí Êàíáåððû äîïóñêàåò êîìïðîìèññ. Ôèçèêà-

ëèçì êàæåòñÿ íåñîâìåñòèìûì ñ èíòóèòèâíî ïðàâäîïîäîáíûìè âû-

ñêàçûâàíèÿìè î ïðèðîäå âåùåé, êîòîðûå êàæóòñÿ íàì ñóùåñòâóþùè-

ìè, òàêèõ, íàïðèìåð, êàê ñóáúåêòèâíàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü, ëè÷íîñòü, öâåòà,

öåííîñòè, ñâîáîäà âîëè è ò.ä. Êàê ýòà íåïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòü ìîæåò

áûòü óñòðàíåíà? Ñòîðîííèêè ïëàíà Êàíáåððû â êà÷åñòâå ðåøåíèÿ

ïðåäëàãàþò êîìïðîìèññ: íàäî ââåñòè ïîíÿòèÿ-çàìåíû. Ïîñëåäíèå

ìîæíî èíòåðïðåòèðîâàòü êàê ïîíÿòèÿ-ïðååìíèêè ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê

èíòóèòèâíûì èëè îáûäåííûì ïîíÿòèÿì, êîòîðûå âûçûâàþò ïðîáëå-

ìó. Ïîíÿòèÿ-çàìåíû ïîçâîëÿò âïèñàòü ñïîðíûå âåùè â ôèçè÷åñêóþ

êàðòèíó ìèðà.

Åñëè áû ó íàñ áûëî àäåêâàòíîå ïîíÿòèå-çàìåíà ïîíÿòèþ êàêîâî ýòî

âèäåòü êðàñíûé öâåò, òî ìû áû íå ñîìíåâàëèñü, ÷òî Ìýðè ñìîãëà áû âû-

âåñòè èç èìåþùèõñÿ ó íåå çíàíèé, êàêèì îáðàçîì ÷åëîâå÷åñêèé îðãà-

íèçì ñïîñîáåí îùóùàòü êðàñíûé öâåò. Íî ýòî áûëî áû, êîíå÷íî, òîëüêî

òåîðåòè÷åñêîå îáúÿñíåíèå – ñ ïîçèöèè òðåòüåãî ëèöà, íî íå ïåðâîãî.

Â èñòîðèè íàóêè ìû âèäèì íåìàëî ïðèìåðîâ òîãî, êàê íîâûå ïî-

íÿòèÿ çàìåíÿþò ñòàðûå â íàó÷íîé êàðòèíå ìèðà. Êîëèí Ìàêãèíí

ïðèâîäèò ñëåäóþùèå àíàëîãèè: ïîíÿòèå âåñà è ïîíÿòèå ìàññû, ãåî-

öåíòðè÷åñêîå è ðåëÿòèâèñòñêîå ïîíÿòèÿ äâèæåíèÿ. Ñòàðîå ïîíÿòèå

òðàíñôîðìèðîâàëîñü â íîâîå ïî ìåðå ñîçðåâàíèÿ íàøåé òåîðèè ìèðà.

Íîâîå ïîíÿòèå ñîõðàíÿåò ÿäðî äîòåîðåòè÷åñêîãî ïîíÿòèÿ, âìåñòå ñ

òåì óãëóáëÿÿ åãî è óñòðàíÿÿ îøèáî÷íûå àññîöèàöèè [McGinn, 2001:

304]. Â ñëó÷àå ñîçíàíèÿ ïîíÿòèå-çàìåíà äîëæíî íå òîëüêî ñîõðàíèòü

ÿäðî äîòåîðåòè÷åñêîãî ïîíÿòèÿ, íî è ñäåëàòü ýòî â òåðìèíàõ òåîðèè

îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà.

Îäíàêî çàìåíà îáûäåííîãî ïîíÿòèÿ íîâûì ÷ðåâàòà òåì, ÷òî

ìîæíî óïóñòèòü ôåíîìåí, êîòîðûé ìû õîòèì îáúÿñíèòü, ñóùåñò-

âóåò îïàñíîñòü ïîäìåíû ýêñïëàíàíäóìà. Îá ýòîì ïðåäóïðåæäàåò

×àëìåðñ: «Ñàìûé ëåãêèé ïóòü ðàçðàáîòàòü “òåîðèþ’’ ñîçíàíèÿ…

ýòî ïåðåîïðåäåëèòü îáúÿñíÿåìûé ôåíîìåí êàê íå÷òî, ÷åì îí íå ÿâ-
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ëÿåòñÿ» [Chalmers, 1996: XII]. ×àëìåðñ îòìå÷àåò, ÷òî òàêîé ïðèåì

äîâîëüíî ÷àñòî âñòðå÷àåòñÿ â òåîðèÿõ ñîçíàíèÿ. Ïåðåôîðìóëèðî-

âàâ ïðîáëåìó êàê ïðîáëåìó îáúÿñíåíèÿ îïðåäåëåííûõ ôóíêöèé,

ïðåâðàòèâ òåì ñàìûì «òðóäíóþ» ïðîáëåìó ñîçíàíèÿ â «ëåãêóþ»,

ìîæíî ñîçäàòü ýëåãàíòíóþ òåîðèþ, íî òðóäíàÿ ïðîáëåìà îñòàíåò-

ñÿ, óâåðåí ×àëìåðñ.

×òîáû èçáåæàòü ïîäìåíû, ÷òîáû îáåñïå÷èòü, ÷òî ïîíÿòèå-çàìåíà

åñòü ïîíÿòèå òîé æå ñàìîé âåùè, íàäî ñîõðàíèòü ÿäðî íàøåãî îáû-

äåííîãî ïîíÿòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ – åãî êâàëèòàòèâíûé è ñóáúåêòèâíûé õà-

ðàêòåð. Ïîíÿòèå-ïðååìíèê äîëæíî âêëþ÷àòü â ñåáÿ ýòè ñâîéñòâà. Õî-

ðîøèì êàíäèäàòîì íà ðîëü ïîíÿòèÿ-ïðååìíèêà, íà ìîé âçãëÿä, ÿâëÿ-

åòñÿ ïîíÿòèå ôåíîìåíàëüíîé ðåïðåçåíòàöèè. Ïîä ôåíîìåíàëüíîé

ðåïðåçåíòàöèåé èìååòñÿ â âèäó ïñèõè÷åñêàÿ ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ, ñðåäñòâà-

ìè êîòîðîé ÿâëÿþòñÿ êâàëèà.

Ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçì â îòíîøåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ ïîääåðæèâàåò è

×àëìåðñ. Îí ñ÷èòàåò, ÷òî â ïîëüçó ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçìà ñóùåñòâó-

þò õîðîøèå àðãóìåíòû, íî îíè íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ õîðîøèìè àðãóìåíòàìè

â ïîëüçó ðåäóêòèâíîãî ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçìà. Ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçì

îòîæäåñòâëÿåò ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ñî ñâîéñòâàìè ðåïðåçåíòàöèè

îïðåäåëåííîãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ îïðåäåëåííûì ñïîñîáîì. Ðåäóêòèâíûé ðå-

ïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçì óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî ýòè ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëüíûå ñâîé-

ñòâà ìîæíî ïîëíîñòüþ õàðàêòåðèçîâàòü â íåôåíîìåíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ.

Íåðåäóêòèâíûé ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçì óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî íåâîçìîæíî

îáúÿñíèòü â íåôåíîìåíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ íè ñîäåðæàíèå, íè ñïîñîá

ñîçíàòåëüíîé ðåïðåçåíòàöèè. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïî ìíåíèþ ×àëìåðñà,

ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëèçì ñàì ïî ñåáå íå ðåøàåò ïðîáëåìû óñòðàíåíèÿ

ðàçðûâà [Chalmers, 2004].

Â ñàìîì äåëå, ìîæíî ëè ïðîàíàëèçèðîâàòü ôåíîìåíàëüíûé ñïîñîá

ðåïðåçåíòàöèè (ðåïðåçåíòàöèè ñ ïîìîùüþ êâàëèà) â íåôåíîìåíàëüíûõ

òåðìèíàõ? Êîãäà Ôðýíê Äæåêñîí èçìåíèë ñâîå ìíåíèå è âåðíóëñÿ íà

ïîçèöèè ôèçèêàëèçìà, â êà÷åñòâå ïîíÿòèÿ-çàìåíû îí ïðèíÿë ïîíÿòèå

ðåïðåçåíòàöèè. Íàøè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ, ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, ñóòü

ñîñòîÿíèÿ ðåïðåçåíòàöèè âåùåé. À ïñèõè÷åñêèå ðåïðåçåíòàöèè ìîæíî

îáúÿñíèòü ôèçè÷åñêè. Âèäåòü êðàñíûé öâåò åñòü îïðåäåëåííîå ðåïðå-

çåíòàöèîíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå. Ðàçóìååòñÿ, ýòî î÷åíü ñëîæíàÿ çàäà÷à –

íàéòè òàêîé àíàëèç ôåíîìåíàëüíîé ðåïðåçåíòàöèè, êîòîðûé óñòðàíèò

ðàçðûâ ìåæäó ñîçíàíèåì è ôèçè÷åñêèìè ïðîöåññàìè â ìîçãå. Äæåêñîí

äåëàåò ïîïûòêó âûäåëèòü ñâîéñòâà, êîòîðûå îòëè÷àþò ôåíîìåíàëü-

íóþ ðåïðåçåíòàöèþ îò íåôåíîìåíàëüíîé.

Îí âûäåëÿåò ïÿòü îñîáåííîñòåé, îòëè÷àþùèõ ôåíîìåíàëüíóþ

ðåïðåçåíòàöèþ îò íåôåíîìåíàëüíîé.

1. Ôåíîìåíàëüíàÿ ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ îòëè÷àåòñÿ áîãàòñòâîì. Âèçóàëüíîå

âîñïðèÿòèå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò, êàêîâû âåùè çäåñü è ñåé÷àñ, â òåðìèíàõ

öâåòà, ôîðìû, ëîêàëèçàöèè, ïðîòÿæåííîñòè, îðèåíòàöèè, äâèæå-
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íèÿ. Òàêòèëüíîå âîñïðèÿòèå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò, êàêîâû âåùè, â òåðìè-

íàõ ôîðìû, äâèæåíèÿ, òåêñòóðû, ïðîòÿæåííîñòè, îðèåíòàöèè, òåì-

ïåðàòóðû.

2. Îíà õàðàêòåðèçóåòñÿ íåðàçðûâíîñòüþ: ïðåäñòàâëåíèå öâåòà îäíî-

âðåìåííî ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ôîðìó è ëîêàëèçàöèþ.

3. Îíà íåïîñðåäñòâåííà.

4. Îíà ïðåäñòàâëÿåò âåùè êàê âîçäåéñòâóþùèå íà íàñ.

5. Îíà èãðàåò îñîáóþ ôóíêöèîíàëüíóþ ðîëü â ðàáîòå ïñèõèêè.

Åñëè ðåïðåçåíòàöèîíàëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå èìååò âñå ýòè ïÿòü õàðàê-

òåðèñòèê, òî ýòî ñîñòîÿíèå, ïî ìíåíèþ Äæåêñîíà, åñòü ôåíîìåíàëü-

íîå [Jackson, 2004].

Ìîæíî ëè ïðèíÿòü ýòî îïèñàíèå â êà÷åñòâå óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíîãî

òåîðåòè÷åñêîãî àíàëèçà ôåíîìåíàëüíîé ðåïðåçåíòàöèè? Íåò, ïîòîìó

÷òî àíàëèç äàí â ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ. ×òîáû óñòðàíèòü ðàçðûâ

â îáúÿñíåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ, íåîáõîäèì òàêîé òåîðåòè÷åñêèé àíàëèç ñîç-

íàíèÿ, êîòîðûé áû îïðåäåëèë â âû÷èñëèòåëüíûõ òåðìèíàõ è êâàëèà,

è ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü ñîçíàíèÿ. Áåç ýòîãî ðàçðûâ â îáúÿñíåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ

íå áóäåò óñòðàíåí.
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WHAT IS IT LIKE TO BE A TRANSCENDENTALIST

IN THE CONTEMPORARY ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY OF MIND?

Введение: неявность
трансцендентализма

Òåðìèíû «òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì» èëè «òðàíñöåíäåíòà-

ëèñòñêèé ïîäõîä» íå ñëèøêîì ðàñïðîñòðàíåíû â àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè

EPISTEMOLOGY & PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE � 2015 � Ò. XLIV � ¹ 2

146 Vista

Диана Эдиковна Гас-
парян – кандидат фи

лософских наук, до

цент, Национальный
исследовательский
университет Высшая
школа экономики, фа

культет философии, ка

федра онтологии, логи

ки и теории познания.
E
mail:
anaid6@yandex.ru

В данном исследовании1 я бы хотела показать, как работает трансцендентализм
в рамках современной аналитической философии сознания и в каком смысле
он противостоит натурализму. Далее я раскрою примеры трансценденталист

ских подходов в современной аналитической философии, а именно: теории
К. Макгинна, Дж. Левина и Н. Хомского. Кроме того, я рассмотрю соотношение
критических и позитивных компонентов в этих подходах, а также роль скепти

ческой позиции в их теориях.
Ключевые слова: трансцендентализм, аналитическая философия сознания,
скептицизм.
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In this study I would like to demonstrate what is like to be a transcendentalist t in
contemporary analytic philosophy of mind. At the same time I will explore in what
sense transcendentalism is opposed to naturalism. Next, I will consider the exam-
ples of transcendentalist theories as the approaches in contemporary analytic phi-
losophy, namely the theory of K. McGinn, J. Levin and N. Chomsky. In addition,
I will show, what is the proportion the negative and positive components in these
approaches, and will stipulate the role of the skeptical position in their theories.
Key words: transcendentalism, analytical philosophy of mind, skepticism.

1
Õîòåëîñü áû îñîáî ïîáëàãîäàðèòü ñâîåãî êîëëåãó Ñåðãåÿ Ëåâèíà, áåç ïîìîùè êî-

òîðîãî ýòîìó èññëåäîâàíèþ, âåðîÿòíåå âñåãî, íå ñóæäåíî áûëî áû ïîÿâèòüñÿ. Èìåííî

îí èíèöèèðîâàë åãî êàê íåêèé ðàçâåðíóòûé îòâåò, ñïðîñèâ ìåíÿ îäíàæäû, ÷òî îçíà÷àåò

âûñêàçûâàíèå «ÿ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñò» â îòâåò íà âîïðîñ î òîì, êàêàÿ èç ñóùåñòâóþùèõ

íûíå òåîðèé ðåøåíèÿ mind-body problem ìíå áëèæå.

1
Õîòåëîñü áû îñîáî ïîáëàãîäàðèòü ñâîåãî êîëëåãó Ñåðãåÿ Ëåâèíà, áåç ïîìîùè êî-

òîðîãî ýòîìó èññëåäîâàíèþ, âåðîÿòíåå âñåãî, íå ñóæäåíî áûëî áû ïîÿâèòüñÿ. Èìåííî

îí èíèöèèðîâàë åãî êàê íåêèé ðàçâåðíóòûé îòâåò, ñïðîñèâ ìåíÿ îäíàæäû, ÷òî îçíà÷àåò

âûñêàçûâàíèå «ÿ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñò» â îòâåò íà âîïðîñ î òîì, êàêàÿ èç ñóùåñòâóþùèõ

íûíå òåîðèé ðåøåíèÿ mind-body problem ìíå áëèæå.



ñîçíàíèÿ. ×àùå âñåãî îíè àññîöèèðóåòñÿ ñ ôèëîñîôèåé Êàíòà, âêëþ÷àÿ

âñþ ñîâîêóïíîñòü êëþ÷åâûõ ïîëîæåíèé åãî ñèñòåìû, òàêèõ, êàê àï-

ðèîðèçì, äåëåíèå ìèðà íà ôåíîìåíû è íîóìåíû, ðàçäåëåíèå íà àíàëè-

òè÷åñêèå è ñèíòåòè÷åñêèå ñóæäåíèÿ è ò.ä. Ìåæäó òåì ìîæíî ãîâîðèòü

î òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîì ïîäõîäå, êîòîðûé áûë áû íåêîòîðûì îáðà-

çîì äèñòèëëèðîâàí èç êàíòîâñêîé ôèëîñîôèè è äàæå âîîáùå ïðåäñòàâ-

ëÿë ñîáîé àâòîíîìíóþ ôèëîñîôñêóþ ñòðàòåãèþ, ê êîòîðîé â ðàçíîå

âðåìÿ ïðèáåãàëè ðàçíûå ôèëîñîôû
2
. Â ýòîì ñëó÷àå åãî íóæíî ïîíè-

ìàòü êàê îïðåäåëåííûé òèï àðãóìåíòàöèè è ÷óòü øèðå êàê îïðåäåëåí-

íûé ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêèé ïðèíöèï. Ðàçóìååòñÿ, è ñàì òåðìèí «òðàíñ-

öåíäåíòàëèçì» ìîã áû áûòü ïðîèçâîëüíî çàìåíåí íà ëþáîé äðóãîé,

÷òî íå îòìåíÿëî áû ñàìîé ñóòè è âíóòðåííåé ëîãèêè ýòîãî ïîäõîäà.

Íåñìîòðÿ íà ñêðîìíóþ ïðåäñòàâëåííîñòü â àíàëèòè÷åñêèõ êîíòåê-

ñòàõ, òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ñåðüåçíóþ àëüòåðíàòè-

âó áîëüøèíñòâó èìåþùèõñÿ íà ñåãîäíÿøíèé äåíü ïîäõîäîâ ê ïðî-

áëåìå ñîçíàíèÿ. Êðîìå òîãî, òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì ÿâëÿåòñÿ íå ïðîñòî

åùå îäíèì ïîäõîäîì íàðÿäó ñ ïðî÷èìè, íî ñêîðåå äîëæåí áûòü îïðå-

äåëåí êàê ìåòàïðîãðàììà, ïðåäñòàâëÿþùàÿ ñîáîé ïðîòèâîâåñ äðóãîé

áîëüøîé ìåòàïðîãðàììå íàòóðàëèçìà [Smith, Sullivan, 2011].

Âìåñòå ñ òåì çíà÷èòåëüíàÿ ÷àñòü àíàëèòè÷åñêèõ ôèëîñîôîâ íå ðàñ-

ñìàòðèâàåò òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì êàê «ëåãàëüíîå» íàïðàâëåíèå ôèëîñî-

ôèè ñîçíàíèÿ è ÷àùå ïîëàãàåò åãî ñóãóáî èñòîðèêî-àðõèâíûì ÿâëåíèåì.

Â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ñàìîîïðåäåëåíèå â êà÷åñòâå òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòà â àíàëè-

òè÷åñêîé ñðåäå îêàçûâàåòñÿ íå âñåãäà ïîíÿòíûì. Íàïðèìåð, åñëè êòî-òî

çàÿâëÿåò, ÷òî â îòíîøåíèè êëþ÷åâîé ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèå–òåëî îí ÿâëÿåò-

ñÿ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòîì, òî ïðàêòè÷åñêè âñåãäà îò íåãî òðåáóþòñÿ ïîÿñ-

íåíèÿ, ÷òî èìååòñÿ â âèäó. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, â îòëè÷èå îò òàêèõ òåîðèé,

êàê òåîðèÿ òîæäåñòâà, ñóáñòàíöèàëüíûé äóàëèçì èëè ïàíïñèõèçì, çíà-

÷åíèå ïîçèöèè òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ïî óìîë÷àíèþ íå ÿñíî.

Íèæå ÿ ïîñòàðàþñü ïðîÿñíèòü ñóòü äàííîãî ïîäõîäà â êîíêðåò-

íîì ïðèìåíåíèè ê êëþ÷åâûì âîïðîñàì àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè

ñîçíàíèÿ è äàòü òàêèå åãî õàðàêòåðèñòèêè, êîòîðûå ïîçâîëèëè áû áåç-

îøèáî÷íî óçíàâàòü ïî÷åðê òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòà äàæå â ñëó÷àå, åñëè

îí èìåíóåò ñåáÿ êàê-òî èíà÷å.

Трансцендентализм vs натурализм

Êëþ÷îì ê ïîíèìàíèþ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ÿâëÿåòñÿ åãî êðèòè÷-

íîñòü ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íàòóðàëèçìó. Âîçìîæíî, èìåííî â ñâÿçè ñ ýòèì

íå âñåì ôèëîñîôàì ñîçíàíèÿ àíàëèòè÷åñêîé òðàäèöèè, ãäå òàê ñèëåí

äóõ ïîçèòèâèçìà è íàòóðàëèçìà, åñëè èñïîëüçîâàòü áîëåå ñîâðåìåí-
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íûé òåðìèí, äî êîíöà ÿñåí ñìûñë òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîãî ïîäõîäà.

Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû î÷åðòèòü ñóòü ðàñõîæäåíèé ìåæäó ýòèìè äâóìÿ ïîä-

õîäàìè, ïîïðîáóåì äëÿ íà÷àëà âûÿñíèòü èõ ãëàâíûå îïîðíûå ïóíêòû.

Ñîãëàñíî îäíîìó èç íàèáîëåå èçâåñòíûõ îïðåäåëåíèé Êàíòà,

òðàíñöåíäåíòàëüíûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ «ïîçíàíèå, çàíèìàþùååñÿ íå ñòîëüêî

ïðåäìåòàìè, ñêîëüêî âèäàìè íàøåãî ïîçíàíèÿ ïðåäìåòîâ, ïîñêîëüêó

ýòî ïîçíàíèå äîëæíî áûòü âîçìîæíûì a priori» [Êàíò, 1994: 121]. Ýòà

îñíîâîïîëàãàþùàÿ ôîðìóëèðîâêà ôèêñèðóåò ïåðâîå ïðàâèëî òðàíñ-

öåíäåíòàëèçìà: íåëüçÿ íå ïðèíèìàòü âî âíèìàíèå óñëîâèÿ âîçìîæíî-

ñòè òîãî îïûòà, êîòîðûé ìû èìååì. Ïîçíàíèå äîëæíî íà÷èíàòüñÿ íå ñ

âåùåé, à ñ óñëîâèé âîçìîæíîñòè äàííîñòè ýòèõ âåùåé â òîì âèäå,

â êàêîì ìû èõ çàñòàåì: èìåííî ýòè óñëîâèÿ ÿâëÿþòñÿ ïðàâèëüíûì íà-

÷àëîì. Íàïðîòèâ, íàòóðàëèçì âñåãäà íà÷èíàåò ñ âåùåé: èõ îí ñ÷èòàåò

ïîäëèííûì íà÷àëîì, à âîïðîñ îá óñëîâèÿõ ëèáî íå âïîëíå ïîíÿòíûì,

ëèáî íåñêîëüêî íàäóìàííûì [Kim, 1988]. Ðå÷ü èäåò î äâóõ òèïàõ âî-

ïðîñîâ: 1) êàê âîçìîæíî, ÷òî åñòü òî, ÷òî åñòü? è 2) ÷òî â ìèðå åñòü

â ïðèíöèïå? Åñëè òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì îðèåíòèðóåòñÿ íà ïåðâûé âî-

ïðîñ, òî íàòóðàëèçì íà âòîðîé. Ìîæíî ñêàçàòü, ÷òî òðàíñöåíäåíòà-

ëèçì íà÷èíàåò ñ òîãî, ÷òî íå äàíî, à íàòóðàëèçì ñ òîãî, ÷òî äàíî. Òàêàÿ

ôîðìóëà ìîæåò ïîêàçàòüñÿ íåñêîëüêî ýçîòåðè÷åñêîé, íî íèæå ÿ ðàç-

âåþ åå çàãàäî÷íîñòü.

Îòëè÷èÿ íàòóðàëèçìà è òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ìîæíî ñôîðìóëèðî-

âàòü â âèäå ñëåäóþùèõ ïðîãðàììíûõ ïîëîæåíèé. Ñîãëàñíî íàòóðà-

ëèçìó,

� ðåàëüíîñòü îíòîëîãè÷åñêè îäíîðîäíà. Ýòî ïîëîæåíèå èìååò â âèäó

îòñóòñòâèå óäâîåííîé îíòîëîãèè, ïîäðàçóìåâàþùåé ðàçíûå òèïû

ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, à èìåííî èñõîäèò èç òîãî, ÷òî ìèð îäèí3;

� åñòü òîëüêî îäèí ïàêåò îíòîëîãè÷åñêèõ çàêîíîâ è ïðàâèë. Ýòî ïîëî-

æåíèå îãîâàðèâàåò åäèíñòâî óíèâåðñàëüíûõ çàêîíîâ ìèðîçäàíèÿ.

Íàïðèìåð, åñëè ôèçèêå ïðèñóùè äåòåðìèíèçì è íàáëþäàåìîñòü

â ïåðñïåêòèâå îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà, òî äëÿ ýòèõ ïðàâèë íå ìîæåò áûòü

èñêëþ÷åíèé;

� âñå ôåíîìåíû, êîòîðûå ñóùåñòâóþò, ìîæíî îïèñàòü íà îäíîì ÿçû-

êå. Ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òî åñëè äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ îáúåêòíûõ ôåíîìåíîâ

âûáèðàåòñÿ ïðèíöèï èñ÷èñëèìîñòè èëè íàáëþäàåìîñòè, òî îí ìî-

æåò è äîëæåí áûòü àòðèáóòèðîâàí è êî âñåì ïðî÷èì ôåíîìåíàì;

� óíèâåðñàëüíûé ÿçûê, ïðèãîäíûé äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ âñåãî ñóùåñòâóþ-

ùåãî, – ýòî îáúåêòíûé ÿçûê èëè ÿçûê ïåðñïåêòèâû îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà
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×àùå âñåãî ïîäðàçóìåâàþò, ÷òî ýòîò åäèíûé ìèð – ìèð ïðèðîäû, ò.å. âåùíûõ, ôè-

çè÷åñêèõ îáúåêòîâ. Íî ýòî íå ñîâñåì òàê. Áûëî áû íåâåðíî îòîæäåñòâëÿòü íàòóðàëèçì

è ìàòåðèàëèçì. Ñòðîãî ãîâîðÿ, ìîæåò áûòü è èäåàëèñòè÷åñêèé íàòóðàëèçì. Èëè ìîæåò

âñòðå÷àòüñÿ ìîíèñòè÷åñêèé íàòóðàëèçì (íàïðèìåð, òîæäåñòâî ñîçíàíèÿ è ìàòåðèè

â ðàññåëîâñêîì ìîíèçìå ñîáûòèÿ [Russell, 2009]). Âîçìîæåí íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêèé äóà-

ëèçì, îãîâàðèâàþùèé åäèíñòâî è óíèâåðñàëèçì ïñèõîôèçè÷ñêèõ çàêîíîâ, òåì íå ìåíåå

íå îòìåíÿþùèõ íåðåäóöèðóåìîñòè ìåíòàëüíûõ ôàêòîâ ê ôèçè÷åñêèì [×àëìåðñ, 2013].



[Gasser, 2007]. Èìååòñÿ â âèäó ïóáëè÷íûé èëè ïðèâàòíûé òèï èäåí-

òèôèêàöèè îáúåêòîâ; äëÿ íàòóðàëèçìà îí âñåãäà ïóáëè÷íûé, òàê

êàê ðå÷ü èäåò îá ýêñòåðíàëèñòñêîì äîñòóïå ê íàáëþäàåìîñòè îáú-

åêòîâ;

� ýïèñòåìîëîãèÿ â ïîòåíöèàëå ìîæåò ðàññ÷èòûâàòü íà ýïèñòåìè÷å-

ñêèé àáñîëþòèçì. Ñîãëàñíî ýòîìó ïðèíöèïó, â êîíå÷íîì èòîãå

ìîæíî çíàòü âñå, òàê êàê ïîçíàíèþ ïðåïÿòñòâóþò ëèøü êîëè÷åñò-

âåííûå ãðàíèöû, îäíàêî íèêàêèõ ñòðóêòóðíûõ èëè ñèñòåìíûõ îãðà-

íè÷åíèé íåò: îíî íåèçáåæíî ïðîãðåññèðóåò, íî â ðåæèìå îòñðî÷åí-

íîñòè;

� âñå óñëîâèÿ òîé ðåàëüíîñòè, êîòîðóþ ìû íàáëþäàåì, ïðèíàäëåæàò

ñàìîé ýòîé ðåàëüíîñòè. Ïîýòîìó âñÿ ðåàëüíîñòü ïîòåíöèàëüíî ìî-

æåò áûòü ïîíÿòà è îïèñàíà â êîíå÷íîì ÷èñëå íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâûõ

òåîðèé.

Îòëè÷èòåëüíûå ÷åðòû òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà:

� ðåàëüíîñòü îíòîëîãè÷åñêè íåîäíîðîäíà. Ýòî ïîëîæåíèå èìååò â âè-

äó íàëè÷èå óäâîåííîé îíòîëîãèè, ïîäðàçóìåâàþùåé ðàçíûå òèïû

ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ, à èìåííî: èñõîäèò èç òîãî, ÷òî åñòü ìèð, êîòîðûé

ïîäëåæèò íàáëþäåíèþ (ïîçíàíèþ è òåîðåòèçàöèè), è ìèð, êîòîðûé

äåëàåò íàáëþäåíèå âîçìîæíûì, íî ñàì íàáëþäåíèþ (ïîçíàíèþ

è òåîðåòèçàöèè) íå ïîäëåæèò;

� åñòü êàê ìèíèìóì äâà ïàêåòà îíòîëîãè÷åñêèõ çàêîíîâ è ïðàâèë. Ýòî

ïîëîæåíèå îãîâàðèâàåò îòñóòñòâèå óíèâåðñàëüíûõ çàêîíîâ ìèðî-

çäàíèÿ. Íàïðèìåð, åñëè ôèçèêå ïðèñóùè äåòåðìèíèçì è íàáëþäàå-

ìîñòü â ïåðñïåêòèâå îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà, òî ïðè îïèñàíèè âîëè ñóáúåê-

òà èëè åãî ñîçíàíèÿ ýòè ïðàâèëà ðàáîòàòü íå áóäóò è ïðèäåòñÿ ââî-

äèòü ïðèíöèï ñïîíòàííîñòè è ïåðñïåêòèâû îò ïåðâîãî ëèöà;

� íåëüçÿ íà îäíîì ÿçûêå îïèñàòü âñå ôåíîìåíû, êîòîðûå åñòü. Ðå÷ü

èäåò î òîì, ÷òî åñëè äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ îáúåêòíûõ ôåíîìåíîâ âûáèðàåò-

ñÿ ïðèíöèï èñ÷èñëèìîñòè èëè íàáëþäàåìîñòè, òî îí ìîæåò è äîë-

æåí áûòü àòðèáóòèðîâàí è êî âñåì ïðî÷èì ôåíîìåíàì. Íåòîæäåñò-

âåííîñòü ðàçëè÷íûõ ÿçûêîâ îïèñàíèÿ ìîæíî ïîêàçàòü íà ëîãè÷å-

ñêèõ ïðèìåðàõ ñ ïðèâëå÷åíèåì àïïàðàòà ìîäàëüíîñòåé de re è de se,

ãäå â ìîäóñå de re ìû èìååì äåëî ñ èñòèííîñòüþ òîãî, ÷òî óòâåð-

æäàåòñÿ â âûñêàçûâàíèÿõ, è ñ ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèìè ïîëîæåíèÿìè

äåë, îïèñàííûìè â âûñêàçûâàíèÿõ, ò.å. ñ ðåôåðåíöèÿìè, â ìîäóñå de

se óñòàíàâëèâàåòñÿ ñâÿçü ìåæäó âûñêàçàííûìè óòâåðæäåíèÿìè

è îïèñàííûìè ïîëîæåíèÿìè äåë è ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèìè ïñèõîëîãè-

÷åñêèìè ðåàêöèÿìè, äåéñòâèÿìè è ïåðåæèâàíèÿìè ñàìîãî ïîçíàþ-

ùåãî, òàêèìè, êàê óáåæäåíèÿ, æåëàíèÿ è íàìåðåíèÿ, åãî ýìîöèÿìè

è äåéñòâèÿìè â ðåàëüíîì ìèðå [O’Dea, 2002];

� äâà îòëè÷íûõ äðóã îò äðóãà ÿçûêà – ýòî, ê ïðèìåðó, îáúåêòíûé ÿçûê

èëè ïåðñïåêòèâà îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà, ñ ïîìîùüþ êîòîðûõ ìû îïèñû-

âàåì âåùè âíåøíåãî ìèðà, ïðåäïîëàãàþùèå îòêðûòóþ è âñåîáùóþ
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ðåãèñòðèðóåìîñòü, è ÿçûê, ðåàëèçóåìûé â ïåðñïåêòèâå îò ïåðâîãî

ëèöà, ïðåäïîëàãàþùèé ïðèâèëåãèðîâàííûé ïðèâàòíûé äîñòóï èëè

ïðèâàòíóþ èäåíòèôèêàöèþ [Baker, 2014];

� ýïèñòåìîëîãèè ñëåäóåò ïîìíèòü î íåèçáåæíîì ñêåïòèöèçìå â îòíî-

øåíèè ðÿäà âîïðîñîâ, îò êîòîðîãî íå ñëåäóåò ïûòàòüñÿ èçáàâèòüñÿ.

Â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ ýòèì ïðèíöèïîì, åñëè íåêîòîðûå òåîðèè ïðåòåí-

äóþò íà ïðîÿñíåíèå ñòðóêòóðíûõ èëè ñèñòåìíûõ óñëîâèé ôîð-

ìèðîâàíèÿ îïðåäåëåííîé ðåàëüíîñòè, òî îíè äîëæíû îêàçûâàòüñÿ

ëèáî ïðîòèâîðå÷èâûìè, ëèáî íåïîëíûìè, íî â êîíå÷íîì ñ÷åòå íå

ñìîãóò áûòü êîãåðåíòíî óñïåøíûìè. Ïîýòîìó íè î êàêîì ýïèñòå-

ìè÷åñêîì àáñîëþòèçìå ðå÷è íå èäåò: íåëüçÿ çíàòü âñå, òàê êàê åñòü

ïðèíöèïèàëüíî «ñëåïûå ïÿòíà», ÿâëÿþùèåñÿ ðåçóëüòàòîì ñòðóê-

òóðíûõ èëè ñèñòåìíûõ îãðàíè÷åíèé;

� ó òîé ðåàëüíîñòè, êîòîðóþ ìû íàáëþäàåì, åñòü óñëîâèÿ, íå ïðèíàä-

ëåæàùèå íàáëþäàåìîé ðåàëüíîñòè. Èìåííî ïîýòîìó î íèõ íåëüçÿ

ñîñòàâèòü ïðåäìåòíîãî çíàíèÿ – òåîðèè. Íî òî, ÷òî íå ïîäëåæèò îï-

ðåäìå÷èâàíèþ (è ïî ïîâîäó ÷åãî íåëüçÿ èìåòü òåîðèè), – ñâîåãî ðî-

äà íàèáëèæàéøåå (íå âûíåñåíî êóäà-òî âîâíå êàê íåêîå òðàíñöåí-

äåíòíîå), ïîñêîëüêó ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñòðóêòóðíûì óñëîâèåì âñåãî ñóùåãî

è îðãàíèçóåò íàáëþäàåìóþ ðåàëüíîñòü. Ïîäîáíîå óñëîâèå (â òåð-

ìèíàõ êëàññè÷åñêîé òðàíñöåíäåíòàëüíîé ôèëîñîôèè «óñëîâèå âîç-

ìîæíîñòè») îáÿçàòåëüíî ïðèñóòñòâóåò âî âñåõ ìûñëèòåëüíûõ ïî-

ñòðîåíèÿõ, íî íå ìîæåò áûòü ñõâà÷åíî îáúåêòèâíî â êà÷åñòâå ïðåä-

ìåòà, çíà÷åíèÿ èëè îáùåãî ïîíÿòèÿ.

Åñëè êàê-òî ðåçþìèðîâàòü ýòè ïîëîæåíèÿ, òî ìû ïîëó÷èì ôîðìó-

ëó, êîòîðóþ ÿ ïðèâîäèëà âûøå: íàòóðàëèçì ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî ìèð ïîë-

íîñòüþ èñ÷åðïûâàåòñÿ òåì, ÷òî äàíî, è ôàêòè÷åñêè âñå, ÷òî äàíî,

ýïèñòåìè÷åñêè äîñòóïíî (åñëè íå àêòóàëüíî, òî ïîòåíöèàëüíî – â ïåð-

ñïåêòèâå ðàçâèâàþùåãîñÿ çíàíèÿ) [Papineau, 1993]. Íàïðîòèâ, òðàíñ-

öåíäåíòàëèçì óòâåðæäàåò: ìèð óñòðîåí òàê, ÷òî äàííîå íàì âñåãäà

åñòü ðåçóëüòàò èëè ñëåäñòâèå íåêîòîðûõ ñèñòåìíûõ òðåáîâàíèé ê îð-

ãàíèçàöèè ðåàëüíîñòè, êîòîðûå ñàìè ýòîé ðåàëüíîñòè íå ïðèíàäëåæàò

è íàéäåíû â íåé áûòü íå ìîãóò. Òî, ïîñðåäñòâîì ÷åãî ðåàëüíîñòü îðãà-

íèçóåòñÿ, íå åñòü ÷àñòü ðåàëüíîñòè. Âåðîÿòíîå âîçðàæåíèå íàòóðàëè-

ñòà ïî ïîâîäó òîãî, êàê æå áûòü ñ èçâåñòíûìè íàì çàêîíàìè åñòåñòâî-

çíàíèÿ, òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòîì ëåãêî îòâîäÿòñÿ: ðå÷ü èäåò, ðàçóìååòñÿ,

íå îá ýòîì óðîâíå, à îá óðîâíå áîëåå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíîì. Ñêîðåå ýòî

ìàòåìàòèêà èëè ëîãèêà è, ðàçóìååòñÿ, ìåòàôèçèêà.

Âàæíî ïîíèìàòü, ÷òî ýòî ïðàâèëî ðàáîòàåò áåçîòíîñèòåëüíî ê òî-

ìó, êòî èëè ÷òî âûñòóïàåò îðãàíèçàòîðîì ñóùåñòâóþùåé ðåàëüíîñòè.

Åñëè ìèð êàê-òî çàäàí, òî ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûå ñòðóêòóðû ýòîé çàäàííî-

ñòè íå áóäóò ïðèíàäëåæàòü ìèðó ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå íà òåõ æå óñëîâèÿõ,

íà êîòîðûõ ñóùåñòâóåò òî, ÷òî çàäàþùèìè ñòðóêòóðàìè ïîðîæäàåòñÿ.

Ñòðóêòóðíàÿ èçíàíêà ìèðà íå áóäåò åãî ÷àñòüþ è íå ñìîæåò áûòü íàé-
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äåíà âíóòðè ñàìîãî ìèðà. Ïðè ýòîì âîâñå íå îáÿçàòåëüíî ñâÿçûâàòü

ýòó îðãàíèçóþùóþ àêòèâíîñòü ñ ñóáúåêòîì, êàê ýòî òðàäèöèîííî äå-

ëàåòñÿ â ðàçëè÷íûõ âåðñèÿõ ôèëîñîôèè ñóáúåêòà. Ê ïðèìåðó, òðàíñ-

öåíäåíòàëèçì êàíòîâñêîãî òèïà ïðèâÿæåò íàëè÷èå ñèñòåìíûõ òðåáî-

âàíèé ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ ðåàëüíîñòè ê ñóáúåêòó, ïîýòîìó, åñëè èñïîëüçî-

âàòü âèòãåíøòåéíèàíñêóþ òåðìèíîëîãèþ, ñóáúåêò íå áóäåò ÷àñòüþ

ìèðà – íèãäå â ìèðå ôèëîñîôñêîãî ñóáúåêòà íåò. Íî ýòà ïðèâÿçêà âî-

âñå íå îáÿçàòåëüíà
4
. Òàê, â ïëàòîíîâñêîé èëè òîé æå âèòãåíøòåéíèàí-

ñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ñèñòåìíûå òðåáîâàíèÿ íå ïðèâÿçàíû ê ñëó÷àéíîìó

è ïîòåíöèàëüíî èñ÷åçàþùåìó ñóáúåêòó, îíè ñóòü îáúåêòèâíûå óñëî-

âèÿ ìèðà, íî òàê æå íå âèäíû è íå ïðîÿâëåíû â íåì. Òàêîâû, íàïðè-

ìåð, öåííîñòè ó Ïëàòîíà è ëîãèêà ó Âèòãåíøòåéíà. Îíè ñóòü òå ñòðóê-

òóðû, ÷åðåç êîòîðûå è â êîòîðûõ ñáûâàåòñÿ ìèð, íî îíè íå âñòðå÷à-

þòñÿ â ìèðå òàê æå, êàê ïðî÷èå îáúåêòû èëè ôàêòû. Â ýòîì òåçèñå

òîëüêî è ñîñòîèò ãëàâíûé ïðèíöèï òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà, êîòîðûé ìî-

æåò áûòü ïðåäñòàâëåí â âåðñèè êàê óäâîåííîé îíòîëîãèè (êàíòîâñêèé

òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì), òàê è îäíîðîäíîé (ïëàòîíîâñêèé òðàíñöåíäåí-

òàëèçì). Îá ýòèõ ñòðóêòóðàõ íåâîçìîæíî ñôîðìèðîâàòü ïðåäìåòíîãî

çíàíèÿ, èì íåëüçÿ äàòü îïðåäåëåíèå (Ïëàòîí) è î íèõ íåëüçÿ ñêàçàòü,

íî èõ ìîæíî ïîêàçàòü (Âèòãåíøòåéí).

Îíè íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ÷åì-òî íåèçâåäàííûì èëè ñêðûòûì, à, íàïðîòèâ,

äàíû íåïîñðåäñòâåííî è õîðîøî íàì èçâåñòíû; ñêîðåå îíè ñóãóáî

ôóíêöèîíàëüíû è îïåðàöèîíàëüíû, ðàçðåøàþò ñîáîé ïîëüçîâàòüñÿ,

íî íå äîïóñêàþò ïðåäìåòíîãî ñõâàòûâàíèÿ, îáúåêòèâàöèè, êîòîðàÿ

ïîçâîëèëà áû ãîâîðèòü î íèõ â ïåðñïåêòèâå îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà èëè ñäå-

ëàòü èõ óíèâåðñàëüíî íàáëþäàåìûìè. Ñòðóêòóðû, î êîòîðûõ èäåò

ðå÷ü, âñåãäà äàíû â ðåæèìå «êàê», íî íå â ðåæèìå «÷òî». Â òàêîì ñëó-

÷àå ïðèõîäèòñÿ ãîâîðèòü î äâóõ óðîâíÿõ îïèñàíèÿ ðåàëüíîñòè – îáú-

åêòíîì è íåîáúåêòíîì (ìîäàëüíîñòè de re è de se [O’Dea, 2002], îíòî-

ëîãèè îò ïåðâîãî è îò òðåòüåãî ëèöà [Baker, 2011], ôàêòû è öåííîñòè,

ïðåäëîæåíèÿ è çàêîíû ëîãèêè [Âèòãåíøòåéí, 1958]). Åñëè íàòóðà-

ëèçì ïðèçíàåò òîëüêî îáúåêòíûé ÿçûê, òî òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì óêàçû-

âàåò íà òî, ÷òî äëÿ îïðåäåëåííûõ ñôåð ðåàëüíîñòè ýòîò ÿçûê îêàæåòñÿ

íåðàáî÷èì èëè áóäåò âåñòè ñåáÿ íåíîðìàëüíî, îáðàçóÿ ïàðàäîêñû
5
.

Â ñâÿçè ñ ýòîé èíòóèöèåé Âèòãåíøòåéí ïðèâîäèë çíàìåíèòóþ ìå-

òàôîðó ãëàçà, êîòîðûé íå âèäèò ñåáÿ â ïðîöåññå âèäåíèÿ
6
. Â äîïîëíå-

íèå ê ýòîé ìåòàôîðå ìîæíî ïðèâåñòè åùå îäèí ïðîñòåíüêèé ïðèìåð:

êèíîìåõàíèê, êîòîðûé ïðîêðó÷èâàåò ëåíòó â êèíîòåàòðå, íå ìîæåò
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4
Âìåñòå ñ òåì åñëè ïðèíèìàòü âî âíèìàíèå, ÷òî ñî÷åòàíèå òàêèõ ñâîéñòâ, êàê íå-

îáúåêòèâèðóåìîñòü è íåïîñðåäñòâåííàÿ äàííîñòü, ÿâëÿåòñÿ êðèòåðèåì òðàíñöåíäåí-

òàëüíîé ñòðóêòóðû, òî òîò ôàêò, ÷òî ôèëîñîôñêèé ñóáúåêò íàïðÿìóþ ïîäïàäàåò ïîä

ýòè õàðàêòåðèñòèêè, ïîçâîëÿåò ïîñ÷èòàòü åãî ïðèðîäó òðàíñöåíäåíòàëüíîé, à èìåííî:

ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî ìèð èíäóöèðóåì ñóáúåêòíûìè ñòðóêòóðàìè, êàê ýòî è ïðåäïîëàãà-

åòñÿ â êëàññè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ñóáúåêòà.

5
Íàïðèìåð, ïàðàäîêñ «ñïÿùåé êðàñàâèöû».



ïîÿâèòüñÿ â ñàìîì ôèëüìå íà ïðàâàõ ïåðñîíàæà èëè ó÷àñòíèêà. Ðàâíî

êàê ìû íå äîëæíû âèäåòü ïëåíêó, åñëè õîòèì ñìîòðåòü ôèëüì
7
. Èíû-

ìè ñëîâàìè, ïðàâèëà, îðãàíèçóþùèå ìèð, â ñàìîì ìèðå íå ïðåäñòàâ-

ëåíû.

Трансценденталистский подход
в отношении проблем сознания

Åñëè ãîâîðèòü íåïîñðåäñòâåííî î ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ, òî òåð-

ìèí «òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì» áóäåò èñïîëüçîâàòüñÿ â òðåõ ãëàâíûõ çíà-

÷åíèÿõ. Âî-ïåðâûõ, â çíà÷åíèè àíòèðåäóêöèîíèçìà, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðî-

ìó ñîçíàíèå íå ìîæåò áûòü ñâåäåíî ê ñóùåñòâóþùèì â ïðîÿâëåííîì

ìèðå ïðåäìåòàì è ôàêòàì, à èìåííî: ê ôèçè÷åñêèì îáúåêòàì è ïðî-

öåññàì. Âî-âòîðûõ, â çíà÷åíèè, íàçûâàåìîì òàêæå ôåíîìåíîëîãè÷å-

ñêèì, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîìó î ñîçíàíèè íåëüçÿ ãîâîðèòü â òåðìèíàõ îáú-

åêòèâíî íàáëþäàåìûõ ñóùíîñòåé èëè â ïåðñïåêòèâå îò òðåòüåãî ëè-

öà, òàê êàê ñàìî ñîçíàíèå îáúåêòîì íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ. Êðîìå òîãî, íåëüçÿ

ñòðîèòü òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ, îòòàëêèâàÿñü íå îò ñàìîãî ñîçíàíèÿ. Íàïðè-

ìåð, íåâîçìîæíî ñòàâèòü âîïðîñ î ïðèðîäå ñîçíàíèÿ íà÷èíàÿ ñ óñò-

ðîéñòâà ìîçãà èëè ñâÿçè ìîçãà ñ ñîçíàíèåì. Â-òðåòüèõ, â çíà÷åíèè

îïðåäåëåííîãî ýïèñòåìè÷åñêîãî ñêåïòèöèçìà, êîòîðûé áóäåò ïðÿìî

óêàçûâàòü íà òî, ÷òî â îòíîøåíèè äâóõ âàæíåéøèõ ïðîáëåì ñîçíàíèÿ,

à èìåííî: ïðîáëåìû ñâÿçè ìîçãà ñ ñîçíàíèåì è ïðîáëåìû ðîëè ñîçíà-

íèÿ â êàóçàëüíîñòè ìèðà, âðÿä ëè áóäóò íàéäåíû íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâûå

ðåøåíèÿ
8
.

Ðàññìîòðèì ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíî ýòè òðè çíà÷åíèÿ. Àíòèðåäóêöèî-

íèçì â ïåðâóþ î÷åðåäü íàïðàâëåí ïðîòèâ ðàçëè÷íîãî ðîäà ôèçèêàëè-

ñòñêèõ ñòðàòåãèé îáúÿñíåíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Ñîãëàñíî ôèçèêàëèçìó, ñîç-

íàíèå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ôèçè÷åñêèé ïðîöåññ è ìîæåò áûòü ïîëíî-

ñòüþ ðåäóöèðîâàíî ê ôèçè÷åñêîé àêòèâíîñòè ìîçãà êàê áëèæàéøåìó

ìàòåðèàëüíîìó ñóáñòðàòó. Íàïðîòèâ, àíòèôèçèêàëèçì ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî
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6
«5.633. Ãäå â ìèðå ìîæíî çàìåòèòü ìåòàôèçè÷åñêèé ñóáúåêò? Âû ãîâîðèòå, ÷òî

çäåñü äåëî îáñòîèò òî÷íî òàê æå, êàê ñ ãëàçîì è ïîëåì çðåíèÿ. Íî â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè

âû ñàìè íå âèäèòå ãëàçà. È íå èç ÷åãî â ïîëå çðåíèÿ íåëüçÿ çàêëþ÷èòü, ÷òî îíî âèäèòñÿ

ãëàçîì» [Âèòãåíøòåéí, 1958: 67].

7
Â òðàäèöèè ôèëîñîôèè èìåþòñÿ è äðóãèå ÿðêèå ìåòàôîðû, âûðàæàþùèå ýòó æå

ìûñëü. Ýòî, ê ïðèìåðó, èíòóèöèÿ Ïëàòîíà î òîì, ÷òî âñå äàíî íàì â ñâåòå, íî ñàì ñâåò íå

äàí (ìèô î ïåùåðå) èëè èçðå÷åíèå Øîïåíãóàýðà: «Òî, ÷òî âñå ïîçíàåò è íèêåì íå ïîçíà-

åòñÿ, åñòü ñóáúåêò» [Øîïåíãàóýð, 1985: 154].

8
Îäèí èç íàèáîëåå àâòîðèòåòíûõ ñîâðåìåííûõ àâòîðîâ Â. Âàñèëüåâ â ñâîåé êíèãå,

êàê êàæåòñÿ, ñîãëàøàåòñÿ ñ òåì, ÷òî âîïðîñ «êàê ìîçã ïîðîæäàåò ñîçíàíèå?» âîçìîæíî

òàê è íå óäàñòñÿ ïðîÿñíèòü ðàäèêàëüíî, è â åãî îòíîøåíèè óìåñòåí ñêîðåå ýïèñòåìè÷å-

ñêèé ïåññèìèçì, ÷åì îïòèìèçì. Íî ïðîáëåìà àêòèâíîé êàóçàöèè ñîçíàíèÿ, ïî ìíåíèþ

àâòîðà, îòíîñèòñÿ ê ÷èñëó âïîëíå ðåøàåìûõ çàäà÷, çà êîòîðóþ ñàì Âàñèëüåâ è áåðåòñÿ

[Âàñèëüåâ, 2013].



ñîçíàíèå íå ìîæåò áûòü îïèñàíî êàê ôèçè÷åñêèé ïðîöåññ è ïîòîìó

äîëæíî áûòü îáúÿñíåíî íåðåäóêòèâíûìè ñïîñîáàìè. Âàæíî ïîíè-

ìàòü, ÷òî àíòèôèçèêàëèçì åùå íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìîì,

à ëèøü óêàçûâàåò íà íåäîñòàòî÷íîñòü ðåäóêòèâèñòñêèõ îáúÿñíåíèé

è ïîòîìó ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåîáõîäèìûì, íî íå äîñòàòî÷íûì óñëîâèåì äëÿ

òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîé ïîçèöèè.

Àíòèðåäóêöèîíèçì â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü óêàçûâàåò íà òàêèå àñïåêòû

ñîçíàíèÿ, êîòîðûå íå ïîçâîëÿþò åãî ðåäóöèðîâàòü. Äëÿ óäîáñòâà èõ

ìîæíî ðàçäåëèòü íà äâå ãðóïïû – ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêèå è îíòîëîãè÷å-

ñêèå àñïåêòû. Ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêèå àñïåêòû ýòî â ïåðâóþ î÷åðåäü:

� îáëàäàíèå «êâàëèà». Äîïóñòèì, ÿ ïðîáóþ âèíî íà âêóñ èëè ñîçåð-

öàþ «Ïîäñîëíóõè» Âàí Ãîãà. Ìîæíî ñêîëü óãîäíî òùàòåëüíî èçó-

÷èòü ìîé ìîçã è ïðî÷èå òåëåñíûå ðåàêöèè îðãàíèçìà, íî èññëåäîâà-

òåëü íå ñìîæåò ïîëó÷èòü äîñòóï ê òîìó, êàê ÿ ïåðåæèâàþ âêóñ âèíà

èëè óäîâîëüñòâèå îò çíàìåíèòîé êàðòèíû, ìîå êâàëèòàòèâíîå ñî-

ñòîÿíèå íå ñòàíåò åãî ñîáñòâåííûì êâàëèòàòèâíûì ñîñòîÿíèåì,

à âåäü òîëüêî â ýòîì ñëó÷àå îí ñìîã áû çàïîëó÷èòü åãî â êà÷åñòâå

îáúåêòà. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, êâàëèà åñòü òàêîé ñïîñîá ïåðåæèâàíèÿ, êî-

òîðûé íåîòäåëèì îò òîãî, êòî åãî ïåðåæèâàåò. È â ýòîì ñìûñëå êâà-

ëèà íå âïîëíå ÿâëÿåòñÿ îáúåêòîì, ïðåäïîëàãàþùèì ñîõðàíåíèå ïðè

îòäåëåíèè îò ïîðîæäàþùèõ åãî ôîðì;

� îñîáûé ñóáúåêòèâíûé ýïèñòåìè÷åñêèé äîñòóï. Ïîñêîëüêó ïðè êàæó-

ùåéñÿ èíòóèòèâíîé ÿñíîñòè ïîíÿòèÿ «ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü» îíî âñå-òàêè

äîâîëüíî íåîïðåäåëåííî, ïðîÿñíèòü åãî ìîæíî ñ ïîìîùüþ òàêèõ õà-

ðàêòåðèñòèê, êàê ïðèâàòíîñòü, ïðèâèëåãèðîâàííûé äîñòóï èëè ïåð-

ñïåêòèâà îò ïåðâîãî ëèöà. Ãðóïïà ýòèõ âåñüìà óäîáíûõ êîíöåïòîâ

ïðèçâàíà ïîÿñíèòü íå âñåãäà î÷åâèäíóþ ðåäóêöèîíèñòñêè îðèåíòè-

ðîâàííûì ôèëîñîôàì èäåþ òîãî, ÷òî î ñâîèõ ñîçíàòåëüíûõ àêòàõ ÷å-

ëîâåê çíàåò ïðÿìî è íåïîñðåäñòâåííî. Íàïðèìåð, ÿ íå ìîãó ñîìíå-

âàòüñÿ â òîì, ÷òî èñïûòûâàþ áîëü èëè âèæó æåëòîå ïÿòíî íà ñòåíå.

Ëþáîå ñîìíåíèå â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ìîæåò îçíà÷àòü íîâîå ñîñòîÿíèå ñîç-

íàíèÿ, íî íå ìîæåò îòìåíèòü ñòàðîå, èáî åãî èñòèííîñòü äàíà íàãëÿä-

íî, òîëüêî êàê ôàêò îñîçíàâàíèÿ. Ïîëîæåíèå íåïîñðåäñòâåííîñòè

ìîæíî ïîÿñíèòü åùå ïðîùå: ñâîè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìû íå

äåäóöèðóåì è íå èíäóöèðóåì, ìû âîîáùå èõ íèîòêóäà íå âûâîäèì,

ïîòîìó çíàíèå î íèõ íå åñòü ðåçóëüòàò íåêîé ñëîæíîé èíòåëëåêòó-

àëüíîé ðàáîòû, íå åñòü ïðîäóêò âûâîäà. Ñòðàííûì âûãëÿäåëî áû

óìîçàêëþ÷åíèå âèäà: «Âñÿêèé óêîë ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ îùóùåíèåì áî-

ëè; ÿ óêîëîëñÿ, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ÿ èñïûòûâàþ áîëü». Íàøè îùóùåíèÿ

ñàìîäîñòàòî÷íû, èõ íå íàäî äîêàçûâàòü. Êðîìå òîãî, íåïîñðåäñòâåí-

íîñòü ìîèõ ïåðåæèâàíèé íå ìîæåò ñòàòü îáúåêòîì íàáëþäåíèÿ èç

ïåðñïåêòèâû òðåòüåãî ëèöà. Òîëüêî ÿ ìîãó íàáëþäàòü ñâîþ áîëü, åå

íåëüçÿ íàáëþäàòü ñî ñòîðîíû òàê, êàê ìîæíî íàáëþäàòü ìîå òåëî, êî-

òîðîå ýòó áîëü èñïûòûâàåò.
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Îíòîëîãè÷åñêèå àñïåêòû óêàçûâàþò íà îïðåäåëåííûé ñïîñîá

ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòî:

� íåïðîñòðàíñòâåííàÿ ïðèðîäà ñîçíàíèÿ. Òðàäèöèîííîå îïðåäåëåíèå

ñîçíàíèÿ âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ âñå ïðèçíàêè íåìàòåðèàëüíîñòè, à èìåí-

íî: îòñóòñòâèå ïðîòÿæåííîñòè, à òàêæå ïðî÷èõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ õàðàêòå-

ðèñòèê, òàêèõ, êàê ïëîòíîñòü, ìàññà, âêóñ, öâåò è ïðî÷. Ñîçíàíèå íå

åñòü âåùü, è îíî íå ìîæåò áûòü îïðåäåëåíî ÷åðåç íàáîð âåùåñòâåí-

íûõ àòðèáóòîâ;

� èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòü ñîçíàíèÿ. Ïðèíöèï èíòåíöèîíàëüíîñòè â äàí-

íîì ñëó÷àå ïîçâîëÿåò îáðåñòè âàæíûé òåîðåòè÷åñêèé êðèòåðèé ðàç-

ëè÷èÿ â ñïîñîáàõ ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêèõ è ìåíòàëüíûõ ÿâëå-

íèé. Åñëè âñÿêîå ñîçíàòåëüíîå ñîñòîÿíèå (ïðåäñòàâëåíèå) âñåãäà

ïðåäìåòíî, òî åãî ìîæíî òîëêîâàòü êàê îáúåêò, êîòîðûé â ñâîåì

«÷òî» ñîâïàäàåò ñî ñâîèì «êàê». Ïîä ïðåäñòàâëåíèåì çäåñü ïîíè-

ìàåòñÿ íå òî, ÷òî ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ, íî ñàì àêò ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ. Òîæäå-

ñòâî «÷òî» è «êàê» ìåíòàëüíûõ îáúåêòîâ ïîçâîëÿåò îòëè÷èòü èõ îò

îáúåêòîâ ôèçè÷åñêèõ. Ïîñëåäíèå ðàññìàòðèâàþòñÿ ïðÿìî ïðîòèâî-

ïîëîæíûì îáðàçîì – èõ «êàê» è «÷òî» îòëè÷àþòñÿ äðóã îò äðóãà.

Ìû çíàåì, ÷òî ôèçè÷åñêèå âåùè ìîãóò îòëè÷àòüñÿ îò òîãî, êàê îíè

íàì äàíû. Áîëåå òîãî, êîãäà ìû ãîâîðèì òàê, òî ãîâîðèì î ñàìèõ âå-

ùàõ. ß íå ñ÷èòàþ, ÷òî òî, êàê ÿ âîñïðèíèìàþ âêóñ àïåëüñèíà, ñîâïà-

äàåò ñ åãî ðåàëüíîé õèìè÷åñêîé ôîðìóëîé, íî ÿ ïîëàãàþ, ÷òî òî, êàê

ÿ âîñïðèíèìàþ âêóñ, è åñòü âñå òî, ÷òî ÿ ðåàëüíî âîñïðèíèìàþ.

Èìåííî ýòè ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ñîçíàíèÿ óæå íà óðîâíå

îäíèõ òîëüêî îïðåäåëåíèé
9

çàñòàâëÿþò ãîâîðèòü î ñîçíàíèè êàê îñî-

áîé íåñâîäèìîé ê ôèçè÷åñêîé ðåàëüíîñòè ñóùíîñòè. Êðîìå òîãî, èñ-

õîäÿ èõ ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ ñîçíàíèå íå ïîäïàäàåò ïîä ñòàíäàðòíûå ìîäåëè

îïèñàíèÿ èëè îáúÿñíåíèÿ, ïî ìåíüøåé ìåðå ïðèíÿòûå â íàóêå [Alter,

Walter, 2010]. Íàó÷íîå èññëåäîâàíèå âîçìîæíî ëèøü â óñëîâèÿõ îáú-

åêòèâíîé êàðòèíû äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, èñêëþ÷àÿ ñóáúåêòèâíûå «òî÷êè

çðåíèÿ». Îäíàêî ïîñêîëüêó îáúåêòèâíîñòü ñîçíàíèÿ ñîñòîèò â òîì,

÷òîáû áûòü ñóáúåêòèâíûì, ò.å. ñóùíîñòü ñîçíàíèÿ ñîñòîèò â ñóáúåê-

òèâíîì îïûòå ñóáúåêòà, îíî (ñîçíàíèå) íåèçáåæíî óñêîëüçàåò èç ïîëÿ

çðåíèÿ ó÷åíûõ [Baker, 2011]. Íåóäà÷à áóäåò ñâÿçàíà ñ òåì, ÷òî çíàíèå

âñåõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ôàêòîâ, ñîñòàâëÿþùèõ ñóòü ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé

÷üåãî-ëèáî ñîçíàíèÿ (êâàëèà), åùå íå ïîçâîëèò íàì ïåðåæèòü ýòîò

îïûò êàê ñâîé ñîáñòâåííûé, â òî âðåìÿ êàê èìåííî ýòîò îïûò è ÿâëÿ-

åòñÿ îáúåêòîì èçó÷åíèÿ. Åñëè êâàëèà è åñòü òîò îáúåêò, ê èçó÷åíèþ

êîòîðîãî ìû ñòðåìèìñÿ, òî íàì íóæíî ïîëó÷èòü èìåííî åãî, à íå òî,

Ä.Ý. ÃÀÑÏÀÐßÍ

154

9
Ðàçóìååòñÿ, äëÿ ðàçâåðíóòîãî îáîñíîâàíèÿ íåñâîäèìîñòè òðåáóþòñÿ áîëåå âåñî-

ìûå àðãóìåíòû, íî òàê êàê îíè õîðîøî îïèñàíû â ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåé ëèòåðàòóðå, ÿ ëèøü

óïîìÿíó èõ: àðãóìåíò îò ïðèâàòíîñòè, àðãóìåíò îò ëîãè÷åñêîé âîçìîæíîñòè çîìáè, àð-

ãóìåíò îò ýïèñòåìîëîãè÷åñêîé àñèììåòðèè, àðãóìåíò îò ïåðåâåðíóòîãî ñïåêòðà, àðãó-

ìåíò îò çíàíèÿ/êâàëèà [Ãàñïàðÿí, 2014].



÷òî äåëàåò åãî âîçìîæíûì. Ïðè ýòîì ìû íå ìîæåì ïîäìåíÿòü åãî òîé

íåéðîôèçè÷åñêîé êîððåëÿöèåé, êîòîðàÿ ñîïóòñòâóåò ýòîìó îïûòó. Íî

íåëüçÿ íå ñ÷èòàòüñÿ ñ ýïèñòåìè÷åñêîé àñèììåòðèåé äâóõ ýòèõ òî÷åê

çðåíèÿ: îäíî äåëî íåïîñðåäñòâåííî èñïûòûâàòü âêóñ àïåëüñèíà, ñî-

âñåì äðóãîå – ñëóøàòü ðàññêàç î òîì, êàêîâ îí íà âêóñ. È åñëè ñîãëà-

ñèòüñÿ ñ òåì, ÷òî ñóáúåêòèâíûé îïûò áóäåò ñèñòåìàòè÷åñêè óñêîëü-

çàòü èç òåîðèé, ïðèçâàííûõ îáúÿñíèòü ñâÿçü ìåíòàëüíûõ ôàêòîâ ñ ôè-

çè÷åñêèìè ôàêòàìè, òî ïåðñïåêòèâû ñîçäàíèÿ óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíîé

òåîðèè âñåðüåç óñëîæíÿþòñÿ.

Ïîä åùå îäíèì çíà÷åíèåì òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ïîäðàçóìåâàåòñÿ

êðèòèêà ïðîáëåìàòèçàöèè ñîçíàíèÿ ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ îáúåêòà. Ñîãëàñíî

ýòîé êðèòèêå, ïûòàòüñÿ ãîâîðèòü î ñîçíàíèè áåññìûñëåííî, òàê êàê

ïðè ýòîì ìû áóäåì ïîëüçîâàòüñÿ òåì æå ñàìûì ñîçíàíèåì. Äðóãèõ

ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ èíñòðóìåíòîâ ó íàñ íåò. Ïðåäìåòîì ñîçíàíèÿ ÿâëÿåò-

ñÿ ñàìî ñîçíàíèå – èäåò ëè ðå÷ü îá èíäèâèäóàëüíîì îïûòå ñîçíàíèÿ

èëè î ñîçíàíèè «âîîáùå». Òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì â ñâîåé ôåíîìåíîëî-

ãè÷åñêîé èíòåðïðåòàöèè âûñòóïàåò ïðîòèâ òàêîãî ñïîñîáà èññëåäîâà-

íèÿ, êîãäà ìû ñ÷èòàåì, ÷òî ó íàñ åñòü ñîçíàíèå êàê íåêèé îáúåêò èçó-

÷åíèÿ è åñòü íåêèé çàãàäî÷íûé ìåòàÿçûê, íå ñîâïàäàþùèé ñ ñîçíàíè-

åì, íà êîòîðîì ìû ìîæåì ïîãîâîðèòü î ñîçíàíèè-îáúåêòå.

Ýòó èäåþ ìîæíî ïîÿñíèòü íà ïðîñòîì ïðèìåðå. Äîïóñòèì, ó íàñ

åñòü íåêèé èññëåäîâàòåëü ñîçíàíèÿ, êîòîðûé íàìåðåí èçó÷àòü ñîçíà-

íèå â ëàáîðàòîðíûõ óñëîâèÿõ. Äîïóñòèì òàêæå, ÷òî îí – ïðîòèâíèê

èíòðîñïåêöèè è ïðåäïîëàãàåò èçó÷àòü íå ñâîå ñîçíàíèå, à ÷óæîå.

Ïðåäïîëîæèì, åìó òðåáóåòñÿ ñîñòàâèòü ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î òîì, ÷òî ÷óâ-

ñòâóåò äðóãîé ÷åëîâåê, êîãäà ñëóøàåò íîêòþðí Øîïåíà èëè ðàçãëÿ-

äûâàåò êàðòèíó Ìàëåâè÷à. Ïåðåä íàøèì èññëåäîâàòåëåì íå ñòîèò çà-

äà÷à äàòü íåéðîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêóþ êàðòèíó ðåàêöèé ìîçãà ïðè âîñïðè-

ÿòèè ïîëó÷àåìîé èíôîðìàöèè. Êîãäà îí ïðèñòóïàåò ê èññëåäîâàíèþ,

åãî çàäà÷à ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òîáû âîñïðîèçâåñòè ìåíòàëüíûé îïûò ñâî-

åãî ðåöèïèåíòà. Â êàêîì-òî ñìûñëå ýòî îçíà÷àåò, ÷òî èññëåäîâàòåëþ

íóæíî ïî÷óâñòâîâàòü òî æå, ÷òî ÷óâñòâóåò èñïûòóåìûé. Âîçìîæíî ëè

ýòî? ×òî ïðè ýòîì áóäåò ÷óâñòâîâàòü èññëåäîâàòåëü? Êàê íàì ïîäñêà-

çûâàåò çäðàâûé ñìûñë, îí áóäåò ÷óâñòâîâàòü ñâîè ïåðåæèâàíèÿ, âîç-

íèêàþùèå ó íåãî ïðè ïîïûòêå ïðåäñòàâèòü òî, ÷òî ÷óâñòâóåò ðåöèïè-

åíò. Èíà÷å ãîâîðÿ, î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî èññëåäîâàòåëü îñòàíåòñÿ íàåäèíå ñî

ñâîèì ñîáñòâåííûì ñîçíàíèåì, íåñìîòðÿ íà âñå ïîïûòêè ñòàòü äðó-

ãèì ñîçíàíèåì. Ýòîò ïðèìåð äîñòàòî÷íî óáåäèòåëåí äëÿ ñëó÷àÿ, êîãäà

ìû õîòèì óâèäåòü ìèð ÷óæèìè ãëàçàìè. Êîãäà ìû ãîâîðèì î òðóäíî-

ñòÿõ âîñïðîèçâåäåíèÿ ÷óæîãî èíäèâèäóàëüíîãî ñîçíàíèÿ ñ ïîìîùüþ

ñâîåãî ñîáñòâåííîãî, áîëüøèíñòâî ëþäåé ñîãëàøàåòñÿ ñ òåì, ÷òî ýòî

çàäà÷à ïî÷òè íåâûïîëíèìà. Îäíàêî êîãäà ìû ñîçäàåì ðàçëè÷íîãî ðî-

äà òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ, ìû íå âñåãäà çàìå÷àåì àíàëîãè÷íûå òðóäíîñòè.

Òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêàÿ óñòàíîâêà â äàííîì ñëó÷àå óêàçûâàåò íà òî,
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÷òî ïîäîáíûå òðóäíîñòè åñòü è â òåõ ñëó÷àÿõ, êîãäà ìû ïûòàåìñÿ ñîç-

äàâàòü òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ âîîáùå, ò. å. ïî ñóòè îáúÿñíÿòü ñîçíàíèå ñ ïî-

ìîùüþ íåñîçíàíèÿ. Íàïðèìåð, ôèçèêàëèñòñêèå òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ, ðåäó-

öèðóþùèå ñîçíàíèå ê ðàáîòå ìîçãà, êàê áóäòî áû çàíèìàþò ïîçèöèþ,

ïðåâûøàþùóþ ìåíòàëüíûé îïûò, è ñòðåìÿòñÿ äàòü åìó ôèçè÷åñêîå îáú-

ÿñíåíèå. Ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òîáû ãîâîðèòü íà ÿçûêå ôèçèêè è íà ýòîì ÿçû-

êå îáúÿñíÿòü ñîçíàíèå. Íî ýòî íåâîçìîæíî, òàê êàê ôèçèê êàê èññëåäîâà-

òåëü íàäåëåí ñîçíàíèåì, à åãî ôèçè÷åñêàÿ êàðòèíà èëè òåîðèÿ èìååò

ñìûñë òîëüêî âíóòðè ïîíèìàþùåãî ýòîò ñìûñë îïûòà. Ïîýòîìó ïîñòà-

âèòü ïåðåä ñîáîé çàäà÷ó ãîâîðèòü î ñîçíàíèè êàê îá îáúåêòå îçíà÷àåò

ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü ïàðàäîêñ.

Ïðè òàêîì òîëêîâàíèè äàæå àíòèôèçèêàëèçì îñòàíåòñÿ ñêîðåå íàòó-

ðàëèñòè÷åñêîé ïîçèöèåé, ÷åì òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîé [Bell, 1999]. Äåëî

â òîì, ÷òî êàêîé áû îòâåò íå ïðåäëàãàëà òà èëè èíàÿ òåîðèÿ, íàïðèìåð

ñîçíàíèå ñâîäèòñÿ ê ôèçè÷åñêèì ïðîöåññàì èëè ñîçíàíèå ê íèì íå ñâî-

äèòñÿ, ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ëþáîé îòâåò ëîãè÷åñêè íå-

áåçóïðå÷åí, òàê êàê óæå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñëåäñòâèåì ñìûñëîâîé ðàáîòû ñîçíà-

íèÿ. Ýòà ðàáîòà ïðåäøåñòâóåò ñàìîìó îòâåòó è ïîòîìó êðàéíå òðóäíî îò-

äåëèòü òî «ñîçíàíèå, î êîòîðîì ãîâîðèì», îò òîãî «ñîçíàíèÿ, êîòîðîå

äåëàåò âîçìîæíûì ñàì ðàçãîâîð». Òîëüêî èç îïûòà ñàìîãî ñîçíàíèÿ, à íå

îïûòà ìîçãîâîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè ìîæíî àäðåñîâàòüñÿ ê ñîçíàíèþ è ñïðà-

øèâàòü î åãî ñïåöèôèêå. Ðàâíî çàâèñèìîñòü èëè íåçàâèñèìîñòü ñîçíà-

íèÿ îò òåëà ìîæåò áûòü âûðàæåíà ëèøü íà ÿçûêå ñîçíàíèÿ, à èìåííî

â âèäå îñìûñëåííîãî âûñêàçûâàíèÿ, ïðåäïîëàãàþùåãî ñîçíàòåëüíîå ïî-

íèìàíèå. Íàïðèìåð, åñëè ìû ïîïðîáóåì ïðîâåñòè òàêîé ìûñëåííûé

ýêñïåðèìåíò, â õîäå êîòîðîãî ïîïðîáóåì ïðåäñòàâèòü ñâîå ñîçíàíèå íå-

ñóùåñòâóþùèì, äëÿ óñïåøíîãî âûïîëíåíèÿ ýòîãî ýêñïåðèìåíòà (ðàâíî

êàê è äëÿ êîíñòàòàöèè åãî íåâîçìîæíîñòè) íàì ïîíàäîáèòñÿ íàøå ñîáñò-

âåííîå ñîçíàíèå. Òî÷íî òàê æå ïðè óòâåðæäåíèè, ÷òî ñîçíàíèÿ íåò, íî

åñòü ëèøü ôèçè÷åñêèå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìîçãà èëè äðóãîé ìàòåðèè, ñîçíàíèå

íåîáõîäèìî äëÿ îñìûñëåííîñòè òàêîãî óòâåðæäåíèÿ.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, â ïîïûòêå ñîçäàòü òåîðèþ ñîçíàíèÿ ìîæíî îáíà-

ðóæèòü ïðèíöèïèàëüíóþ íåâûïîëíèìîñòü åãî ðåäóêöèè. Â èòîãå âñå

òåîðèè, ïûòàþùèåñÿ îáúÿñíÿòü ñîçíàíèå ÷åðåç òî, ÷òî èì íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ,

óïóñêàþò èç âèäó, ÷òî òåìàòèçàöèÿ òîãî, ÷òî íå åñòü ñîçíàíèå, ìîæåò

áûòü âûïîëíåíà òîëüêî ñàìèì ñîçíàíèåì. Åñòü ñîçíàíèå ñîçíàíèÿ

è ñîçíàíèå íåñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòî îáñòîÿòåëüñòâî ñåðüåçíî òîðìîçèò íàñ

â ïîïûòêàõ ñîçäàòü ñêîëüêî-íèáóäü òðàäèöèîííóþ òåîðèþ ñîçíàíèÿ.

«Ñîçíàíèå êàê ïðåäìåò èçó÷åíèÿ» – êîíñòðóêöèÿ ñòîëü øàòêàÿ, ÷òî

ìû ñðàçó ïîíèìàåì áåçíàäåæíîñòü íàøèõ óñèëèé. Åñëè âñÿêàÿ èññëå-

äîâàòåëüñêàÿ ðåôëåêñèÿ íàä ñîçíàíèåì ñîâïàäàåò ñ ñàìèì ñîçíàíèåì,

òî î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî ïðîäâèíóòüñÿ â òàêîì èññëåäîâàíèè ó íàñ âðÿä ëè

ïîëó÷èòñÿ.
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Íàêîíåö, òðåòüèì çíà÷åíèåì òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîãî ïîäõîäà

â ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ áóäåò óêàçàíèå íà ýïèñòåìè÷åñêèé ñêåïñèñ

â îòíîøåíèè êëþ÷åâûõ ïðîáëåì ñîçíàíèÿ. Êàêîâ, íàïðèìåð, áóäåò

îòâåò òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòà íà êëþ÷åâîé âîïðîñ ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ:

ìîæíî ëè âîîáùå ðåøèòü mind-body problem? Âñïîìíèì ñàìîãî Êàí-

òà: íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ìû íå âñòðå÷àåì ó íåãî ïðÿìûõ ðàññóæäåíèé îá

ýòîé ïðîáëåìàòèêå, ìîæíî ïîïðîáîâàòü ðåêîíñòðóèðîâàòü åãî ìûñëü.

Êàê êàæåòñÿ, åãî ïîçèöèÿ â ýòîì âîïðîñå áûëà áû ñëåäóþùåé: ïî-

ñêîëüêó ñàìà ýòà ïðîáëåìà ïîñòàâëåíà íà îøèáî÷íîì (äîãìàòè÷å-

ñêîì) ÿçûêå, ëþáûå âàðèàíòû åå ðåøåíèÿ îêàæóòñÿ òóïèêîâûìè.

Â êàíòîâñêîé òåðìèíîëîãèè ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òî ðåøåíèå mind-body

problem ëåæèò ïî òó ñòîðîíó âñÿêîãî âîçìîæíîãî îïûòà, à ýòî íàäî

ïîíèìàòü òàê, ÷òî äîñòèãíóòî îíî áûòü íå ìîæåò. Â êàêîì-òî ñìûñëå

ñòàíäàðòíàÿ ðåäàêöèÿ mind-body problem äîëæíà áûëà áû ïîäïàñòü

ïîä ñòàòóñ êëàññè÷åñêîé àíòèíîìèè, íî ïðîòèâ ýòîãî ãîâîðèò òî, ÷òî

÷èñëî ðåøåíèé äàííîé ïðîáëåìû ìîæåò ïðåâûøàòü äâà âîçìîæíûõ,

íàïðèìåð ôèçèêàëèçìà è àíòèôèçèêàëèçìà. Êðîìå òîãî, â îòëè÷èå îò

ñòðóêòóðû àíòèíîìèè, ãäå îáà ðåøåíèÿ, òåòè÷åñêîå è àíòèòåòè÷åñêîå,

âûãëÿäÿò ðàâíî äîêàçàòåëüíûìè, äîêàçàòåëüíàÿ ñèëà ôèçèêàëèçìà,

êàê êàæåòñÿ, íåñêîëüêî óñòóïàåò àðãóìåíòàì àíòèôèçèêàëèçìà. Íî

äàæå åñëè äàííóþ ïðîáëåìó íåëüçÿ íàïðÿìóþ ïîäâåñòè ïîä àíòèíî-

ìè÷åñêóþ ñòðóêòóðó, ñâèäåòåëüñòâóþùóþ, ñîãëàñíî Êàíòó, î òîì,

÷òî ìûøëåíèå ïûòàåòñÿ ïîêèíóòü ñîáñòâåííûå ïðåäåëû è ñîçäàòü

òåîðèþ ñîáñòâåííûõ óñëîâèé âîçìîæíîñòè, â êàíòîâñêîé ñèñòåìå

mind-body problem î÷åâèäíî ïîäïàäàåò ïîä çàäà÷ó, íåêðèòè÷åñêè ïî-

ñòàâëåííóþ òðàäèöèîííîé ìåòàôèçèêîé è íå ïðèíèìàþùóþ âî âíè-

ìàíèå ãðàíèöû ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ âîçìîæíîñòåé.

Â ðàìêàõ êàíòîâñêîãî òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ïîçíàþùèé ñóáúåêò

ìûñëèò ïî ýòó ñòîðîíó âîçìîæíîãî îïûòà è íèêàê íå ìîæåò ïîêèíóòü

åãî àêòóàëüíóþ ïî÷âó [Êàíò, 1994]. Âñå, ÷òî ìû ìîæåì çíàòü, ñâÿçàíî

ñ òåì, ÷òî äàíî íàì â îïûòå, êîòîðûé îáðàçîâàí ïîñðåäñòâîì íàøåãî

äåéñòâåííîãî ó÷àñòèÿ. Ìû íå ïîëó÷àåì äàííûå î ìèðå â êà÷åñòâå íåé-

òðàëüíîãî ìàòåðèàëà, íî îáðàáàòûâàåì âíåøíþþ èíôîðìàöèþ (÷óâ-

ñòâåííî è êîíöåïòóàëüíî) è ëèøü çàòåì ïðèñòóïàåì ê íåé â êà÷åñòâå

ïðåäìåòà íàøåãî çíàíèÿ [Allison, 2004]. Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû âûÿñíèòü, êàê

óñòðîåí íàø àïïàðàò, ìû äîëæíû áûëè áû ïðåâûñèòü òîò ïîðÿäîê âå-

ùåé, êîòîðûé äàí íàì â îïûòå, ÷òî íåâîçìîæíî. Ýòî îãðàíè÷åíèå íî-

ñèò îáúåêòèâíûé õàðàêòåð, ïîñêîëüêó ìû ìîæåì ïîçíàòü ëèøü òî,

÷åì íå ÿâëÿåìñÿ ñàìè. Â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü, òàê êàê íàøå ñîçíàíèå åñòü òî

åäèíñòâåííîå, ñ ïîìîùüþ ÷åãî ìû ïûòàåìñÿ ïîíÿòü ñâîå æå ñîáñò-

âåííîå ñîçíàíèå, ýòà çàäà÷à âðÿä ëè êîãäà-íèáóäü îêàæåòñÿ ðåàëèçî-

âàííîé.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, åñëè ãîâîðèòü î òðàíöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîé ïîçèöèè

âîîáùå, òî ïðîáëåìû, ñâÿçàííûå ñ óñòðîéñòâîì ñîçíàíèÿ, áóäóò ñâÿ-
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çàíû ñ òðóäíîñòÿìè ïðîáëåìàòèçàöèè ñèñòåìíûõ òðåáîâàíèé, êîòî-

ðûå, êàê ìû ãîâîðèëè âûøå, âñåãäà äîëæíû îñòàâàòüñÿ â òåíè. Íåò

è íå ìîæåò áûòü íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâîé è ïîëíîé òåîðèè, îáúÿñíÿþùåé

óñòðîéñòâî ñèñòåìíûõ óñëîâèé âîçìîæíîñòè. Èíäèêàòîðîì òîãî, ÷òî

ñèñòåìà óïèðàåòñÿ â ñîáñòâåííûå îñíîâàíèÿ è ïûòàåòñÿ ôîðìàëèçî-

âàòü òî, ÷òî ñëóæèò óñëîâèåì âîçìîæíîñòè åå ðàáîòû è îïðåäåëåí-

íîãî ñïîñîáà ôîðìàëèçàöèè, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïîÿâëåíèå ïðîòèâîðå÷èâûõ,

íåïîëíûõ èëè àíòèíîìè÷åñêè óñòðîåííûõ òåîðèé. Ñåðüåçíûì íåäîñ-

òàòêîì òàêîãî ðàññóæäåíèÿ áóäåò ðàäèêàëüíûé ýïèñòåìè÷åñêèé ñêåï-

ñèñ. Íî åñëè ìû äîïóñòèëè, ÷òî ó ðåàëüíîñòè åñòü óñëîâèÿ, òî èçáå-

æàòü òàêîãî âûâîäà áóäåò êðàéíå ñëîæíî. Ïðè òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñò-

ñêîì óñòðîéñòâå ìèðà ó íàñ âñåãäà áóäóò ñîõðàíÿòüñÿ òàêèå âîïðîñû,

êîòîðûå íå ìîãóò áûòü ðåøåíû [Stern, 1999]. Ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ îò-

íîñÿòñÿ ê ÷èñëó èìåííî òàêèõ âîïðîñîâ. Â òåðìèíîëîãèè ×àëìåðñà

îíè «òðóäíû», à â òåðìèíîëîãèè òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòà ëèáî áåññìûñ-

ëåííû óæå íà óðîâíå âîïðîñîâ (Âèòãåíøòåéí), ëèáî âñå æå, áóäó÷è

îñìûñëåííî ïîñòàâëåíû, íå ìîãóò ïðèâåñòè ê êîãåðåíòíî âûâåðåí-

íûì ðåøåíèÿì.

Трансценденталисты в аналитической
философии сознания

Íà ñåãîäíÿøíèé äåíü â ðàìêàõ àíàëèòè÷åñêîé òðàäèöèè ìîæíî

íàçâàòü òðåõ ãëàâíûõ ôèëîñîôîâ, ÷üè ïîäõîäû è òåîðèè ñ íåêîòîðû-

ìè îãîâîðêàìè ìîãóò áûòü ðàñöåíåíû êàê òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêèå. Íå

óäèâèòåëüíî, ÷òî âñå îíè âûãëÿäÿò ñêåïòè÷åñêèìè è ïðåäëàãàþò ñêî-

ðåå êðèòè÷åñêóþ ïðîãðàììó ðåøåíèÿ êëþ÷åâûõ ïðîáëåì ñîçíàíèÿ,

÷åì ïîçèòèâíóþ. ß áû îòíåñëà ê íèì Ê. Ìàêãèííà, Í. Õîìñêîãî è

Äæ. Ëåâè, ÷üè òåîðèè ñ íåêîòîðûìè îãîâîðêàìè ìîæíî ïîñ÷èòàòü

òðàíñöåíäåíòàëüíûìè è â ýòîì ñìûñëå ñêåïòè÷åñêèìè, ÷òî ÿ è ïîïðî-

áóþ ïîêàçàòü.

Íàèáîëåå áëèçêîé ê ñêåïòèöèçìó ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ òåîðèÿ êîãíè-

òèâíîé çàìêíóòîñòè, ðàçðàáîòàííàÿ Êîëèíîì Ìàêãèííîì. Ýòà òåîðèÿ

íàïðÿìóþ ïåðåêëèêàåòñÿ ñ ôèëîñîôèåé Êàíòà, ó êîòîðîãî ìîæíî íàé-

òè êðèòè÷åñêèå ñîîáðàæåíèÿ ïî âîïðîñó ïåðñïåêòèâû ðåøåíèÿ ïñè-

õîôèçè÷åñêîé ïðîáëåìû (âîñõîäÿùåé ê êàðòåçèàíñêîé ïîñòàíîâêå

ïðîáëåìû, êàê ñîçíàíèå ñîîòíîñèòñÿ ñ òåëîì). Â êàíòîâñêîé òåðìèíî-

ëîãèè ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òî ðåøåíèå ïðîáëåìû êàê ñîçíàíèå ñâÿçàíî ñ

òåëîì, ëåæèò ïî òó ñòîðîíó âñÿêîãî âîçìîæíîãî îïûòà, à ýòî íàäî ïî-

íèìàòü òàê, ÷òî äîñòèãíóòî îíî áûòü íå ìîæåò. Äàííîå ïîëîæåíèå ïå-

ðåêëèêàåòñÿ ñ òåì, ÷òî ïîäðàçóìåâàåò Ìàêãèíí ïîä ïîíÿòèåì «êîãíè-

òèâíàÿ çàìêíóòîñòü». Òèï ìûøëåíèÿ Ì êîãíèòèâíî çàìêíóò ïî îòíî-
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øåíèþ ê ñâîéñòâó P (èëè òåîðèè T), åñëè ïðîöåäóðû ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ

ïîíÿòèé â ðàìêàõ ìûøëåíèÿ Ì íå ìîãóò áûòü ðàñïðîñòðàíåíû çà åãî

ñîáñòâåííûå ïðåäåëû, ÷òîáû îñâîèòü íåêîå Ð (èëè ïîíÿòü òåîðèþ T).

Ñîçíàíèÿ ìîãóò áûòü ðàçíûõ òèïîâ è ïðè ýòîì îíè îñíàùåíû ðàçëè÷-

íûìè ìîùíîñòÿìè è îãðàíè÷åíèÿìè, ïðåäóáåæäåíèÿìè è ñëåïûìè

ïÿòíàìè, òàê ÷òî îïðåäåëåííûå ñâîéñòâà (èëè òåîðèè) ìîãóò áûòü

äîñòóïíû îäíèì ñîçíàíèÿì, íî çàêðûòû äëÿ äðóãèõ. Òî, ÷òî çàêðûòî

äëÿ ñîçíàíèÿ êðûñû, ìîæåò áûòü îòêðûòî äëÿ óìà îáåçüÿíû, è òî, ÷òî

îòêðûòî äëÿ íàñ, ìîæåò áûòü çàêðûòî äëÿ îáåçüÿíû. Ñèëà ïîçíàíèÿ íå

óñòðîåíà ïî ïðèíöèïó «âñå èëè íè÷åãî», â êàêèõ-òî ýïèñòåìè÷åñêèõ

çàäà÷àõ ìû óñïåøíû, à â êàêèõ-òî íåò. Ñîçíàíèå åñòü òàêîé æå áèîëî-

ãè÷åñêèé ïðîäóêò, êàê îðãàíèçìû, è òàê æå, êàê îðãàíèçìû, îðãàíû

ñîçíàíèÿ ìîãóò áûòü ðàçëè÷íûõ ôîðì è ðàçìåðîâ è ñîîòâåòñòâåííî

áîëåå èëè ìåíåå ïîäõîäÿùèìè è ðåëåâàíòíûìè äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ îïðåäå-

ëåííûõ êîãíèòèâíûõ çàäà÷ [McGinn, 1999: 67].

Êàê âèäíî, Ìàêãèíí òîëêóåò îãðàíè÷åíèÿ ïîçíàíèÿ â äîâîëüíî

íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîì êëþ÷å. Ðå÷ü èäåò î òîì, ÷òî ó ÷åëîâåêà åñòü íåêèå

áèîëîãè÷åñêèå ïàðàìåòðû (ñòðîåíèå ìîçãà èëè îðãàíîâ ÷óâñòâåííî-

ñòè), êîòîðûå âûñòóïàþò åãî ñèñòåìíûìè îãðàíè÷åíèÿìè. Â ñèëó ýòî-

ãî îáñòîÿòåëüñòâà, íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ñâÿçü ñîçíàíèÿ ñ òåëîì äåéñòâè-

òåëüíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ íå íàäóìàííîé ïðîáëåìîé, ìû ïðèíöèïèàëüíî íå

ñïîñîáíû äàòü íà íåå óäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíûé îòâåò. Âîïðîñ î ïðèðîäå

ñîçíàíèÿ ïîïðîñòó ëåæèò çà ïðåäåëàìè íàøèõ êîãíèòèâíûõ ñïîñîá-

íîñòåé, ïîñêîëüêó êàæäûé áèîëîãè÷åñêèé âèä èìååò îïðåäåëåííûå

îãðàíè÷åíèÿ. Íàïðèìåð, ñîáàêè íå â ñîñòîÿíèè äîêàçàòü òåîðåìó Ïè-

ôàãîðà, à ëþäè íå â ñîñòîÿíèè ñîçäàòü òåîðèþ, îáúÿñíÿþùóþ, êàê

ñîçíàíèå ñâÿçàíî ñ òåëîì. Ïðè ýòîì Ìàêãèíí íå ïîäðàçóìåâàåò ñóáú-

åêòîöåíòðèñòñêóþ ìîäåëü ìèðà: ðå÷ü íå èäåò î òîì, ÷òî ìèð, êàê îí

íàì äàí, ñôîðìèðîâàí ïîñðåäñòâîì àïðèîðíûõ ñòðóêòóð òðàíñöåí-

äåíòàëüíîãî àïïàðàòà ñóáúåêòà. Âñå äåëî ëèøü â òîì, ÷òî ìûñëèòåëü-

íûå ñïîñîáíîñòè ÷åëîâåêà îãðàíè÷åíû ðàìêàìè ñâîåãî ïðèðîäíîãî

ñâîåîáðàçèÿ. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, âîçìîæíî, áûëî áû ïîñïåøíûì ñ÷è-

òàòü ïîçèöèþ Ìàêãèííà ïî óìîë÷àíèþ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèñòñêîé. Îä-

íàêî êàê áû òî íè áûëî, èç òàêîé ìîäåëè íåòðóäíî ïîëó÷èòü òåçèñ îá

îãðàíè÷åííîñòè íàøèõ ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ ñïîñîáíîñòåé ïî êðàéíåé ìå-

ðå íà òîì ó÷àñòêå, êîòîðûé èìååò îòíîøåíèå ê óñòðîéñòâó ñàìîãî íà-

øåãî ïîçíàíèÿ. Â ñâÿçè ñ ïîäîáíîãî ðîäà ñêåïñèñîì òåîðèþ Ìàêãèí-

íà ïðèíÿòî íàçûâàòü â àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ ìèñòåðè-

àëüíîé [McGinn, 1999]. Ñ òî÷íîñòüþ è àäåêâàòíîñòüþ ýòîãî òåðìèíà

ìîæíî áûëî áû ïîñïîðèòü, òàê êàê â ñêåïòèöèçìå, ñòðîãî ãîâîðÿ, íåò

íè÷åãî ìèñòè÷åñêîãî. Åñëè ñêåïòèê àðãóìåíòèðóåò, â ñâÿçè ñ ÷åì íå

ìîæåò áûòü ïîëó÷åí îòâåò íà îïðåäåëåííûé âîïðîñ, åãî ïîçèöèÿ áó-

äåò âûãëÿäåòü ñêîðåå ðåàëèñòè÷åñêîé, ÷åì ìèñòè÷åñêîé. Íàïðîòèâ,

ïîïûòêè èìåòü ïîçèòèâíîå çíàíèå ïî ïîâîäó òåõ îáëàñòåé, êîòîðûå
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â ñèëó íåêîòîðûõ ñèñòåìíûõ îãðàíè÷åíèé íå ìîãóò ñòàòü ïðåäìåòîì

èññëåäîâàòåëüñêîé ïðîöåäóðû, ÷àñòî âûãëÿäÿò êàê ìèñòèöèçì. Âïðî-

÷åì, óäà÷íîñòü òåðìèíà èãðàåò çäåñü ñóãóáî âòîðîñòåïåííóþ ðîëü,

íàì èíòåðåñíåå ñêîðåå ñàìî îòíîøåíèå ê ïåðñïåêòèâå ðåøåíèÿ ïðî-

áëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ-òåëà, êîòîðîå ó Ìàêãèííà è åãî ñòîðîííèêîâ ÿâëÿåò-

ñÿ ñêîðåå ïåññèìèñòè÷åñêèì.

Åùå îäíèì ôèëîñîôîì-ñêåïòèêîì, êîòîðûé, ïîæàëóé, íå ñêðûâà-

åò ñâîåé ïåññèìèñòè÷åñêîé ïîçèöèè â îòíîøåíèè mind-body problem,

ÿâëÿåòñÿ Íîàì Õîìñêèé. Õîìñêèé ïðåäëàãàåò ïîäåëèòü âñå çàäà÷è, çà

ðåøåíèå êîòîðûõ êîãäà-ëèáî áðàëñÿ ÷åëîâå÷åñêèé ðàññóäîê, íà çàãàä-

êè (òàéíû) è ïðîáëåìû. Ïðîáëåìû ìîãóò èìåòü ðåøåíèå, à çàãàäêè –

íåò. Âñå äåëî â òîì, ÷òî ïðîáëåìû èçíà÷àëüíî ñîñòàâëåíû òàê, ÷òî

ïðåäñòàâëÿþò ñîáîé ïåðåôîðìóëèðîâàííûå è ñêðûòûå ðåøåíèÿ, è çà-

äà÷à èññëåäîâàòåëÿ ñîñòîèò òîëüêî â òîì, ÷òîáû ðàñøèôðîâàòü çà-

ëîæåííûé â âîïðîñàõ îòâåò. Ïîäîáíîå ïîëîæåíèå íå íóæíî ðàñöå-

íèâàòü òàê, ÷òî âñå çàäà÷è, êîòîðûå ìîæåò ðåøèòü ÷åëîâå÷åñêèé ðàñ-

ñóäîê, ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñêðûòûìè òàâòîëîãèÿìè. Áóëüøàÿ ÷àñòü çàäà÷ è

ðåøåíèé ëåæèò â îáëàñòè ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíîãî çíàíèÿ, à ëüâèíàÿ äîëÿ

òåîðèé, êîòîðûå ÷åëîâå÷åñòâî ñîçäàåò, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ÷àñòüþ ýìïèðè÷å-

ñêîé íàóêè, à èìåííî: åñòåñòâîçíàíèÿ. Êîãäà ìû ãîâîðèì, ÷òî â ñëó÷àå

ïðîáëåì èññëåäîâàòåëþ äîñòàòî÷íî ëèøü ðàñøèôðîâàòü óæå çàëî-

æåííûé â âîïðîñå îòâåò, òî ïîäðàçóìåâàåì, ÷òî äàæå íàó÷íûå ïðî-

áëåìû ñòàâÿòñÿ ïðè ó÷àñòèè èíòåðïðåòàöèé è îæèäàíèé, ïðèâíîñè-

ìûõ ó÷åíûì. Òîò ìàòåðèàë, ñ êîòîðûì ó÷åíûé èìååò äåëî, òàêîâ, ÷òî

îí ðåëåâàíòåí àïïàðàòó è èíñòðóìåíòàì ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ ïðîöåäóð.

Ñîãëàñíî Õîìñêîìó, íåîáõîäèìî ðàçëè÷àòü äîïóñòèìûå è íå-

äîïóñòèìûå ãèïîòåçû. ×åëîâå÷åñêèé ðàçóì – ýòî ñèñòåìà ñâîéñòâ, îá-

ðàçîâàííàÿ îïðåäåëåííûìè ïîëíîìî÷èÿìè è îãðàíè÷åíèÿìè. Ñîîò-

âåòñòâåííî äîïóñòèìûå ãèïîòåçû – ýòî òå, êîòîðûå äîñòóïíû äëÿ

îïðåäåëåííîé ñïåöèôè÷åñêîé ñèñòåìû, â äàííîì ñëó÷àå ñèñòåìû ÷å-

ëîâå÷åñêîãî ðàçóìà. Â îòíîøåíèè ýòèõ ãèïîòåç ðàçóì ìîæåò ïîñòðî-

èòü äîñòàòî÷íî áîãàòûå è ñëîæíûå îáúÿñíèòåëüíûå òåîðèè. Íî òå æå

ñàìûå ñâîéñòâà ðàçóìà, êîòîðûå ïîçâîëÿþò óñïåøíî âûäâèãàòü è

ïðîâåðÿòü óñïåøíûå ãèïîòåçû, ìîãóò èñêëþ÷àòü ðàáîòó ñ äðóãèìè

íåäîñòóïíûìè ãèïîòåçàìè êàê èððåëåâàíòíûìè ÷åëîâå÷åñêîìó ðàçó-

ìó. Íåêîòîðûõ òåîðèé ìîæåò ïîïðîñòó íå áûòü ñðåäè òåõ, êîòîðûå

îïðåäåëÿþòñÿ ñïåöèôè÷åñêèìè ñâîéñòâàìè ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ðàçóìà,

ïðèòîì ÷òî îíè ìîãóò áûòü äîñòóïíû èíà÷å îðãàíèçîâàííîìó èíòåë-

ëåêòó [Chomsky, 1975: 121–124]. Âîïðåêè íàòóðàëèñòè÷åñêîé óñòà-

íîâêå, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîé ñîçíàíèå ÷åëîâåêà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ÷àñòüþ ïðèðîä-

íîãî ìèðà è, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, èìååò ïîòåíöèàë ê ðåøåíèþ ëþáûõ åñòå-

ñòâåííî-íàó÷íûõ ïðîáëåì, èìåþòñÿ íåêîòîðûå ðàìêè è îãðàíè÷åíèÿ,

êîòîðûå îïðåäåëÿþòñÿ îñîáîé ñòðóêòóðîé ñàìîãî ñîçíàíèÿ. Õîìñêèé

ïðèáåãàåò ê ïðèìåðàì, ñ êîòîðûìè ìû óæå âñòðå÷àëèñü ó Ìàêãèííà:
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äëÿ êðûñû íåêîòîðûå âîïðîñû ÿâëÿþòñÿ òàéíàìè, êîòîðûå âûõîäÿò

çà ïðåäåëû åå ïîçíàâàòåëüíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè, è ïîòîìó îíà íå ìîæåò

èõ ðåøèòü. Ïîäîáíàÿ ñèòóàöèÿ èìååò ìåñòî è â îòíîøåíèè ÷åëîâåêà.

Òå óñèëèÿ, êîòîðûå âîçëàãàþòñÿ íà ðàçâèòèå «åñòåñòâåííûõ íàóê»,

à èìåííî: îáíàðóæåíèå ñâîéñòâ ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ñîçíàíèÿ êàê àñïåêòîâ

ïðèðîäíîãî ìèðà, ìîãóò íèêîãäà íå óâåí÷àòüñÿ óñïåõîì, òàê êàê îá-

ëàñòü ñîçíàíèÿ ìîæåò îêàçàòüñÿ êàê ðàç òîé îáëàñòüþ, êóäà ÷åëîâå÷å-

ñêèé ðàçóì íå ñìîæåò ïðîíèêíóòü â ñèëó ñèñòåìíûõ îãðàíè÷åíèé

[Chomsky, 1975: 122–125].

Åùå îäíèì âàðèàíòîì äåìîíñòðàöèè òðóäíîñòåé ïîçèòèâíîé òåî-

ðèè ñîçíàíèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïîäõîä Äæîçåôà Ëåâèíà. Â ïåðâóþ î÷åðåäü åãî

êðèòèêà íàïðàâëåíà ïðîòèâ ôèçèêàëèçìà è ëèøü âî âòîðóþ ñòàâèò

ïîä âîïðîñ ïåðñïåêòèâó ïîëó÷åíèÿ àäåêâàòíîé òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ âî-

îáùå. Ôèçèêàëèçì ïðîâàëèâàåòñÿ ïîòîìó, ÷òî äîëæåí íå ïðîñòî ñíàá-

æàòü íàñ ôèçè÷åñêèì îïèñàíèåì ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé è ñâîéñòâ, îí

äîëæåí äàâàòü îáúÿñíåíèå ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ. Îäíàêî ïðîáëåìà â òîì, ÷òî

òàêîå «îáúÿñíåíèå» ìîæåò âîçíèêíóòü íå òîëüêî â ðàìêàõ ôèçèêàëèç-

ìà, íî è ëþáîé äðóãîé òåîðèè, ñòðåìÿùåéñÿ äàòü íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâîå

ðåøåíèå mind-body problem. Ëåâèí ïðèâîäèò ñëåäóþùèé ïðèìåð:

êàê ìîæíî îáúÿñíèòü òîò ôàêò, ÷òî Öèöåðîí òîæäåñòâåí Òóëëèþ?

Ìîæíî îáúÿñíèòü ëèøü, ÷òî îäèí è òîò æå îáúåêò íîñèò äâà èìåíè.

Ëåâèí æå óêàçûâàåò, ÷òî â äàííîì ñëó÷àå îáúÿñíåíèå äîëæíî âîâëå-

êàòü äåäóêòèâíîå îòíîøåíèå ìåæäó ýêñïëàíàíñîì è ýêñïëàíàíäó-

ìîì. Íåêòî ìîæåò îáúÿñíèòü Ð, åñëè îí ñïîñîáåí äåäóöèðîâàòü Ð èç

óòâåðæäåíèé îá ýêñïëàíàíñå. Ïðèìåðîì ìîæåò ñëóæèòü îáúÿñíåíèå

ôåíîìåíà êèïåíèÿ âîäû, ãäå ïîÿâëåíèå ïóçûðüêîâ ìîæåò áûòü îáúÿñ-

íåíî ññûëêîé íà ìåæìîëåêóëÿðíîå âçàèìîäåéñòâèå ýëåìåíòîâ âîäû.

Åñëè äâà âûñêàçûâàíèÿ äåäóêòèâíî ñâÿçàíû äðóã ñ äðóãîì, òî ìå-

æäó íèìè èìååòñÿ íåîáõîäèìàÿ ñâÿçü. Îäíàêî òàêîé íåîáõîäèìîé

ñâÿçè íåò ìåæäó âûñêàçûâàíèÿìè î ìîçãå è ôåíîìåíàëüíîì ñîçíà-

íèè. Ìåæäó ìåíòàëüíûìè ôàêòàìè è ôèçè÷åñêèìè íåèçáåæíî ñîõðà-

íÿåòñÿ íåêèé ïðîâàë â îáúÿñíåíèè. Ïðîâàë â îáúÿñíåíèè – ýòî òåð-

ìèí, îáîçíà÷àþùèé òðóäíîñòü ôèçèêàëèñòñêèõ òåîðèé ñîçíàíèÿ

â îáúÿñíåíèè òîãî, êàê ôèçè÷åñêèå ñâîéñòâà ïîðîæäàþò ñïîñîá îùó-

ùåíèÿ âåùåé â ìîìåíò èõ âîñïðèÿòèÿ. Ê ïðèìåðó, óòâåðæäåíèå «áîëü

åñòü ñòèìóëÿöèÿ Ñ-âîëîêîí» ÿâëÿåòñÿ èíôîðìàòèâíûì â ôèçèîëîãè-

÷åñêîì ñìûñëå, íî íèêàê íå ïîìîãàåò íàì ïîíÿòü, êàê ïåðåæèâàåòñÿ

áîëü. ×òîáû ïðèâåñòè ïðèìåð ÿâëåíèÿ, â êîòîðîì íåò îáúÿñíèòåëüíî-

ãî ïðîâàëà, ïðåäñòàâèì ñîâðåìåííûé êîìïüþòåð: åñòü ÷òî-òî ÷óäåñ-

íîå â òîì, ÷òî ìû ìîæåì ïîëíîñòüþ îáúÿñíèòü åãî ðàáîòó ñ ïîìîùüþ

îäíîãî óñòðîéñòâà åãî ñîñòàâíûõ ÷àñòåé è íàîáîðîò. Íàïðîòèâ, ñóáú-

åêòèâíûé ñîçíàòåëüíûé îïûò îáðàçóåò îòäåëüíûé ýôôåêò, òðåáóþ-

ùèé îòäåëüíîé ïðè÷èíû, êîòîðóþ ïðèõîäèòñÿ èëè ïîìåùàòü âíå ôè-
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çè÷åñêîãî ìèðà èëè îáúÿâëÿòü íåèçâåñòíûì ôèçè÷åñêèì ÿâëåíèåì

(Levine, 1983: 87–89).

Â îáùåì âèäå îáîçíà÷åííûå â ýòèõ òðåõ ïîäõîäàõ ïðîáëåìû èìå-

þò âèä ìåòàÿçûêîâîãî ïàðàäîêñà. Ìû ïûòàåìñÿ ñäåëàòü îáúåêòîì òî,

÷òî äîëæíî ÿâëÿòüñÿ òàêæå è èíñòðóìåíòîì, è â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ïðîöåäó-

ðà îáúåêòèâàöèè íå ìîæåò áûòü âûïîëíåíà. Ýòî âî ìíîãîì ñâÿçàíî ñ

òåì, ÷òî ìû ïûòàåìñÿ ïîëó÷èòü äîñòóï ê ñîçíàíèþ ïðè ïîìîùè òåõ

æå ëîãè÷åñêèõ èíñòðóìåíòîâ, êîòîðûå ÿâëÿþòñÿ íåîòúåìëåìîé ÷àñòüþ

ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ ñàìîãî ñîçíàíèÿ. Â ýòîì ñëó÷àå, âïðî÷åì,

íå ÿñíî, ÷òî ìîæåò âûñòóïèòü ñâîåãî ðîäà èíñòðóìåíòàëüíûì ìåòà-

óðîâíåì, ïîçâîëÿþùèì ïðîâåñòè íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâóþ ïðîöåäóðó îïè-

ñàíèÿ. Áîëåå òîãî, ñîçíàíèå ñàìî ïî ñåáå ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ òîëüêî ïðè óñëî-

âèè ðàáîòû ñàìèõ ýòèõ èíñòðóìåíòîâ (ñèñòåìíûõ óñëîâèé âîçìîæ-

íîñòè). Íî â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ñîçíàíèå íåëüçÿ îïðåäåëèòü â òåðìèíàõ

îïðåäåëÿåìîãî è îïðåäåëÿþùåãî, îáúÿñíÿåìîãî è îáúÿñíÿþùåãî, òàê

êàê îíî ìîæåò èëè âñåãäà îñòàâàòüñÿ òîëüêî îáúÿñíÿþùèì, èëè ñîâ-

ïàäàòü è ñ òåì, è ñ äðóãèì, ÷òî îáåññìûñëèâàåò âñþ ïðîöåäóðó îáúÿñ-

íåíèÿ â öåëîì.

Заключение: испытание скептицизмом

Èòàê, ñàìûé âàæíûé òåçèñ òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà ñîñòîèò â òîì,

÷òî óñëîâèÿ ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ ìèðà ñàìè â ìèðå íå âñòðå÷àþòñÿ. Ýòî îá-

ùåå ïîëîæåíèå òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà íàïðÿìóþ ñðàáàòûâàåò â îòíî-

øåíèè ïðîáëåì ñîçíàíèÿ: ñîçíàíèå ïîïðîñòó íå âñòðå÷àåòñÿ â ìèðå;

ìû òî÷íî çíàåì, ÷òî îíî åñòü (â êà÷åñòâå ôóíêöèîíàëüíîãî «êàê»), íî

íèêîãäà íå íàéäåì åãî ïîñðåäè âñåõ äîñòóïíûõ ïðåäìåòîâ è ôàêòîâ (â

êà÷åñòâå íåêîåãî «÷òî»). Ñòðîãî ãîâîðÿ, òàêàÿ ôîðìóëèðîâêà ïðåäïî-

ëàãàåò ñêåïòèöèçì â êà÷åñòâå ýïèñòåìè÷åñêîé ïîçèöèè. Ñêåïòèöèçì

ñòàíîâèòñÿ ñåðüåçíûì èñïûòàíèåì òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà [Hookway,

1999]. Ê ñêåïòèöèçìó â ôèëîñîôèè âñåãäà îòíîñèëèñü ñêåïòè÷åñêè:

â ñëó÷àÿõ, êîãäà îí áûë ñëåäñòâèåì ñâîåãî ðîäà èíòåëëåêòóàëüíîãî

êîêåòñòâà, åãî ðàññìàòðèâàëè êàê ïîçåðñòâî, à â ñëó÷àÿõ, êîãäà îí çà-

ÿâëÿë î ñåáå âïîëíå ñåðüåçíî, åãî ñ÷èòàëè ôîðìîé ìàëîäóøíîé êàïè-

òóëÿöèè. Êàê áû òî íè áûëî, ôèëîñîôó âñåãäà ñóùåñòâåííî ñëîæíåå,

÷åì ó÷åíîìó, ïðèçíàòüñÿ â òîì, ÷òî îí íå çíàåò, êàê ðåøàòü òó èëè

èíóþ ïðîáëåìó. Ýòî ñâÿçàíî ñ òðàäèöèîííûìè ðàçëè÷èÿìè â ìåòîäàõ

íàó÷íîãî è ôèëîñîôñêîãî èññëåäîâàíèÿ. Åñëè íàóêà îðèåíòèðîâàíà

íà ïîèñê ðåøåíèé âî âðåìåíè, âûäâèæåíèå è îòáðàñûâàíèå ãèïîòåç,

òî ôèëîñîôèÿ íàäååòñÿ îáðåñòè óíèâåðñàëüíîå ðåøåíèå, êîòîðîå, áó-

äó÷è âå÷íîé èñòèíîé, áûëî áû íåïîäâëàñòíî âðåìåíè. Òàêîå ïðåä-

ñòàâëåíèå î ôèëîñîôñêèõ ñïîñîáàõ äîñòèæåíèÿ èñòèíû âñåðüåç ïåðå-
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ñìàòðèâàåòñÿ â ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè, îñîáåííî àíàëèòè÷åñêîé, è

â íàøè äíè ôèëîñîôû âñå ÷àùå çàÿâëÿþò î òîì, ÷òî è â ôèëîñîôñêèõ

ðåôëåêñèÿõ çàâòðàøíèé äåíü ìîæåò îêàçàòüñÿ ýôôåêòèâíåå ñåãî-

äíÿøíåãî. Íî, íåñìîòðÿ íà ïðîíèêíîâåíèå â ôèëîñîôèþ îæèäàíèé,

ñâîéñòâåííûõ íàóêå, âîçìîæíîñòü çàíÿòü ñêåïòè÷åñêóþ ïîçèöèþ

ïî-ïðåæíåìó ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ ó ôèëîñîôîâ ñåðüåçíûì äèñêîìôîð-

òîì: ñêåïòè÷åñêèå âåðñèè îñòàâëÿþò íàñ íàåäèíå ñ íàøèìè äîãàäêà-

ìè è ñêîðåå îòãîâàðèâàþò îò äàëüíåéøåãî ïîèñêà. Â ñâîå îïðàâäàíèå

ñêåïòèêè ÷àñòî çàÿâëÿþò, ÷òî íå ïðîñòî áîéêîòèðóþò èññëåäîâàíèå,

à ïîìîãàþò ïîíÿòü è îñîçíàòü, ïî÷åìó îêîí÷àòåëüíîå ðåøåíèå òîé

èëè èíîé ïðîáëåìû îêàçûâàåòñÿ ïðèíöèïèàëüíî íåäîñòèæèìûì.

Ñêåïòèöèçì äàåò îïðåäåëåííóþ ÿñíîñòü, óêàçûâàÿ èñòèííûå ïðè÷è-

íû òåõ çàòðóäíåíèé, ñ êîòîðûìè ñòàëêèâàþòñÿ ôèëîñîôñêèå òåîðèè

[Skorupski, 1990].

Â èòîãå ìû ïîëó÷àåì ñëåäóþùóþ äèëåììó. Íàòóðàëèçì ïðåäëà-

ãàåò ïîçèòèâíîå çíàíèå, íî, áóäó÷è àáñîëþòèçèðîâàííûì, îí ëèáî

îáîëüùàåòñÿ ëîæíîé êàðòèíîé (â ñàìîì íà÷àëå ïðåäïîëàãàÿ ðåäóöè-

ðîâàííóþ âñåëåííóþ), ëèáî ñòðîèò ïðîòèâîðå÷èâûå òåîðèè (íàïðè-

ìåð, ôèçèêàëèçì â âèäå òåîðèè òîæäåñòâà). Òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì æå

ïðîêëàäûâàåò ãðàíèöû, íî ïðîêëàäûâàåò èõ ïðàâèëüíî: îí õîòÿ è íå

èíäóöèðóåò ïîçèòèâíîå çíàíèå, íî è íå îáðàçóåò ïðîòèâîðå÷èé. Ïðè

ýòîì ìîæåò âîçíèêíóòü îïàñåíèå, ÷òî òðàíñöåíäåíòàëüíîå çíàíèå íå-

ïîëíî, íî ýòî íå ñîâñåì òàê: îíî ïîëíî, òàê êàê çàòðàãèâàåò âñå ýëå-

ìåíòû, íî â îòíîøåíèè òåõ (ñòðóêòóðíûõ) êîìïîíåíòîâ, êîòîðûå íå

ïðåäïîëàãàþò îïðåäìå÷èâàíèÿ, òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçì âûñêàçûâàåòñÿ

â êðèòè÷åñêîì äóõå íåâîçìîæíîñòè ñîçäàíèÿ çàêîí÷åííîé òåîðèè

[Franks, 2005].

Ó÷èòûâàÿ ñêàçàííîå, ìîæíî ïîïûòàòüñÿ ïîíÿòü ñèòóàöèþ, êî-

òîðàÿ ñëîæèëàñü â îáëàñòè ñîâðåìåííîé àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè.

Ñîõðàíÿþùàÿñÿ ïîïóëÿðíîñòü íàòóðàëèçìà îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ òåì, ÷òî ó

òðàíñöåíäåíòàëèçìà íåò ñîäåðæàòåëüíûõ àëüòåðíàòèâ â âèäå îáúÿñ-

íèòåëüíûõ òåîðèé, õîòÿ è èìååòñÿ ñåðüåçíàÿ è íåðåäêî ïî÷òè ðàçðó-

øèòåëüíàÿ äëÿ íàòóðàëèçìà êðèòèêà [Cassam, 2009]. Â ñâÿçè ñ ýòèì

âîçíèêàåò îùóùåíèå, ÷òî ôèëîñîôû ïûòàþòñÿ äåðæàòüñÿ ïîäõîäîâ

õîòü è íå áåçóïðå÷íûõ, íî äàþùèõ íåêîòîðîå ïîçèòèâíîå çíàíèå,

ñ êîòîðûì ìîæíî ëèáî ñîãëàøàòüñÿ, ëèáî íåò [Kitcher, 1992: 68–69].

Òàê, â ñèëó íåêîòîðîé èçíà÷àëüíîé íåïîïóëÿðíîñòè ñêåïòè÷åñêèõ ïî-

çèöèé óêàçàíèå íà íåðåøàåìîñòü mind-body problem â îáëàñòè àíàëè-

òè÷åñêîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ âûãëÿäèò äëÿ èññëåäîâàòåëåé ñëèø-

êîì áîëüøèì ðàçî÷àðîâàíèåì, ÷òîáû ýòîò ïîäõîä ìîã ïðåòåíäîâàòü

íà ìàññîâîå ïðèçíàíèå. Íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî àíòèíàòóðàëèçì ïðåäñòàâ-

ëåí äàëåêî íå òîëüêî ñêåïòè÷åñêèìè òåîðèÿìè, àíòèíàòóðàëèñòñêèå

ïðîãðàììû ìîæíî îõàðàêòåðèçîâàòü êàê â îñíîâíîì êðèòè÷åñêèå.

Ãëàâíûé àêöåíò â íèõ ñäåëàí íà êðèòèêå ñóùåñòâóþùèõ ôèçèêàëèñò-
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ñêèõ òåîðèé è ïðîáëåìàòè÷íîñòè, çà÷àñòóþ ðàäèêàëüíîé, ðÿäà ñóùå-

ñòâóþùèõ ðåøåíèé mind-body problem. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, õîòÿ òðàíñ-

öåíäåíòàëèçì âûñòóïàåò ñåãîäíÿ ñ äîñòàòî÷íî ñåðüåçíîé êðèòèêîé

íàòóðàëèçìà, ïîçèöèè ïîñëåäíåãî åùå äîñòàòî÷íî ñèëüíû. Èçìåíèò-

ñÿ ëè ýòà ñèòóàöèÿ, íàïðÿìóþ çàâèñèò îò òîãî, íàñêîëüêî âîñïðèèì-

÷èâûì îêàæåòñÿ íàòóðàëèçì ê êðèòè÷åñêîìó ïðîåêòó ôîðìèðîâàíèÿ

çíàíèÿ.
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Тезис о супервентности (ТС) ментального над физическим является общепри

нятым в современной философии сознания. Аргумент каузальных траекторий
(АКТ1), предложенный В.В. Васильевым, направлен против этого тезиса, в част

ности против локальной супервентности. В настоящей статье автор защищает
ТС и показывает, что если аргумент подвергает сомнению локальную супер

вентность, он скорее всего подвергает сомнению и глобальную супервент

ность. Это своеобразное reduction ad absurdum аргумента. Однако данный вы

вод не окончателен. Более надежным является второй способ опровержения
аргумента – доказательство от противного. В статье предложен новый аргумент
(АКТ2), сходный по своей структуре с аргументом каузальных траекторий, но
приводящий к очевидно ложным выводам. Если аргументы АКТ1 и АКТ2 анало

гичны, то оба аргумента ложны. В статье рассмотрено возможное возражение –
указание на то, что АКТ1 и АКТ2 различаются из
за отсутствия в АКТ2 квалиа,
показано, что и в АКТ1 квалиа не имеют значения. В заключение представлено
решение парадокса двойников с разными биографическими историями. Пара

докс предложен Васильевым в качестве иллюстрации абсурдности следствий
ТС. Однако более подробное рассмотрение этого мысленного эксперимента по

казывает, что тезис о локальной супервентности не ведет к абсурдным послед

ствиям. Таким образом, представляется, что ТС защищен.
Ключевые слова: психофизическая проблема, локальная супервентность, ин

теракционизм, аргумент каузальных траекторий.
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Thesis of supervenience (TS) of mental on physical is a common ground for many
contemporary analytic philosophers. The argument from the causal trajectories
presented by V. Vasilyev (ACT 1) is challenging this principle, in particular the local
supervenience. In this paper the author defends the thesis of supervenience. He
demonstrates that if the argument from causal trajectories undermines the local
supervenience, it also undermines the global supervenience of mental on physical.
This is a kind of reductio ad absurdum of the initial argument. However this may
sound inconclusive. The author presents a more reliable way to disapprove the ar-
gument – proof by contradiction. In this paper he suggest another argument (ACT
2) which is analogous the ACT 1, but which leads to obviously false conclusions. If
two arguments are analogous, then both arguments must be false. The author of
this paper considers possible objections. The first objection has to do with qualia.
One may suggest that two arguments are different because of the lack of qualia in
the ACT 2. However it is demonstrated that qualia plays no significant role in the
first argument as well. So it doesn’t make a relevant difference. The second objecti-
on is the superficial absurdity of the consequences of TS suggested by Vasilyev, na-
mely the thought experiment with the two identical persons with different auto-



Отношение супервентности

Ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü – ýòî õàðàêòåðèñòèêà îòíîøåíèÿ ìåæäó ðàçëè÷-

íûìè ñâîéñòâàìè îáúåêòà. Íàáîð ñâîéñòâ À ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñóïåðâåíòíûì

ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íàáîðó ñâîéñòâ Á â òîì ñëó÷àå, åñëè îáúåêò íå ìîæåò

ðàçëè÷àòüñÿ â ñâîéñòâàõ À áåç ðàçëè÷èé â ñâîéñòâàõ Á
1
. Ñóïåðâåíò-

íîñòü ìîæåò áûòü ëîêàëüíîé è ãëîáàëüíîé. Åñëè ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü óò-

âåðæäàåòñÿ ïî îòíîøåíèþ êî âñåìó ìèðó – ýòî óòâåðæäåíèå ãëîáàëü-

íîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè, à åñëè â îòíîøåíèè èíäèâèäóàëüíûõ îáúåêòîâ –

ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè. Ëîêàëüíàÿ ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü – áîëåå ñèëü-

íîå óòâåðæäåíèå. Åñëè â ìèðå ñóùåñòâóåò ëîêàëüíàÿ ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü,

òî â íåì òàêæå ïðèñóòñòâóåò è ãëîáàëüíàÿ ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü, íî íå íà-

îáîðîò.

Ñóïåðâåíòíûìè ÿâëÿþòñÿ ðàçëè÷íûå âûñîêîóðîâíåâûå ñâîéñòâà

ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íèçêîóðîâíåâûì, ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûì. Íàïðèìåð,

áèîëîãè÷åñêèå ñâîéñòâà ñóïåðâåíòíû íàä ôèçè÷åñêèìè, ò.å. îáúåêò,

èäåíòè÷íûé ïî ôèçè÷åñêèì ñâîéñòâàì, èäåíòè÷åí è ïî áèîëîãè÷å-

ñêèì ñâîéñòâàì. Ñêàæåì, äâà æèâîòíûõ, èäåíòè÷íûå ïî ñâîé ôèçè÷å-

ñêîé ñòðóêòóðå, íå ìîãóò áûòü îäíîâðåìåííî æèðàôîì è íåæèðàôîì.

Íàä ôèçè÷åñêèìè ñâîéñòâàìè ñóïåðâåíòíû òàêæå ýñòåòè÷åñêèå ñâîé-

ñòâà. Îäèíàêîâûå â ôèçè÷åñêîì ïëàíå êàðòèíû íå ìîãóò ðàçëè÷àòüñÿ

ïî êðàñîòå. Íî îäèíàêîâûå ïî ñâîèì ôèçè÷åñêèì è ýñòåòè÷åñêèì

ñâîéñòâàì êàðòèíû ìîãóò ðàçëè÷àòüñÿ ïî ñâîåé öåííîñòè. Ïðåäñòà-

âèì, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóåò èäåàëüíàÿ êîïèÿ êàðòèíû Ìóíêà «Êðèê». Ïî

ñâîèì ýñòåòè÷åñêèì õàðàêòåðèñòèêàì îíà ïîëíîñòüþ ñîîòâåòñòâóåò

îðèãèíàëó. Íî åå öåííîñòü áóäåò ñîâñåì èíîé. Â ïðîèçâåäåíèÿõ èñ-

êóññòâà âàæåí íå òîëüêî ôàêòè÷åñêèé ðåçóëüòàò, íî è åãî îðèãèíàëü-

íîñòü. Ïðèíàäëåæíîñòü êèñòè êîíêðåòíîãî õóäîæíèêà ê èñòîðè÷å-

ñêîé ýïîõå ÿâëÿåòñÿ êëþ÷åâûì ïðè îïðåäåëåíèè öåííîñòè ïðîèçâåäå-

íèÿ. Ïîýòîìó öåííîñòü ïðîèçâåäåíèÿ èñêóññòâà íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëîêàëüíî

ñóïåðâåíòíûì íàä åãî ôèçè÷åñêèìè ñâîéñòâàìè. Îòíîøåíèå ìåæäó

ôèçè÷åñêèìè ñâîéñòâàìè è öåííîñòüþ ïðîèçâåäåíèé èñêóññòâ – ýòî

îòíîøåíèå ãëîáàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè.

Ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü ñêîðåå âñåãî ñóùåñòâóåò ìåæäó ôèçè÷åñêèìè

è ìåíòàëüíûìè õàðàêòåðèñòèêàìè. Âåäü ìåíòàëüíûå õàðàêòåðèñòèêè
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biographical causal trajectories. This paradox is supposed to demonstrate the inconsistency of TS.
However it is shown in the paper that there are no inconsistencies and the thought experiment do-
esn’t demonstrate that the TS is false. Thus thesis for supervenience is defended.
Key words: supervenience, mind-body problem, interactionism, mental and physical properties, ar-
gument from causal trajectories.

1
Îäíèì èç ïåðâûõ ýòîò òåðìèí â ñîâðåìåííîì ñìûñëå ñòàë óïîòðåáëÿòü îêñôîðä-

ñêèé ôèëîñîô Ð. Õýéð [Hare, 1984].



çàâèñèìû îò ôèçè÷åñêèõ è èçìåíåíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêèõ õàðàêòåðèñòèê âå-

äåò ê èçìåíåíèþ ìåíòàëüíûõ. Â ýòîì ñìûñëå óòâåðæäåíèå ñóïåðâåíò-

íîñòè ÿâëÿåòñÿ ÷àñòüþ ðåøåíèÿ ïñèõîôèçè÷åñêîé ïðîáëåìû. Ðàñïðî-

ñòðàíåíèå ýòîãî ïîíÿòèÿ â ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ ñâÿçàíî

ñ Äîíàëüäîì Äýâèäñîíîì. Â ñòàòüå «Ìåíòàëüíûå ñîáûòèÿ» (1970) îí

ïèñàë: «Ìåíòàëüíûå ñîáûòèÿ â íåêîòîðîì ñìûñëå çàâèñèìû èëè

ñóïåðâåíòíû íàä ôèçè÷åñêèìè õàðàêòåðèñòèêàìè. Ïîä ñóïåðâåíò-

íîñòüþ ÿ çäåñü ïîäðàçóìåâàþ íåâîçìîæíîñòü ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ äâóõ

ñîáûòèé, èäåíòè÷íûõ â ôèçè÷åñêîì ïëàíå, íî ðàçëè÷àþùèõñÿ â ìåí-

òàëüíîì, à òàêæå íåâîçìîæíîñòü èçìåíåíèÿ ìåíòàëüíûõ õàðàêòåðè-

ñòèê áåç èçìåíåíèÿ ôèçè÷åñêèõ» [Davidson, 2006: 214]. Âñëåä çà Äý-

âèäñîíîì ìíîãèå ôèëîñîôû-àíàëèòèêè ñòàëè èññëåäîâàòü ýòî îòíî-

øåíèå ïðèìåíèòåëüíî ê ñîçíàíèþ. Ñðåäè íèõ Äæ. Êèì, Ä. Ëüþèñ,

Ä. ×àëìåðñ è äð. [Kim, 1998; Kim, 2006; Kim, 2010; Lewis, 1983; ×àë-

ìåðñ, 2013]. Òðàäèöèîííûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ óòâåðæäåíèå ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåð-

âåíòíîñòè ñâîéñòâ ñîçíàíèÿ íàä ìîçãîì. Òàêîé ïîçèöèè ïðèäåðæè-

âàåòñÿ áîëüøèíñòâî ôèëîñîôîâ. Â ýòîì êîíòåêñòå íàèáîëåå ëþáî-

ïûòíîé ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïîïûòêà îïðîâåðãíóòü ëîêàëüíóþ ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü

ñîçíàíèÿ íàä ìîçãîì ñ ïîìîùüþ àðãóìåíòà êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé

ñîâðåìåííîãî ðîññèéñêîãî ôèëîñîôà Â.Â. Âàñèëüåâà.

Аргумент каузальных траекторий против
локальной супервентности

Àðãóìåíò Âàñèëüåâà ñôîðìóëèðîâàí â âèäå òðåõ ïîñûëîê è âûâî-

äà. Ïåðâàÿ – ýòî óòâåðæäåíèå î òîì, ÷òî îäèíàêîâûå ñîáûòèÿ ìîãóò

èìåòü ðàçíûå ïðè÷èíû. Âîò øàð ïîïàë â ëóçó, îí ìîã òàì îêàçàòüñÿ

ñàìûìè ðàçëè÷íûìè ñïîñîáàìè, â ðåçóëüòàòå ñàìûõ ðàçëè÷íûõ ñî-

óäàðåíèé è äâèæåíèÿ ïî ìíîæåñòâó òðàåêòîðèé. Êàê, âïðî÷åì, ëþáàÿ

âåùü ìîãëà îêàçàòüñÿ òàì, ãäå îíà åñòü, ìíîæåñòâîì ðàçëè÷íûõ ñïî-

ñîáîâ. Ïîñûëêà âûãëÿäèò áåññïîðíîé. Âòîðàÿ ïîñûëêà – ýòî êîíñòà-

òàöèÿ òîãî, ÷òî ïàìÿòü îòðàæàåò ñîáûòèÿ, ïðîèñõîäèâøèå ñ ñóáúåê-

òîì â ïðîøëîì, ò.å. îòðàæàåò êàóçàëüíóþ èñòîðèþ ñóáúåêòà. Êîíå÷íî,

ïàìÿòü ìîæåò ïðåäñòàâëÿòü êàóçàëüíóþ èñòîðèþ îøèáî÷íûì îáðà-

çîì, íî ýòî ñêîðåå èñêëþ÷åíèå, ÷åì íîðìà. Ñòîëü æå íåñîìíåííî, ïî

ìíåíèþ Âàñèëüåâà, ÷òî âîñïîìèíàíèÿ ïðåäñòàâëÿþò ñîáîé ïðèâàò-

íûå êâàëèàòèâíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ è îáðàçóþò îñíîâó óáåæäåíèé, æåëàíèé

è äðóãèõ îñîçíàííûõ ñîñòîÿíèé ñóáúåêòà. Òðåòüÿ ïîñûëêà óêàçûâàåò

íà êîððåëÿöèþ ïîâåäåíèÿ è æåëàíèé. Ýòà ïîñûëêà íå îòðèöàåòñÿ äà-

æå ýïèôåíîìåíàëèñòàìè, êîòîðûå, ïðàâäà, ñ÷èòàþò, ÷òî êîððåëÿöèÿ

íå èìååò îòíîøåíèÿ ê ïðè÷èííî-ñëåäñòâåííîé öåïè. À âîò ïðåäñòàâ-

ëåííûé àðãóìåíò çàñòàâëÿåò íàñ ñêëîíèòüñÿ ê îáðàòíîìó. Îáúåäèíÿÿ
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ïîñûëêè, Âàñèëüåâ ïîëó÷àåò ñëåäóþùóþ êàðòèíó. «Åñëè ðåàëüíî, ÷òî

îäíî è òî æå ñîáûòèå èëè êîìïëåêñ ñîáûòèé ìîãëè áû ïîðîæäàòüñÿ

ðàçíûìè ïðè÷èíàìè è åñëè ìîé ìîçã â äàííûé ìîìåíò âðåìåíè ìîæåò

ðàññìàòðèâàòüñÿ êàê ãðîìàäíûé êîìïëåêñ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñîáûòèé (íå-

êîòîðûå ñîñòàâëÿþùèå êîòîðîãî ìîãëè áû èìåòü è èíûå ïðè÷èíû),

òî, î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî îí ìîã îêàçàòüñÿ â äàííîì ñîñòîÿíèè â ðåçóëüòàòå

ñàìûõ ðàçíûõ ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ ñîáûòèé. Èíûìè ñëîâàìè, ìîé ìîçã…

ìîã èìåòü èíóþ êàóçàëüíóþ èñòîðèþ, íåæåëè òà, ÷òî äåéñòâèòåëüíî

áûëà ó ìåíÿ è ñîñòàâëÿëà ìîþ æèçíü. Íî åñëè áû ó ìåíÿ áûëà èíàÿ èñ-

òîðèÿ, òî, êàê ñëåäóåò èç âòîðîé ïîñûëêè, ÿ îáëàäàë áû ñåé÷àñ äðóãè-

ìè âîñïîìèíàíèÿìè è ýòè äðóãèå âîñïîìèíàíèÿ ôóíäèðîâàëè áû

èíûå óáåæäåíèÿ è æåëàíèÿ. Ïîñêîëüêó æå ìîè óáåæäåíèÿ è æåëà-

íèÿ… ñêîððåëèðîâàíû ñ ìîèì ïîâåäåíèåì (òðåòüÿ ïîñûëêà), òî, îáëà-

äàÿ äðóãèìè óáåæäåíèÿìè è æåëàíèÿìè, ÿ âåë áû ñåáÿ èíà÷å, ÷åì âåäó

ñåáÿ â äàííûé ìîìåíò…» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 218]. Èòàê, èç àðãóìåíòà

ñëåäóåò, ÷òî, íàõîäÿñü â òîì æå ñàìîì ôèçè÷åñêîì ñîñòîÿíèè, ñóáú-

åêò ìîã áû âåñòè ñåáÿ ðàçëè÷íûì îáðàçîì. Ýòè ðàçëè÷èÿ îáóñëîâëè-

âàþòñÿ òîëüêî åãî êâàëèàòèâíûìè ìåíòàëüíûìè ñîäåðæàíèÿìè, ðàç-

ëè÷íûìè óáåæäåíèÿìè è æåëàíèÿìè, è íèêàêîé àíàëèç íàëè÷íîãî

ôèçè÷åñêîãî ñîñòîÿíèÿ íå ñïîñîáåí äàòü òî÷íîãî ïðîãíîçà äåéñòâèé

ñóáúåêòà. Ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ äåéñòâåííû, à çíà÷èò, ýïèôåíîìå-

íàëèçì ëîæåí.

Íî îïðîâåðæåíèå ýïèôåíîìåíàëèçìà, ñ ìîåé òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, íå ñà-

ìîå êðèòè÷íîå èç ñëåäñòâèé àðãóìåíòà êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé. Ãî-

ðàçäî áîëåå çíà÷èìûì êàæåòñÿ îïðîâåðæåíèå òîãî, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ îá-

ùèì ìåñòîì ñîâðåìåííûõ òåîðèé ñîçíàíèÿ, – òåçèñà î ñóïåðâåíò-

íîñòè (ÒÑ) ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîäåðæàíèé íàä ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ìîçãà.

Âîçìîæíû êàê ìèíèìóì òðè ôîðìóëèðîâêè òåçèñà î ñóïåðâåíò-

íîñòè: (1) Ìåíòàëüíîå ñóïåðâåíòíî íàä ôèçè÷åñêèì â òîì ñëó÷àå, êî-

ãäà åñëè íå÷òî Õ èìååò ìåíòàëüíîå ñâîéñòâî Ì, òî èìååò ôèçè÷åñêîå

ñâîéñòâî P, òàêîå, ÷òî X èìååò P, è íåîáõîäèìî, ÷òî âñÿêèé îáúåêò,

îáëàäàþùèé P, íàäåëåí Ì: (2) Ìåíòàëüíîå ñóïåðâåíòíî íàä ôèçè÷å-

ñêèì â òîì ñìûñëå, ÷òî îáúåêòû, ñîâåðøåííî îäèíàêîâûå â ñâîèõ ôè-

çè÷åñêèõ ñâîéñòâàõ, íå ìîãóò îòëè÷àòüñÿ îòíîñèòåëüíî ìåíòàëüíûõ

ñâîéñòâ: (3) Ìåíòàëüíîå ñóïåðâåíòíî íàä ôèçè÷åñêèì â òîì ñìûñëå,

÷òî ìèðû, îäèíàêîâûå âî âñåõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ îòíîøåíèÿõ, îäèíàêîâû

è âî âñåõ ìåíòàëüíûõ îòíîøåíèÿõ, ò.å. ìèðû, îäèíàêîâûå ôèçè÷åñêè,

ñîâåðøåííî îäèíàêîâû â öåëîì [Kim, 2006]. Ñèëà ýòèõ óòâåðæäåíèé

ðàçëè÷íà. Íàèáîëåå ñèëüíûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ óòâåðæäåíèå (1), òàê êàê îíî

ôèêñèðóåò ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü äàæå îäíîãî èçîëèðîâàííîãî ñâîéñòâà,

à íàèáîëåå ñëàáûì – óòâåðæäåíèå (3), òàê êàê â íåì óòâåðæäàåòñÿ ñó-

ïåðâåíòíîñòü òîëüêî ìèðîâ â öåëîì. Åñëè óñëîâèÿ, îïèñàííûå â óò-

âåðæäåíèè (1), âûïîëíÿþòñÿ, òî áóäóò âûïîëíÿòüñÿ è óñëîâèÿ (2).

À åñëè âûïîëíÿþòñÿ óñëîâèÿ ïî óòâåðæäåíèþ (2), àâòîìàòè÷åñêè áó-
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äóò âûïîëíåíû è óñëîâèÿ ïî óòâåðæäåíèþ (3). Îïðåäåëåíèå (3) ôèê-

ñèðóåò îòíîøåíèå ãëîáàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè, à îïðåäåëåíèå (1)–(2) –

ëîêàëüíîé. Èòàê, êàê ñîîòíîñÿòñÿ òðè âàðèàíòà òåçèñà ñ ñóïåðâåíò-

íîñòè ñ âûâîäîì àðãóìåíòà êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé?

Î÷åâèäíî, ðåàëüíàÿ âîçìîæíîñòü ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ äâóõ èäåíòè÷-

íûõ ëþäåé ñ ðàçíûìè ìåíòàëüíûìè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè, äîïóñêàåìàÿ â êà÷å-

ñòâå ðåçóëüòàòà àðãóìåíòà, ïðîòèâîðå÷èò âàðèàíòó 1 ÒÑ. Íî ñàì àâòîð

ñîîáùàåò, ÷òî åãî âûâîäû íå ïðîòèâîðå÷àò ãëîáàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíî-

ñòè: «Ïîñëåäíÿÿ ôîðìóëèðîâêà âûðàæàåò òàê íàçûâàåìóþ ãëîáàëüíóþ

ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü, è ìû óâèäèì, ÷òî ïðåäëîæåííûå ìíîé àðãóìåíòû íå

îòðèöàþò åå. Âòîðàÿ ôîðìóëèðîâêà òîæå íå îïðîâåðãàåòñÿ èìè, åñëè

îíà äîïóñêàåò ãëîáàëüíóþ èíòåðïðåòàöèþ. Îøèáî÷íî ëèøü ïåðâîå

ïîíèìàíèå» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 243]. ×òî æå ïîëó÷àåòñÿ? Ïåðåä íàìè íå-

îæèäàííàÿ è óäèâèòåëüíî êðàñèâàÿ êàðòèíà ìèðà. Ìåíòàëüíûå ñîñòîÿ-

íèÿ îòëè÷àþòñÿ îò ôèçè÷åñêèõ. Ïðè ýòîì îíè íå ýïèôåíîìåíàëüíû,

à äåéñòâåííû. Îíè âëèÿþò íà ïîâåäåíèå. Íî èç-çà ýòîãî âëèÿíèÿ íå ðàç-

ðóøàþòñÿ çàêîíû ïðèðîäû, â òîì ÷èñëå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûé çàêîí ñî-

õðàíåíèÿ ýíåðãèè. Ìåíòàëüíîå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïîñðåäíèêîì, óñëîâèåì âëèÿ-

íèÿ íåëîêàëüíûõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ôàêòîðîâ, à ëîêàëüíî – ïðè÷èíîé ïîâåäå-

íèÿ. Ìåíòàëüíàÿ êàóçàëüíîñòü çàùèùåíà, òùåòíîñòü óñèëèé ó÷åíûõ

íàéòè êîððåëÿòû ìåíòàëüíûì ñîñòîÿíèÿì îáúÿñíåíà, ÏÊÇ ñîõðàíåí,

è… â êà÷åñòâå áîíóñà ïîëó÷åí êëþ÷ äëÿ ðåøåíèÿ äâóõ ôèëîñîôñêèõ

ïðîáëåì – «òðóäíîé ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ» è ïðîáëåìû òîæäåñòâà ëè÷-

íîñòè. Èç ïîäîáíîé êàðòèíû ñëåäóåò, ÷òî ñîçíàòåëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ

ñóùåñòâóþò ïîòîìó, ÷òî íåîáõîäèìû äëÿ ãåíåðàöèè ÷åëîâå÷åñêîãî ïî-

âåäåíèÿ (áåç íèõ ïîâåäåíèå ðàçóìíîãî ÷åëîâåêà áûëî áû ïðîñòî íå-

âîçìîæíî), è ÷òî òîæäåñòâî ëè÷íîñòè íå ñâÿçàíî òîëüêî ëèøü ñ òîæäå-

ñòâîì òåëà, à ñ òîæäåñòâîì êàóçàëüíîé èñòîðèè, çàôèêñèðîâàííîé

â ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèÿõ. ×òî æ, åñëè ýòî ïîñòðîåíèå ïîìèìî ñâîèõ

áåññïîðíûõ ýñòåòè÷åñêèõ êà÷åñòâ ñìîæåò âûäåðæàòü êðèòè÷åñêèé àíà-

ëèç, ýòî êðóïíûé óñïåõ, äàæå ïðîðûâ â ôèëîñîôèè. Èòàê, ó÷èòûâàÿ

çíà÷èìîñòü âûâîäîâ, âåðíåìñÿ ê àðãóìåíòó è ïîïûòàåìñÿ äëÿ íà÷àëà

ïðîâåðèòü, äåéñòâèòåëüíî ëè îí îïðîâåðãàåò òåçèñ î ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåð-

âåíòíîñòè, ñîõðàíÿÿ ïðè ýòîì ãëîáàëüíûé âàðèàíò. Èìåííî â ýòîì ñëó-

÷àå îí ñîâìåñòèì ñ ÏÊÇ, âïèñûâàåòñÿ â ñîâðåìåííóþ íàó÷íóþ êàðòèíó

ìèðà è ñîãëàñóåòñÿ ñ áàçîâûìè åñòåñòâåííûìè óñòàíîâêàìè.

Локальная или глобальная
супервентность?

Âïîëíå âåðîÿòíî, â èñõîäíîì âèäå àðãóìåíò äåéñòâèòåëüíî íà-

ïðàâëåí èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî ïðîòèâ ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè ìåíòàëü-

Ä.Á. ÂÎËÊÎÂ

170



íîãî íàä ôèçè÷åñêèì. Íî åñòü âåðîÿòíîñòü, ÷òî åñëè àðãóìåíò âåðåí,

åãî âàðèàöèþ ìîæíî èñïîëüçîâàòü è ïðîòèâ ãëîáàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíî-

ñòè. Òîãäà ðàññóæäåíèÿ ñòðîèëèñü áû ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì. (1) Ó îäè-

íàêîâûõ ñîáûòèé ìîãóò áûòü ðàçíûå ïðè÷èíû. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, åñëè

òåêóùåå ñîñòîÿíèå ìèðà ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ãèãàíòñêèé êîìïëåêñ ñî-

áûòèé, ýòè æå ñîáûòèÿ ìîãëè ïðîèçîéòè âñëåäñòâèå äðóãèõ ïðè÷èí.

(2) Ïàìÿòü ëþäåé îáû÷íî îòðàæàåò ñîáûòèÿ, êîòîðûå ïðîèñõîäèëè ñ

íèìè â ïðîøëîì. Íî åñëè áû ó íèõ áûëî äðóãîå ïðîøëîå, èõ ïàìÿòü

èìåëà áû äðóãîå ñîäåðæàíèå. (Â) Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, âîçìîæíî, ÷òî ñó-

ùåñòâîâàë áû ìèð, ïîëíîñòüþ èäåíòè÷íûé íàøåìó, íî îòëè÷àþùèé-

ñÿ îò íåãî ñîäåðæàíèåì ìåíòàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé íàñåëÿâøèõ åãî ëþ-

äåé. Ýòî ñëåäñòâèå ïðîòèâîðå÷èò òåçèñó î ãëîáàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíî-

ñòè: òåçèñó î òîì, ÷òî ìèðû, îäèíàêîâûå ôèçè÷åñêè, ñîâåðøåííî

îäèíàêîâû â öåëîì. Âûõîäèò, ÷òî àðãóìåíò êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé

íàïðàâëåí è ïðîòèâ ãëîáàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè?

Àâòîð ïðåäïîëàãàåò ïîäîáíîãî ðîäà çàìå÷àíèÿ è çàâåäîìî íå ñî-

ãëàñåí ñ âûâîäîì. Ñêîðåå âñåãî îí êðèòèêîâàë áû ïåðâóþ ïîñûëêó

â íàøåì èçëîæåíèè. Õîòÿ îäíî ñèíãóëÿðíîå ñîáûòèå (èñïîëüçóÿ òåð-

ìèíîëîãèþ Âàñèëüåâà) ìîæåò èìåòü ìíîæåñòâî ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ ñî-

áûòèé â êà÷åñòâå ïðè÷èíû. Âåñü êîìïëåêñ ñîáûòèé, ñîñòàâëÿþùèé

ñîñòîÿíèÿ ìèðà â ìîìåíò t, ìîã áû èìåòü òîëüêî îäíî ïðåäøåñòâóþ-

ùåå ñîñòîÿíèå, òî, êîòîðîå áûëî â äåéñòâèòåëüíîñòè, ò.å. ó òåêóùåãî

ñîâîêóïíîãî ñîáûòèÿ – Ñîáûòèÿ À ìîæåò áûòü òîëüêî îäèí àíòåöå-

äåíò – Ñîáûòèå B (ÒÑC – òåçèñ î ñîâîêóïíîì ñîáûòèè). Íî êàêîâû

îñíîâàíèÿ ñ÷èòàòü èìåííî òàê?

Ó Âàñèëüåâà åñòü äâå òàêòèêè çàùèòû ýòîãî òåçèñà. Îäíà îñíî-

âûâàåòñÿ íà àíàëèçå ïðèíöèïîâ çäðàâîãî ñìûñëà. Ïî ìíåíèþ àâòî-

ðà, ýòè ïîëîæåíèÿ íå ìîãóò áûòü îñïîðåíû, òàê êàê îòðàæàþò óñò-

ðîéñòâî íàøèõ ïîçíàâàòåëüíûõ ñïîñîáíîñòåé. Îäíèì èç áàçîâûõ

ïîëîæåíèé Âàñèëüåâ ñ÷èòàåò óáåæäåíèå «â òîæäåñòâåííîñòè áóäó-

ùåãî ïðîøëîìó». Íà íåì ïîñòðîåíû äðóãèå: âåðà â ñóùåñòâîâàíèå

ïðè÷èí ó êàæäîãî ñîáûòèÿ, óáåæäåíèå â òîì, ÷òî «ïðè òî÷íîì ïî-

âòîðåíèè â áóäóùåì òåõ ñîáûòèé, êîòîðûå èìåëè ìåñòî â ïðîøëîì,

çà íèìè ïîñëåäóåò òî, ÷òî ñëåäîâàëî çà íèìè òîãäà, êîãäà ìû ðàíüøå

îùóùàëè èõ» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 208], ïðèíöèï êàóçàëüíîé çàìêíóòî-

ñòè ôèçè÷åñêîãî. Ïî ìíåíèþ Âàñèëüåâà, àêñèîìà òîæäåñòâà ïðî-

øëîãî è áóäóùåãî îáóñëîâëèâàåò òàêæå âåðó â âîçìîæíîñòü ñóùåñò-

âîâàíèÿ òîëüêî îäíîé ïðè÷èíû, òîëüêî îäíîãî Ñîáûòèÿ À, ïðåäøå-

ñòâóþùåãî Ñîáûòèþ B. Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî ñëåäîâàíèå çäåñü äàëåêî

íå î÷åâèäíîå. Íî â äàííîì ñëó÷àå ÿ íå áåðóñü îöåíèâàòü óìîçàêëþ-

÷åíèÿ Âàñèëüåâà, òàê êàê ìåòîä ôèëîñîôñòâîâàíèÿ, êîòîðûé ïðèìå-

íÿåò àâòîð, ÷àñòè÷íî âûõîäèò çà àíàëèòè÷åñêèé äèñêóðñ è ïðåäñòàâ-

ëÿåò ñîáîé âàðèàíò àíàëèòè÷åñêîé ôåíîìåíîëîãèè, äîâîëüíî ðåäêî

èñïîëüçóþùèéñÿ ñîâðåìåííûìè ôèëîñîôàìè. Âïðî÷åì, ê âûâîäàì
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àâòîðà ïðîëîæåí è äðóãîé ïóòü, êîòîðûé ïðîùå ïðîñëåäèòü è ïðîâå-

ðèòü. Îí ïðåäñòàâëåí â ñàìîé íîâîé êíèãå Â. Âàñèëüåâà «Ñîçíàíèå

è âåùè».

Ôèëîñîô ñðàâíèâàåò äâà îïèñàíèÿ ñîáûòèÿ – îòñêîê ìÿ÷à îò

ïîâåðõíîñòè simpliciter è îòñêîê ìÿ÷à îò ïîâåðõíîñòè íà òàêîå-òî

ðàññòîÿíèå. Îáà ñîáûòèÿ ìîãóò áûòü ñëåäñòâèåì ìíîæåñòâà ïðè-

÷èí, íàïðèìåð óäàðà ïî ìÿ÷ó äðóãèì ìÿ÷îì, èëè òåííèñíîé ðàêåò-

êîé, èëè íåóñòîé÷èâîãî èñõîäíîãî ïîëîæåíèÿ ìÿ÷à íà ïëîñêîñòè.

Íî âòîðîå îïèñàíèå ÿâëÿåòñÿ áîëåå êîíêðåòíûì è â ýòîì ñìûñëå

ñóæàåò ãîðèçîíò âîçìîæíûõ ïðè÷èí (ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ ñîñòîÿ-

íèé). Êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî êîíêðåòèçàöèÿ îïèñàíèÿ ñîáûòèé óìåíüøàåò

âîçìîæíûå àíòåöåäåíòíûå ñîáûòèÿ. Îòñêîê ìÿ÷à íà 200 ì ìîã

èìåòü ãîðàçäî ìåíüøå ïðè÷èí, ÷åì ïðîñòî îòñêîê ìÿ÷à. À ñîñòîÿ-

íèå ìîçãà â ìîìåíò t ÿâëÿåòñÿ åùå áîëåå «êîíêðåòíûì ñîáûòèåì»,

÷åì îòñêîê ìÿ÷à íà 200 ì, è ïîòîìó ìîæåò èìåòü åùå ìåíüøåå êî-

ëè÷åñòâî ïðè÷èí. Íî ÿâíî íå îäíó. Òîëüêî ïðåäåëüíî êîíêðåòíîå

ñîáûòèå èìååò òîëüêî îäíó ïðè÷èíó. Òàêèì ñîáûòèåì è ÿâëÿåòñÿ

Ñîáûòèå, èëè ñîâîêóïíîå ñîäåðæàíèå âñåãî ÷óâñòâåííîãî îïûòà

â ìîìåíò t, ñ÷èòàåò Âàñèëüåâ.

Êàæåòñÿ, ýòè ðàññóæäåíèÿ íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ ïîëíîñòüþ áåçóïðå÷íûìè.

Îíè ñòðîÿòñÿ íà ïðåäñòàâëåíèè î ñíèæåíèè êîëè÷åñòâà âîçìîæíûõ ïðè-

÷èí ïðè êîíêðåòèçàöèè îïèñàíèÿ. Íî ðàçâå îíè óáåæäàþò íàñ â òîì, ÷òî

ñîâîêóïíîå ñîáûòèå ìîæåò èìåòü òîëüêî îäíó ïðè÷èíó? Âîçüìåì ñèíãó-

ëÿðíîå ñîáûòèå è ñîçäàäèì äëÿ íåãî èñ÷åðïûâàþùåå êîíêðåòíîå îïèñà-

íèå. Ýòî îïèñàíèå áóäåò áåñêîíå÷íî äëèííûì, ïóñòü òàê. Íî áóäåò ëè

ó ýòîãî êîíêðåòíîãî ñîáûòèÿ âîçìîæíîñòü â êà÷åñòâå àíòåöåäåíòà èìåòü

áîëüøå îäíîé ïðè÷èíû? Êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî äà, ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå â ñîîòâåòñò-

âèè ñ ïîñûëêîé (1) èñõîäíîãî àðãóìåíòà. Âíå çàâèñèìîñòè îò òîãî, ñêîëü

òî÷íûì, êîíêðåòíûì áóäåò îïèñàíèå îäíîãî ñèíãóëÿðíîãî ñîáûòèÿ,

ê íåìó ìîæåò áûòü áîëüøå îäíîé êàóçàëüíîé òðàåêòîðèè.

Òåïåðü ïîäóìàåì î Ñîáûòèè. Ðàçâå Ñîáûòèå, ñîâîêóïíîå ñîáû-

òèå, òåêóùåå ñîñòîÿíèå ìèðà, ïî îïðåäåëåíèþ íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñîâî-

êóïíîñòüþ âñåõ êîíêðåòíûõ ñèíãóëÿðíûõ ñîáûòèé? Åñëè òàê, òî

åãî ïðåäøåñòâåííèêàìè ìîãóò áûòü ñîñòîÿíèÿ, ñîñòîÿùèå èç âà-

ðèàöèé àíòåöåäåíòîâ âñåõ êîíêðåòíûõ ñèíãóëÿðíûõ ñîáûòèé, è òà-

êèõ ïðåäøåñòâóþùèõ ñîñòîÿíèé äîëæíî áûòü áîëüøå, ÷åì îäíî.

ß äàæå äóìàþ: ÷åì áîëüøå ñèíãóëÿðíûõ êîíêðåòíûõ ñîáûòèé âõî-

äèò â ñîâîêóïíîñòü, òåì áîëüøå âàðèàöèé ìîæåò ïðåäøåñòâîâàòü.

Ê ïðèìåðó, êîìáèíàöèÿ øàðîâ íà áèëüÿðäíîì ñòîëå òàêîâà, ÷òî èã-

ðîê ìîæåò çàáèòü øàð â ëóçó òîëüêî ñ îòñêîêîì îò ïðàâîãî èëè ëå-

âîãî áîðòà. Åñëè øàð óæå ïîïàë â ëóçó è ìû íå âèäåëè, êàê îí áûë

çàáèò, ìû äîëæíû äîïóñòèòü, ÷òî îí òóäà ïîïàë â ðåçóëüòàòå îäíî-

ãî èç äâóõ âàðèàíòîâ. Òåïåðü ïðåäñòàâèì, ÷òî ôóòáîëüíîå ïîëå èëè

äàæå ïóñòûíÿ Ñàõàðà çàñòàâëåíû áèëüÿðäíûìè ñòîëàìè ñ àíàëî-
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ãè÷íûì ðàñïîëîæåíèåì øàðîâ è ó êàæäîãî ñòîëà íàõîäèòñÿ ïî îä-

íîìó èãðîêó. Âîò âñå øàðû îêàçàëèñü â ëóçàõ. Êàêîå êîëè÷åñòâî

êîìáèíàöèé ìîãëî ïðåäøåñòâîâàòü ïîïàäàíèþ âñåõ øàðîâ â ëóçû?

Î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî ýòî ÷èñëî áîëüøå, ÷åì ÷èñëî êîìáèíàöèé, ïðåäøå-

ñòâóþùèõ ïîïàäàíèþ îäíîãî øàðà. Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî òàêèì æå îá-

ðàçîì äåëî äîëæíî îáñòîÿòü è ñ ñîâîêóïíûì ñîáûòèåì. Ýòî çíà÷èò,

÷òî åñëè àðãóìåíò êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé âåðåí, îí, âåðîÿòíî, îï-

ðîâåðãàåò íå òîëüêî ëîêàëüíóþ ñóïåðâåíòíîñòü, íî è ãëîáàëü-

íóþ, ò.å. âñå òðè âàðèàíòà ôîðìóëèðîâêè òåçèñà. Â òàêîì ñëó÷àå

ìåíòàëüíîå ñòàíîâèòñÿ ïîëíîñòüþ àâòîíîìíûì îò ôèçè÷åñêîãî,

ïàðÿùèì ñâîáîäíî íàä ôèçè÷åñêèì ìèðîì, à ýòî íàðóøåíèå ÏÊÇ,

îäíîãî èç ïðèíöèïîâ çäðàâîãî ñìûñëà.

Òåîðèÿ, êîòîðàÿ ïðåäïîëàãàåò òàêèå ñëåäñòâèÿ, âðÿä ëè ìîæåò âû-

ñòîÿòü. Âïðî÷åì, íå ñòîèò òîðîïèòüñÿ. Äàæå åñëè íàì óäàëîñü îïðî-

âåðãíóòü âòîðîé ïóòü çàùèòû ÒÑÑ, äîñòîâåðíûì ìîã áûòü ïåðâûé.

À äëÿ åãî àíàëèçà ó íàñ íåäîñòàòî÷íî èíñòðóìåíòîâ. Äóìàþ, â òàêîì

ñëó÷àå îïðàâäàííî âåðíóòüñÿ ê èñõîäíîìó àðãóìåíòó è ïðîäóìàòü åãî

ïîñûëêè. Íà ìîé âçãëÿä, äîñòàòî÷íî áóäåò îãðàíè÷èòüñÿ ïåðâûìè

äâóìÿ. Âåäü äëÿ ïîëó÷åíèÿ èíòåðåñóþùåãî íàñ âûâîäà (î ëîæíîñòè

òåçèñà î ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè) äîñòàòî÷íî òîëüêî èõ. Ìû ñîêðàòèì àðãó-

ìåíò è ïðèâåäåì åãî â íåñêîëüêî àäàïòèðîâàííûé âèä.

Разъяснение двусмысленности
в аргументе. Преобразование
аргумента

(1) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ìîé ìîçã ïðèøåë ê ñîñòîÿíèþ Ñ

â ðåçóëüòàòå ðàçëè÷íûõ ñîáûòèé (A, B è ò.ä.).

(2) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ïàìÿòü îòðàæàëà ñîáûòèÿ, ïðîèñõî-

äèâøèå ñ ñóáúåêòîì â ïðîøëîì.

(Â) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ìîé ìîçã áûë ñîñòîÿíèè Ñ, íî ìîÿ

ïàìÿòü îòðàæàëà äðóãèå ñîáûòèÿ (À, B è ò.ï.).

Â íîâîé ôîðìóëèðîâêå àðãóìåíòà ñäåëàíû íåêîòîðûå ïðàâêè.

Ïåðâàÿ ïîñûëêà êîíêðåòèçèðîâàíà â îòíîøåíèè âîçìîæíûõ êàóçàëü-

íûõ ñîñòîÿíèé ìîçãà, âåäü èìåííî îá ýòîì â íåé ðå÷ü. Áûëî ââåäåíî

óòî÷íåíèå: êàæäàÿ èç ïîñûëîê ïðåäñòàâëåíà íå êàê ôàêò, à êàê ðåàëü-

íî âîçìîæíûé ôàêò. Ýòî êàæåòñÿ óìåñòíûì äîïîëíåíèåì, òàê êàê

òîëüêî â ýòîì ñëó÷àå ïîñûëêè ñòàíîâÿòñÿ âåðíûìè. Ìîçã ìîã ïðèéòè

ê ýòîìó ñîñòîÿíèþ ðàçíûìè ïóòÿìè, íî íå ïðèõîäèë, à ïàìÿòü ðåàëü-

íî ìîæåò îòðàæàòü ïðîøëûå ñîáûòèÿ, íî âîâñå íå âñåãäà ýòî äåëàåò.

Âûâîä ñîêðàùåííîãî àðãóìåíòà îïðîâåðãàåò ÒÑ (1). Íàñêîëüêî ÿ ïî-
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íèìàþ, ñ òàêîé ôîðìóëèðîâêîé äîëæåí áûòü ñîãëàñåí àâòîð àðãóìåí-

òà êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé
2
.

Îäíàêî â òàêîì âèäå àðãóìåíòà ïðîÿâëÿåòñÿ íåêîòîðàÿ äâóñìûñ-

ëåííîñòü. Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ìîçã ïðèøåë ê ñîñòîÿíèþ Ñ â ðå-

çóëüòàòå ðàçíûõ ñîáûòèé, ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ïàìÿòü îòðàæàëà

ïðîèñøåäøèå ñ ñóáúåêòîì ñîáûòèÿ. Íî â äâóõ ïîñûëêàõ ðå÷ü èäåò ñî-

âñåì î ðàçíûõ ñîáûòèÿõ: â îäíîì ñëó÷àå î ñîáûòèÿõ, ïðîèñõîäÿùèõ

â íåéðîííûõ ñåòÿõ, à â äðóãîì – î áèîãðàôè÷åñêèõ ñîáûòèÿõ. Ïàìÿòü

íå îòðàæàåò êàóçàëüíûõ öåïåé íåéðîííûõ ñîáûòèé, äàæå ïàìÿòü íåé-

ðîôèçèîëîãà-ìíåìîíèñòà, ýòî ðåàëüíî íåâîçìîæíî. Òîãäà, çíà÷èò,

ñâÿçü ìåæäó ïîñûëêàìè îòñóòñòâóåò? È èç ïîñûëîê âûâîäà î ëîæíî-

ñòè ÒÑ âîâñå íå ñëåäóåò?

Êîíå÷íî, äåëî îáñòîèò íå òàê. Äâîéñòâåííîñòü èç àðãóìåíòà óñò-

ðàíèòü âîçìîæíî. Íî òîãäà ðàññóæäåíèå äîëæíî èìåòü áîëåå ñëîæ-

íûé õàðàêòåð. Íàçîâåì ýòî ðàññóæäåíèå ÀÊÒ
3
1:

(1) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ìîé ìîçã ïðèøåë ê ñîñòîÿíèþ Ñ

â ðåçóëüòàòå ðàçëè÷íûõ íåéðîííûõ ñîáûòèé (A, B è ò.ä.).

(2) Äðóãèå íåéðîííûå ñîáûòèÿ ìîãëè ñîîòâåòñòâîâàòü äðóãèì

áèîãðàôè÷åñêèì ñîáûòèÿì.

(3) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ïàìÿòü îòðàæàëà áèîãðàôè÷åñêèå

ñîáûòèÿ.

(Â) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ìîé ìîçã áûë â ñîñòîÿíèè Ñ, íî ìîÿ

ïàìÿòü îòðàæàëà äðóãèå áèîãðàôè÷åñêèå ñîáûòèÿ (À, B è ò.ï.).

Ïîñûëêè ïðåäñòàâëÿþòñÿ èñòèííûìè. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, èñòèííûì

ìîæåò áûòü âûâîä. Ïðàâäà, åñòü ñóùåñòâåííîå óñëîâèå. Äëÿ èñòèííî-

ñòè âûâîäà íóæíî íå òîëüêî, ÷òîáû ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíà áûëà êàæäàÿ èç

îïèñàííûõ â ïîñûëêå ñèòóàöèé, íî è èõ êîíúþíêöèÿ: âñå ñîáûòèÿ

äîëæíû áûòü âîçìîæíû îäíîâðåìåííî. Âåäü ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî íà÷àòü

èãðó â øàõìàòû ñ õîäà ïåøêîé è ñ õîäà êîíåì, íî íåëüçÿ íà÷àòü èãðó

ñðàçó ñ äâóõ õîäîâ – êîíåì è ïåøêîé
4
. Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî ñîâïàäåíèå

ñèòóàöèé, îïèñàííûõ â ïîñûëêàõ àðãóìåíòà, âñå-òàêè íåâîçìîæíî. Íå-

âîçìîæíà ñèòóàöèÿ, êîãäà åñòü äâà äâîéíèêà è èõ ìîçãè íàõîäÿòñÿ

â èäåíòè÷íîì ñîñòîÿíèè, íî ïðèøëè ê ýòîìó ñîñòîÿíèþ â ðåçóëüòàòå
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2
«Ìîé ìîçã… ìîã èìåòü èíóþ êàóçàëüíóþ èñòîðèþ, íåæåëè òà, ÷òî äåéñòâèòåëüíî

áûëà ó ìåíÿ è ñîñòàâëÿëà ìîþ æèçíü. Íî åñëè áû ó ìåíÿ áûëà èíàÿ èñòîðèÿ, òî… ÿ îá-

ëàäàë áû ñåé÷àñ äðóãèìè âîñïîìèíàíèÿìè» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 218].

3
Ïîïûòàòüñÿ âûðàçèòü àðãóìåíò ñ ïîìîùüþ äâóõ ïîñûëîê òîæå ìîæíî. Íàïðèìåð,

òàê: (1) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ìîå òåêóùåå ôèçè÷åñêîå ñîñòîÿíèå èìåëî äðóãèå

ïðè÷èíû. (2) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òî ïàìÿòü ôèêñèðóåò èñòîðèþ ìîèõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñî-

ñòîÿíèé. (Â) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ó ìåíÿ áûëî òåêóùåå ôèçè÷åñêîå ñîñòîÿíèå, íî

äðóãèå âîñïîìèíàíèÿ. Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî â òàêîì âèäå îí âñå åùå ñîõðàíÿåò äâîéñòâåí-

íîñòü. Íóæíî îáúÿñíèòü. Êîðèäîð íåéðîííûõ âàðèàöèé ïðè îäíîì áèîãðàôè÷åñêîì

ñîáûòèè. Íåðàçëè÷èìûõ äëÿ ïàìÿòè ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñîñòîÿíèé.

4
Èëè: ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû ÷åëîâåê áûë âûøå ñðåäíåãî ðîñòà, íî íåâîçìîæíî,

÷òîáû âñå ëþäè áûëè âûøå ñðåäíåãî ðîñòà.



ðàçíûõ íåéðîííûõ ñîáûòèé, à òàêæå ðàçíûõ áèîãðàôè÷åñêèõ ñîáûòèé,

è ýòè äâîéíèêè èìåþò ðàçíûå âîñïîìèíàíèÿ.

Возражение на АКТ1 – аргумент#двойник
АКТ2

Äîâîäîì â ïîëüçó íåâîçìîæíîñòè ýòîé ñèòóàöèè ñëóæèò äîêàçà-

òåëüñòâî îò ïðîòèâíîãî. Äàëåå ÿ ïðåäëîæó àíàëîãè÷íûé àðãóìåíò, àð-

ãóìåíò-äâîéíèê, êîòîðûé õîòÿ è èìååò, ïî ìîåìó ìíåíèþ, êëþ÷åâûå

÷åðòû ÀÊÒ1, âåðîÿòíî, ïðèâîäèò ê ëîæíîìó ðåçóëüòàòó. Åñëè àðãó-

ìåíò-äâîéíèê íå ðàáîòàåò, íî ïðèíöèïèàëüíî íå îòëè÷àåòñÿ îò ÀÊÒ1,

òî è ÀÊÒ1 íå ðàáîòàåò. Èòàê, ïðîàíàëèçèðóåì ñëåäóþùåå ðàññóæäå-

íèå:

(1) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû æåñòêèé äèñê ìîåãî êîìïüþòå-

ðà ïðèøåë â òåêóùåå ñîñòîÿíèå ðàçëè÷íûìè ïóòÿìè.

(2) Ôàéëîâàÿ ñèñòåìà õðàíèò èíôîðìàöèþ (êîìïüþòåðíàÿ ïà-

ìÿòü) î ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòè èçìåíåíèÿ ôàéëîâ íà äèñêå.

(Â) Ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî, ÷òîáû æåñòêèé äèñê ìîåãî êîìïüþòå-

ðà áûë â òåêóùåì ñîñòîÿíèè, íî ôàéëîâàÿ ñèñòåìà õðàíèëà äðóãóþ

èíôîðìàöèþ î ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòè çàïèñè ôàéëîâ íà äèñê.

Ýòî ðàññóæäåíèå ïîõîæå íà ÀÊÒ1, è äîâîäû, ïðèâîäèìûå â ïîëüçó

èñòèííîñòè ïîñûëîê ÀÊÒ1, ïîëíîñòüþ ïðèìåíèìû â íîâîì àðãóìåíòå.

Äèñê êîìïüþòåðà – òàêàÿ æå ôèçè÷åñêàÿ ñèñòåìà, êàê ìîçã ÷åëîâåêà.

Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, òåêóùåìó ñîñòîÿíèþ äèñêà ìîãëè ïðåäøåñòâîâàòü ðàç-

ëè÷íûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Ôàéëîâàÿ ñèñòåìà â êà÷åñòâå ìåòàäàííûõ õðàíèò

èíôîðìàöèþ î âðåìåíè ñîçäàíèÿ, äîñòóïå è ìîäèôèêàöèè êàæäîãî

ôàéëà. Ýòà èíôîðìàöèÿ îáû÷íî ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ïðàâèëüíûì îáðàçîì

è îòðàæàåò èíäèâèäóàëüíóþ êàóçàëüíóþ òðàåêòîðèþ æåñòêîãî äèñêà.

Îòêëîíåíèÿ, êîíå÷íî, âîçìîæíû, íî ìû ãîâîðèì î íîðìå. È ýòî îáùåå

ïðåäñòàâëåíèå êàê ëþáèòåëåé, òàê è ïðîôåññèîíàëüíûõ ïðîãðàììè-

ñòîâ. Òåì íå ìåíåå âðÿä ëè êòî-ëèáî ñòàíåò óáåæäàòü íàñ â îòñóòñòâèè

ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè äàííûõ ôàéëîâîé ñèñòåìû íàä ôèçè÷åñêèì

ñîñòîÿíèåì æåñòêîãî äèñêà è äîïóñòèò âîçìîæíîñòü ñèòóàöèè, îïèñàí-

íîé â âûâîäå ÀÊÒ2. Íî ïî÷åìó? Ïî÷åìó âûâîä ÀÊÒ1 ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ

ïðàâäîïîäîáíûì â ñëó÷àå ñ ïàìÿòüþ ÷åëîâåêà è íåïðàâäîïîäîáíûì

â ÀÊÒ2 â ñëó÷àå ñ ïàìÿòüþ êîìïüþòåðà? Ìîæåò, íàì ñòîèò ïîýêñïåðè-

ìåíòèðîâàòü ñ æåñòêèìè äèñêàìè è ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíî ïðîâåðèòü ðàáî-

òó ïðèíöèïà ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè â êîìïüþòåðíûõ ñèñòåìàõ?

Âñå-òàêè â ñëó÷àå ñ ìåõàíè÷åñêèìè ñèñòåìàìè â ëîêàëüíîé ñó-

ïåðâåíòíîñòè èíôîðìàöèè íàä íîñèòåëåì âðÿä ëè ìîæíî ñîìíåâàòü-

ñÿ. Çäåñü ñ íàìè ñîãëàñèòñÿ è Âàñèëüåâ. Îá ýòîì ìîæíî ñóäèòü èç åãî

àíàëèçà ÷åãî-òî ïîäîáíîãî, ðîáîòà-çîìáè ñ ìåõàíè÷åñêîé ïàìÿòüþ.
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«Òàêîé ðîáîò ìîã ïðèéòè ê ñâîåìó íûíåøíåìó ñîñòîÿíèþ… ðàçíûìè

ïóòÿìè. Íî íåçàâèñèìî îò òîãî, êàê îí ïðèøåë ê íåìó, îí, áóäó÷è ÷èñ-

òî ìåõàíè÷åñêîé êîíñòðóêöèåé, äîëæåí â ýòîì ñîñòîÿíèè îäèíàêîâî

ðåàãèðîâàòü íà ñâîå îêðóæåíèå. Èòàê, äëÿ ïîâåäåíèÿ íàøåãî ðîáî-

òà-çîìáè çíà÷èìà íå åãî èíäèâèäóàëüíàÿ èñòîðèÿ, à èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî

åãî íàëè÷íîå ñîñòîÿíèå» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 221]. Íàëè÷íîå ñîñòîÿíèå

ðîáîòà ìîæåò îòðàæàòü ïðîøëûå ñîáûòèÿ. Íî, ïî ìíåíèþ Âàñèëüåâà,

ìåõàíè÷åñêàÿ ïàìÿòü ðîáîòà ñ òàêèì æå óñïåõîì ìîãëà îòðàæàòü è îò-

ðàæàåò è äðóãèå ïðîøëûå ñîáûòèÿ, ïîòîìó èíäèâèäóàëüíàÿ êàóçàëü-

íàÿ òðàåêòîðèÿ â íåé áåçðàçëè÷íà. Íà ÷åì îñíîâàíà òàêàÿ óâåðåí-

íîñòü? Âîçüìåì óáåæäåíèå, ÷òî ÿ ðîäèëñÿ â 1976 ã., è çàïèñü êîìïüþòå-

ðà î òîì, ÷òî ïåðâûé ôàéë íà åãî äèñê çàïèñàí â 1976 ã. Â ÷åì

ïðèíöèïèàëüíàÿ ðàçíèöà? Îáà «âîñïîìèíàíèÿ» ñîäåðæàò õðîíîëîãè-

÷åñêóþ ìåòêó, îáà ìîãóò áûòü âåðíûìè èëè îøèáî÷íûìè, îáà â êà÷å-

ñòâå îñíîâàíèÿ èìåþò íåêîòîðûé ïðàâäîïîäîáíûé èñòî÷íèê (÷àñû

ðåàëüíîãî âðåìåíè è ñâèäåòåëüñòâî î ðîæäåíèè) è îáà âëèÿþò íà ïî-

âåäåíèå. Îáà «âîñïîìèíàíèÿ» ìîãóò êàê-òî îòðàæàòü äðóãèå ñîáûòèÿ

è îáà ìîãóò èñ÷åçíóòü èëè èçìåíèòüñÿ, åñëè îêàçàòü íåïîñðåäñòâåí-

íîå âîçäåéñòâèå íà ôèçè÷åñêèé íîñèòåëü, ìîçã èëè æåñòêèé äèñê. Ïî-

âðåæäåíèÿ èëè çíà÷èìûå èçìåíåíèÿ â ôèçè÷åñêîì íîñèòåëå â îáîèõ

ñëó÷àÿõ ïðèâîäÿò ê èçìåíåíèÿì èëè èñ÷åçíîâåíèÿì âîñïîìèíàíèé.

Ìîæåò, ðàçëè÷èå â òîì, ÷òî ìåõàíèçì êîìïüþòåðíîé ïàìÿòè îòíî-

ñèòåëüíî õîðîøî èçó÷åí, à ìåõàíèçì ðàáîòû ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ïàìÿòü âñå

åùå îò÷àñòè îñòàåòñÿ çàãàäî÷íûì äëÿ ó÷åíûõ? Íî îòñóòñòâèå ïîíèìà-

íèÿ âñåõ ìåõàíèçìîâ ðàáîòû ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ïàìÿòè íå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñî-

áîé äîâîä â ïîëüçó íàëè÷èÿ â íåé íåôèçè÷åñêèõ ñâîéñòâ è îòñóòñòâèÿ

ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè. Ìîæåò, â òîì, ÷òî ïàìÿòü ÷åëîâåêà ìîæåò

ñîäåðæàòü êîíêðåòíûå âèçóàëüíûå îáðàçû ïðîøëîãî, à ïàìÿòü êîìïü-

þòåðà – ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòü áèòîâ, êîòîðûå ìîãóò áûòü ïðîèíòåðïðå-

òèðîâàíû ñàìûì ðàçëè÷íûì îáðàçîì? Íàïðèìåð, çàïèñü î âðåìåíè

ñîçäàíèÿ ôàéëà êàêîé-òî äðóãîé ïðîãðàììîé äåéñòâèòåëüíî ìîæåò

áûòü ïðîèíòåðïðåòèðîâàíà èíà÷å, êàê ìàòåìàòè÷åñêàÿ ôîðìóëà, äàí-

íûå îá èçîáðàæåíèè, êîìàíäà ðàñïå÷àòàòü ôàéë è ò.ï. Ñ ýòèì âîçðàæå-

íèåì ìîæíî ðàáîòàòü. (Ìîæíî ïîïûòàòüñÿ ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî âîñïîìèíà-

íèÿ ÷åëîâåêà ìîãóò òàêæå áûòü èíòåðïðåòèðîâàíû ïî-ðàçíîìó, êàê

è ëþáàÿ ñæàòàÿ èíôîðìàöèÿ. Òàêòèêè àòàêè è çàùèòû ïîäîáíûõ óòâåðæ-

äåíèé ïðèñóòñòâóþò, íàïðèìåð, â äèñêóññèè Ñ¸ðëà è Äåííåòà î êèòàé-

ñêîé êîìíàòå.) Íî áîëåå ïðîñòîé ñïîñîá àòàêîâàòü ÀÊÒ – çàìåíèòü

öèôðîâîé æåñòêèé äèñê â àðãóìåíòå-äâîéíèêå íà àíàëîãîâûé íîñè-

òåëü, íàïðèìåð àíàëîãîâóþ êàññåòó èëè äèàôèëüì. Ýòè íîñèòåëè ñî-

õðàíÿþò èíôîðìàöèþ â ìàêñèìàëüíî êîíêðåòíîì âèäå, âèçóàëüíîì,

è àëüòåðíàòèâíàÿ èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ äàííûõ çàòðóäíåíà. Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî

ïàðàëëåëüíûé àðãóìåíò è åãî íåñîñòîÿòåëüíîñòü äîëæíû ïîêàçàòü òî,

÷òî ñàì ïî ñåáå ÀÊÒ1 íåäîñòàòî÷åí äëÿ îïðîâåðæåíèÿ ëîêàëüíîé ñó-
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ïåðâåíòíîñòè. Äëÿ îïðîâåðæåíèÿ ýòîãî ñòîðîííèêó ÀÊÒ1 íóæíî ïîêà-

çàòü, ÷òî àðãóìåíòû íåýêâèâàëåíòíû.

Â ðàññóæäåíèÿõ Âàñèëüåâà åñòü óêàçàíèå íà åùå îäíî, âîçìîæíî,

êëþ÷åâîå îòëè÷èå ìåõàíè÷åñêîé ïàìÿòè îò ïàìÿòè ÷åëîâåêà. Âèäèìî,

èìåííî îíî äîëæíî äåëàòü ÀÊÒ1 ïðàâäîïîäîáíûì, à åãî ìåõàíè÷å-

ñêóþ âàðèàöèþ ÀÊÒ2 – íåò. Â ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿõ àâòîðà ïàìÿòü ÷åëîâå-

êà – ýòî ïðèâàòíûå êâàëèòàòèâíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ. Âèäèìî, ïîýòîìó «èí-

äèâèäóàëüíîå ïðîøëîå íå ðàñòâîðÿåòñÿ â íåéòðàëüíûõ íåéðîííûõ

êîäàõ, à ïðîäîëæàåò ñóùåñòâîâàòü íà óðîâíå ìåíòàëüíûõ îáðàçîâ»

[Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 221]. Ýòî óòâåðæäåíèå íóæíî èñïîëüçîâàòü êàê åùå

îäíó ïîñûëêó â àðãóìåíòå. Îíà ôèãóðèðóåò òàì ïðîõîäÿùèì îáðàçîì

êàê íå÷òî ñàìî ñîáîé ðàçóìåþùååñÿ, íî êðàéíå âàæíà è ïîòîìó òðå-

áóåò ðàçúÿñíåíèÿ è îöåíêè.

Êâàëèà – òåðìèí, îáîçíà÷àþùèé êà÷åñòâåííûé èëè ôåíîìåíàëü-

íûé àñïåêò ìåíòàëüíûõ ïðîöåññîâ: ìó÷èòåëüíîñòü áîëè, «êðàñíîòó»

êðàñíîãî, «ãîðå÷ü» îáèäû, «ñëàäîñòü» íàñëàæäåíèÿ. Åãî èñïîëüçóþò

äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû ïðîâåñòè ðàçëè÷èå ìåæäó ñîäåðæàòåëüíûì àñïåêòîì

ìåíòàëüíîãî ïðîöåññà (êîíòåíòîì) è ñóáúåêòèâíûì ïåðåæèâàíèåì

ïðîöåññà, «êàêîâî ýòî èñïûòûâàòü» ïðîöåññ íà ñåáå. Êîãäà Âàñèëüåâ

ãîâîðèò î òîì, ÷òî ÷åëîâå÷åñêàÿ ïàìÿòü ñîñòîèò èç ïðèâàòíûõ êâà-

ëèòàòèâíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé, îí èìååò â âèäó íàëè÷èå ýòîãî êà÷åñòâåííîãî

àñïåêòà. ß âñïîìèíàþ ïðîøëîå ëåòî: âûõîäíîé äåíü, äà÷à, íà òðàâå

ñòîÿò ïëåòåíûé ñòîëèê è êðåñëî, íà ñòîëå êíèãè è ÷àøêà ÷àÿ, ïî÷òè

îùóùàþ çàïàõ ïîñòðèæåííîé òðàâû, ñëåãêà ãðååò ñîëíöå, ÷óâñòâóþ

óäîâîëüñòâèå ñ îòòåíêîì ñîæàëåíèÿ. Âîñïîìèíàíèÿ êàê áû îæèâëÿþò

ïåðåæèòûå îùóùåíèÿ, ìîè ëè÷íûå, òå, êîòîðûå íèêòî äðóãîé íå ïå-

ðåæèâàë è î êîòîðûõ äðóãèå ìîãóò óçíàòü òîëüêî êîñâåííûì îáðàçîì.

Ýòîò ïðèìåð äîëæåí îáúÿñíèòü óòâåðæäåíèå Âàñèëüåâà. Íî åñëè õî-

ðîøî ïîäóìàòü, âñå ëè ñîäåðæèìîå ïàìÿòè ïðåäñòàâëåíî òàêèì æå

îáðàçîì? Ïóñòü íåêòî çíàåò èíîñòðàííûå ÿçûêè, çíàåò â ñìûñëå ïîì-

íèò òûñÿ÷è ñëîâ, âûðàæåíèé è ãðàììàòè÷åñêèå ïðàâèëà. Ðàçâå òàêîå

ñîäåðæàíèå ïàìÿòè îêðàøåíî ôåíîìåíàëüíî? Êàêîâî ýòî – ïîìíèòü

òðè èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêà? È îòëè÷àåòñÿ ëè ýòî ñîñòîÿíèÿ îò ñîñòîÿíèÿ

ïîìíèòü ÷åòûðå èëè ïÿòü èíîñòðàííûõ ÿçûêîâ?

Êîãäà ÿ ïå÷àòàþ ýòîò òåêñò, ÿ, î÷åâèäíî, ïîìíþ ñîáñòâåííóþ áèî-

ãðàôèþ, íî êàêîâî ýòî – ïîìíèòü ñâîþ áèîãðàôèþ? Îòëè÷àåòñÿ ëè ýòî

ñîñòîÿíèå îò ñîñòîÿíèÿ «ïîìíèòü áèîãðàôèþ Ñòèâà Äæîáñà èëè Áåí-

æàìèíà Ôðàíêëèíà»? À áûëî ëè áû ìîå ñîñòîÿíèå äðóãèì, åñëè áû

âìåñòî òîãî ÷òîáû ñåé÷àñ ïîìíèòü, ÷òî ÿ ðîäèëñÿ Ìîñêâå, ÿ, íàïðè-

ìåð, ïîìíèë, ÷òî ðîäèëñÿ â Áåéðóòå èëè Áîñòîíå? Ïàìÿòü îá ýòèõ ìî-

ìåíòàõ, êàæåòñÿ, âëèÿåò íà ìîå ïîâåäåíèå. Íî ÷òîáû èìåòü êàæè-

ìîñòü âëèÿíèÿ, îíè íå äîëæíû áûòü êàê-òî êâàëèòàòèâíî îêðàøåíû.

Ïîïðîáóåì ðàññòàâèòü âñå ïî ìåñòàì. Ó íàñ åñòü ÀÊÒ1 è ÀÊÒ2.

Åäèíñòâåííûì îòëè÷èåì ìåæäó íèìè ÿâëÿåòñÿ äîïóùåíèå î òîì, ÷òî
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ïàìÿòü ÷åëîâåêà ñîñòîèò èç êâàëèòàòèâíûõ ïðèâàòíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé. Íî

íà íàøèõ ïðèìåðàõ î÷åâèäíî, ÷òî õîòÿ áû ÷àñòü ñîäåðæàíèÿ ïàìÿòè

íå èìååò «êâàëèòàòèâíîãî âêóñà». Äîëæíû ëè ìû âîïðåêè èíòóèöèè

ïðîâåñòè ðàçëè÷èå â êàóçàëüíîé äåéñòâåííîñòè «êâàëèòàòèâíî îêðà-

øåííûõ» è «êâàëèòàòèâíî ïóñòûõ» âîñïîìèíàíèé? Èëè óãëóáèòüñÿ ñ

èíòðîñïåêòèâíûå èññëåäîâàíèÿ, ÷òîáû âñå-òàêè íàéòè «âêóñ» âñåõ

áåç èñêëþ÷åíèÿ çàïèñåé â ïàìÿòè? Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî îáå àëüòåðíàòè-

âû áåñïåðñïåêòèâíû è âåðíåå ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî ïàìÿòü íå èìååò «êâàëèòà-

òèâíûõ êà÷åñòâ». Òåì áîëåå, ÷òî òàêóþ òî÷êó çðåíèÿ ìîãóò çàíèìàòü

íå òîëüêî ýëèìèíàòèâèñòû, íî è òàêèå êâàëîôèëû, êàê Ä. ×àëìåðñ.

Память не является квалитативным
состоянием

Â «Ñîçíàþùåì óìå» ×àëìåðñ óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî ìåíòàëüíîå èñ÷åð-

ïûâàåòñÿ ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèì è ôåíîìåíàëüíûì (êâàëèòàòèâíûì). Íåêî-

òîðûå ìåíòàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà ñâîäÿòñÿ òîëüêî ê ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèì, íåêî-

òîðûå – òîëüêî ê ôåíîìåíàëüíûì, à íåêîòîðûå èìåþò äâîéñòâåííûé

õàðàêòåð. Áîëü, ê ïðèìåðó, èìååò êàê ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèå, òàê è ôåíîìå-

íàëüíûå àñïåêòû. Ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîé ñîñòàâëÿþùåé ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñîñòîÿ-

íèå, ñâÿçàííîå îáû÷íî ñ ïîâðåæäåíèåì îðãàíèçìà è âåäóùåå ê îñîáî-

ìó ïîâåäåíèþ ðåàêöèåé óêëîíåíèÿ. Êàê ìû âèäèì, ýòî îïèñàíèå ôóíê-

öèîíàëüíîå – îíî ôèêñèðóåò âõîäÿùèå ïàðàìåòðû è ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåå

ýòèì ïàðàìåòðàì ïîâåäåíèå-ðåàêöèþ. Ôåíîìåíàëüíûì àñïåêòîì áîëè

ÿâëÿåòñÿ åå ìó÷èòåëüíîå ïåðåæèâàíèå. Êîíöåïòóàëüíî ýòî íåñâÿçàí-

íûå àñïåêòû: òåîðåòè÷åñêè îðãàíèçì ìîã áû áûòü ïîâðåæäåí è äåìîí-

ñòðèðîâàòü õàðàêòåðíîå äëÿ áîëè ïîâåäåíèå, íî ïðè ýòîì íå èñïûòû-

âàòü áîëåçíåííûõ ïåðåæèâàíèé è, íàîáîðîò, ìîã áû áûòü íå ïîâðåæäåí

è íå äåìîíñòðèðîâàòü áîëè â ïîâåäåíèè, íî èíòåíñèâíî åå ïåðåæèâàòü.

Ôàêòè÷åñêè â ìèðå è æèçíè îðãàíèçìà îíè ïåðåïëåòåíû. À âîò ïàìÿòü

×àëìåðñ îòíîñèò öåëèêîì ê ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêèì ïðîöåññàì: «Ñîãëàñíî

íàøåìó àíàëèçó... îáó÷åíèå è ïàìÿòü – ôóíêöèîíàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà, õà-

ðàêòåðèçóåìûå êàóçàëüíûìè ðîëÿìè…» [×àëìåðñ, 2013: 44]. Ïðè÷èíà

â òîì, ÷òî ïðîöåññ çàïîìèíàíèÿ è õðàíåíèÿ â ïàìÿòè ìîæíî ëåãêî

ïðåäñòàâèòü áåññîçíàòåëüíûì, ëèøåííûì ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ.

Îíà ïðîõîäèò ñâîåîáðàçíûé òåñò: åñëè ìåíòàëüíîå ïîíÿòèå Ì ïðåäñòà-

âèìî áåç êàêîãî-ëèáî ñâÿçàííîãî ñ íèì ôåíîìåíàëüíîãî êà÷åñòâà, çíà-

÷èò îíî ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîå. Â òàêîì ñëó÷àå ïî÷åìó àâòîð àðãóìåíòà êàó-

çàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé ñ÷èòàåò, ÷òî ïàìÿòü íàõîäèòñÿ â ïðèâàòíûõ êâà-

ëèòàòèâíûõ ñîñòîÿíèÿõ?

Î÷åâèäíî, Âàñèëüåâ, ãîâîðÿ î ïàìÿòè, èìååò â âèäó íå ïðîöåññ çà-

ïîìèíàíèÿ è õðàíåíèÿ èíôîðìàöèè î ïðîøëîì, à åãî âîñïðîèçâåäå-
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íèå â òåêóùåì îïûòå ñóáúåêòà. Â òåêóùåì îïûòå ÷àñòü âîñïîìèíàíèé

äåéñòâèòåëüíî ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíî îêðàøåííîé. Íî òîãäà

òî÷íåå áóäåò ñêàçàòü, ÷òî íå ïàìÿòü îáëàäàåò êâàëèòàòèâíûìè ñîñòîÿ-

íèÿìè, à òåêóùåå ñîñòîÿíèå, îáúåêòîì êîòîðîãî ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñîáûòèÿ èç

ïðîøëîãî, èç ïàìÿòè. Ñîäåðæàíèå ïàìÿòè ìîæåò áûòü âîñïðîèçâåäå-

íî â ñîçíàíèè ñ ôåíîìåíàëüíûìè ñâîéñòâàìè, íî íå èìååò èõ â ïðî-

öåññå õðàíåíèÿ. Êâàëèàòèâíûå àñïåêòû ïðîÿâëÿþòñÿ â íàëè÷íîì ñî-

ñòîÿíèè ñóáúåêòà, à íå â åãî ïàìÿòè.

×òî åñëè ïðåäñòàâèòü, áóäòî ýòè ìåíòàëüíûå ñîäåðæàíèÿ âñå-òà-

êè æèâóò âíóòðè íàñ â âèäå ìåíòàëüíûõ îáðàçîâ, ïîñòîÿííî òåêóùèõ

ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé? Íåïîíÿòíî, êàê ýòî ïðåäñòàâèòü, è íå ïî-

íÿòíî, ÷üèìè áû ýòè ñîñòîÿíèÿ áûëè. Åñëè ñåé÷àñ, êîãäà ÿ ïèøó

ýòó ñòàòüþ, ïðîäîëæàåò ñóùåñòâîâàòü ôåíîìåíàëüíîå âîñïîìèíàíèå

ìîåãî âîñêðåñíîãî ëåòíåãî äíÿ, òî íå ñîâñåì ïîíÿòíî, ãäå è äëÿ êîãî

îíî ïðîäîëæàåò ñóùåñòâîâàòü. Âåäü îíòîëîãèÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñî-

ñòîÿíèé ñóáúåêòèâíà: åñëè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ñóùåñòâóþò,

îíè ñóùåñòâóþò ïðåäñòàâëåííûìè äëÿ ñóáúåêòà. Óâåðåí, ÷òî â íåé-

ðîííûõ ñåòÿõ çàêîäèðîâàíû âîñïîìèíàíèÿ, íî ñóùåñòâîâàíèå íå-

îñîçíàâàåìûõ íèêåì ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿíèé ìíå ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ

ìàëîâåðîÿòíûì. Òåì áîëåå ýòî òðóäíî ïðåäñòàâèòü â ñâÿçè ñ ïðåðûâ-

íîñòüþ ñîçíàòåëüíîãî îïûòà. Äàæå åñëè ïðîøëûå ôåíîìåíàëüíûå ñî-

ñòîÿíèÿ ïðîäîëæàþò ñóùåñòâîâàòü ãäå-òî íà ïåðèôåðèè ìîåãî ñîçíà-

íèÿ, òî îíè äîëæíû óëåòó÷èâàòüñÿ âî âðåìÿ è ïîñëå íàðêîçà èëè äàæå

ñíà. Íî áûëî áû ñòðàííî ïðåäïîëàãàòü, ÷òî òîëüêî ìåíòàëüíûå ñîáû-

òèÿ ïîñëå ñíà èìåþò êàóçàëüíóþ äåéñòâåííîñòü, à âñå, ÷òî ïðîèñõî-

äèëî äî ñíà, «ðàñòâîðèëîñü â íåéðîííûõ êîäàõ». ×òîáû çàùèòèòü àð-

ãóìåíò, íå äîñòàòî÷íî ïîêàçàòü âîçìîæíîñòü «ïðîèãðûâàòü» â íà-

ñòîÿùåì âîñïîìèíàíèÿ â «òåàòðå ñîçíàíèÿ». Íóæíû äîâîäû â ïîëüçó

íåïðåðûâíîãî ïàðàëëåëüíîãî ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ ñîñòîÿ-

íèé ïðîøëîãî è íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâûé ñïîñîá ïîìûñëèòü ýòî. À ýòèõ äî-

âîäîâ, ñóäÿ ïî âñåìó, ìû ïîêà íå íàõîäèì, è íåîñîçíàííûå ñîçíàòåëü-

íûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ ïîìûñëèòü íåâîçìîæíî. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ðàçëè÷èå

â êâàëèà ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ìíå íåðåëåâàíòíûì è ìû âîçâðàùàåìñÿ ê èñ-

õîäíîé ñèòóàöèè: åñëè áû ðàáîòàë ÀÊÒ1, ðàáîòàë áû è ÀÊÒ2.

Решение парадокса сближающихся
в ментальных состояниях
двойников

Âïðî÷åì, ìîæåò áûòü, è òåçèñ î ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè ìåíòàëüíîãî íàä

ôèçè÷åñêèì ñïîñîáåí ïðèâåñòè ê òðóäíîñòÿì ïîäîáíîãî õàðàêòåðà? Êà-

æåòñÿ, òàêîå ñîìíåíèå îçâó÷èâàåò Âàñèëüåâ, êîãäà ïðåäëàãàåò íàì ïðåä-
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ñòàâèòü äâîéíèêîâ ñî ñáëèæàþùèìèñÿ ôèçè÷åñêèìè ñîñòîÿíèÿìè. Âîò

â ðàçíûõ ìèðàõ ñóùåñòâóþò äâà èäåíòè÷íûõ ÷åëîâåêà, è èõ ñîñòîÿíèÿ

ïîñòåïåííî ñáëèæàþòñÿ. Ïî ìåðå ýòîãî ñáëèæåíèÿ äîëæíû ñòèðàòüñÿ

è èõ ìåíòàëüíûå ðàçëè÷èÿ. Åñëè ýòî íàïîìèíàåò àìíåçèþ, ñòèðàíèå òåõ

àñïåêòîâ ïðîøëîãî, êîòîðûå îòëè÷àëè èõ äðóã îò äðóãà, äâîéíèêàì

«ïðèäåòñÿ çàáûòü î÷åíü ìíîãîå èëè äàæå ïî÷òè âñå, åñëè äâîéíèêîâ

î÷åíü ìíîãî, à âåäü ýòî òîæå ðåàëüíî âîçìîæíî» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 219].

×åì áîëüøå äâîéíèêîâ ñ àëüòåðíàòèâíûìè òðàåêòîðèÿìè, òåì áîëüøå

âîñïîìèíàíèé äîëæíî áûòü ñòåðòî. ×åì áîëüøå äâîéíèêîâ, òåì ìåíüøå

êàæäûé èç íèõ ìîæåò ïîìíèòü. ×åëîâåê, ó êîòîðîãî áåñêîíå÷íîå ìíîæå-

ñòâî äâîéíèêîâ, íå äîëæåí ïîìíèòü íè÷åãî. Çíà÷èò, «ñîçíàíèåì â ïîë-

íîé ìåðå îáëàäàþò òîëüêî òå ëþäè, ó êîòîðûõ íåò äâîéíèêîâ. ×åì áîëü-

øå ó âàñ äâîéíèêîâ, òåì áîëüøå âû è îíè äîëæíû áûòü ïîõîæè íà çîì-

áè, õîòÿ ýòè äâîéíèêè íèêàê ñ âàìè íå ñâÿçàíû» [Âàñèëüåâ, 2009: 219].

Òàêîå ñëåäñòâèå äåéñòâèòåëüíî ïîõîæå íà àáñóðä. Îíî ÿâíî íå ñîãëàñó-

åòñÿ ñî çäðàâûì ñìûñëîì è åñòåñòâåííûìè óñòàíîâêàìè. Íåóæåëè ìû

âûíóæäåíû ïðèíèìàòü åãî, åñëè îòñòàèâàåì òåçèñ î ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè

è äîïóñêàåì ìíîæåñòâåííîñòü êàóçàëüíûõ òðàåêòîðèé?

Äëÿ òîãî ÷òîáû îòâåòèòü íà ýòîò âîïðîñ, äóìàþ, ñíà÷àëà íóæíî

ïðåäñòàâèòü ñèòóàöèþ ñ äâîéíèêàìè ñ áóëüøèìè ïîäðîáíîñòÿìè. Ïî-

ñòðîèì ìûñëåííûé ýêñïåðèìåíò ñ äîïîëíèòåëüíûìè äåòàëÿìè. Èòàê,

åñòü äâà äâîéíèêà, äâà ïîëíîñòüþ íåîòëè÷èìûõ ïî ôèçè÷åñêîìó ñòðî-

åíèþ ÷åëîâåêà, æèâóùèõ â ðàçíûõ ìèðàõ. Ïóñòü îäèí èç íèõ, Äýí, ðî-

äèëñÿ â Áîñòîíå, à äðóãîé, Ôèë, â Áåéðóòå. È ó íèõ ðàçíûå çàíÿòèÿ: Äýí

áèçíåñìåí, à Ôèë ìóçûêàíò. Îäèí ïðîâîäèò âñå âðåìÿ â îôèñå, äðóãîé

ïî âå÷åðàì èãðàåò íà ôîðòåïèàíî â ìàëåíüêîì ðåñòîðàí÷èêå. Â êà-

êîé-òî ìîìåíò ïàðàëëåëüíûõ, íî íå ïåðåñåêàþùèõñÿ æèçíåé ìîçãè

äâîéíèêîâ ïðèõîäÿò â îäèíàêîâûå ñîñòîÿíèÿ, îäèíàêîâûå âïëîòü äî

êàæäîãî íåéðîíà, àòîìà, ýëåìåíòàðíîé ÷àñòèöû. È â ýòîò ìîìåíò èõ

ñïðàøèâàþò â êàæäîì èç ìèðîâ: «Ýé, òû êòî? ×åì òû çäåñü çàíèìàåøü-

ñÿ?» Ïî ÒÑ èõ îòâåò äîëæåí áûòü èäåíòè÷íûì. Ïðåäïîëîæèì, îíè îáà

îòâå÷àþò: «×åãî òåáå? ß ìóçûêàíò, ÿ èãðàþ íà ôîðòåïèàíî». Íî êàê òà-

êîå ïîìûñëèòü? Êàê áèçíåñìåí ìîã äàòü òàêîé îòâåò? Íåóæåëè îí çà-

áûë ÷àñû, ïðîâåäåííûå â îôèñå? Îí äåéñòâèòåëüíî äîëæåí áûë çàáûòü

ìíîãîå, î÷åíü ìíîãîå. Íî î÷åíü ìíîãîå îí äîëæåí áûë è ïîìíèòü.

Ê ïðèìåðó, îí äîëæåí ïîìíèòü ìåëîäèþ è ãàðìîíèè äæàçîâûõ ñòàí-

äàðòîâ «Êàðàâàíà» è «Ìèñòè», íåïîäðàæàåìûå âèðòóîçíûå ïàññàæè

ëåãåíäàðíîãî Àðòà Òåéòóìà, òîíêî ÷óâñòâîâàòü ñâèíãîâûé ðèòì, ñèí-

êîïû, óìåòü èìïðîâèçèðîâàòü. Ðàçâå ïîõîæå âñå ýòî íà ïîâåäåíèå è ñî-

ñòîÿíèå çîìáè? Ðàçâå åãî íåëüçÿ íàçâàòü ïîëíîöåííûì ñîçíàòåëüíûì

ñóùåñòâîì? Äîïóñòèì, êðîìå Äýíà è Ôèëà áûëè è äðóãèå äâîéíèêè,

è âñå îíè ïðèøëè ê òîìó æå ñîñòîÿíèþ, è âñå òåïåðü ãîâîðÿò, ÷òî

äæàç – èõ ïðèçâàíèå. Ðàçâå îò ýòîãî ñîçíàíèå Äýíà èëè Ôèëà ñòàíåò ìå-

íåå áîãàòûì? Âðÿä ëè íàì ñëåäóåò òàê äóìàòü.
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Ïàðàäîêñ ðàáîòàåò òîëüêî â òîì ñëó÷àå, åñëè äîïóñòèòü, ÷òî îáú-

åì âîçìîæíûõ âîñïîìèíàíèé ó äâîéíèêîâ îãðàíè÷åí è ÷òî îíè òîëü-

êî çàáûâàþò, íî íå ïðèîáðåòàþò íîâûå âîñïîìèíàíèÿ. Òîëüêî òîãäà

ýòî âåëî áû ê ñîêðàùåíèþ âîçìîæíîãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ ïàìÿòè.

Äåéñòâèòåëüíî ëè òåçèñ î òîì, ÷òî äâîéíèêè ïî ìåðå ñõîæäåíèÿ

èõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ñîñòîÿíèé äîëæíû çàáûâàòü îòëè÷àþùèå àñïåêòû

ïðîøëîãî, âåäåò â èòîãå ê ñîêðàùåíèþ âîçìîæíîãî ñîäåðæàíèÿ ïàìÿ-

òè? Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ýòî ìîãëî áû áûòü èñòèííûì òîëüêî â ñëó÷àå êîíå÷-

íîãî ÷èñëà âîçìîæíûõ âîñïîìèíàíèé. Â ñàìîì äåëå, åñëè îò êîíå÷íî-

ãî ÷èñëà âîçìîæíûõ âîñïîìèíàíèé îòíèìàòü âñå áîëüøåå è áîëüøåå

êîëè÷åñòâî, áóäåò îñòàâàòüñÿ ìåíüøå âîçìîæíîñòåé. Íî åñëè êîëè÷å-

ñòâî áåñêîíå÷íî, òî îò âû÷èòàíèÿ âñå áîëüøåãî è áîëüøåãî ÷èñëà ðàç-

ëè÷èé ìîùíîñòü èñõîäíîãî ìíîæåñòâà íå óìåíüøèòñÿ. Òîãäà, ìîæåò

áûòü, áåñêîíå÷íîå ÷èñëî äâîéíèêîâ áóäåò ïðåäñòàâëÿòü îïàñíîñòü

äëÿ ñîäåðæàíèÿ ïàìÿòè? Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, ÷òî è çäåñü íå âîçíèêàåò ïðî-

áëåìû. Âåäü åñëè èç áåñêîíå÷íîãî ìíîæåñòâà íàòóðàëüíûõ ÷èñåë óäà-

ëèòü áåñêîíå÷íîå ìíîæåñòâî íå÷åòíûõ ÷èñåë, îñòàíåòñÿ áåñêîíå÷íîå

ìíîæåñòâî ÷åòíûõ è ýòî ìíîæåñòâî ïî ìîùíîñòè áóäåò òàêèì æå, êàê

èñõîäíîå ìíîæåñòâî.

Áåçóñëîâíî, äîïóñòèìî îñïàðèâàòü, ÷òî ÷èñëî âîçìîæíûõ âîñïî-

ìèíàíèé êîíå÷íî. ß íå âèæó îñíîâàíèé òàê ñ÷èòàòü, íî äàæå åñëè ýòî

âåðíî, äîïóùåííóþ íàìè ñèòóàöèþ ìîæíî ñïàñòè îò àáñóðäà âòîðûì

ñïîñîáîì. Äåëî â òîì, ÷òî äâîéíèêè íå òîëüêî «çàáûâàþò» îòëè÷àþ-

ùèå èõ àñïåêòû ïðîøëîãî, íî è ïðèîáðåòàþò íîâûå âîñïîìèíàíèÿ.

Òàê, äâîéíèê-áèçíåñìåí â íàøåé ñèòóàöèè íå òîëüêî çàáûë ÷àñû, ïðî-

âåäåííûå èì â îôèñå, íî, ñóäÿ ïî âñåìó, ïðèîáðåë ìíîæåñòâî äîïîëíè-

òåëüíûõ âîñïîìèíàíèé, ñâÿçàííûõ ñ èãðîé íà ôîðòåïèàíî. Ñîäåðæà-

íèå åãî ïàìÿòè íå óìåíüøèëîñü, à òîëüêî èçìåíèëîñü. È åñëè ôèçè÷å-

ñêè ñîñòîÿíèå åãî ìîçãà ñáëèæàëîñü ñ ñîñòîÿíèåì ìîçãà ìóçûêàíòà

ïîñòåïåííî, ñòîèò ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî ìåíÿëîñü ñîäåðæàíèå åãî ïàìÿ-

òè. Ïîñòåïåííî îí çàáûâàë îôèñ è óáåæäàëñÿ, ÷òî âìåñòî îôèñà ïðîâî-

äèë âðåìÿ â ðåñòîðàíå è ñìîòðåë íå íà ýêðàí êîìïüþòåðà, à â íîòû. Õî-

òÿ âñå ýòî âîîáðàçèòü î÷åíü ñëîæíî, èìåÿ ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î ñëîæíîñòè

óñòðîéñòâà ìîçãà, íå ìåíåå ñëîæíî âîîáðàçèòü, ÷òîáû äâà ìîçãà îêà-

çàëèñü â àáñîëþòíî òîæäåñòâåííîì ñîñòîÿíèè. Èç ïðèâåäåííûõ âû-

øå ðàññóæäåíèé ñëåäóåò, ÷òî âîçìîæíî íåïðîòèâîðå÷èâî ïîìûñëèòü

äâîéíèêîâ ñî ñáëèæàþùèìèñÿ ìåíòàëüíûìè òðàåêòîðèÿìè, à ýòî çíà-

÷èò, ÷òî òåçèñ î ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè íå âåäåò ê ïðîòèâîðå÷èâûì ïîñëåäñò-

âèÿì.

Выводы

Òåçèñ î ñóïåðâåíòíîñòè ìåíòàëüíîãî íàä ôèçè÷åñêèì ÿâëÿåòñÿ

òðàäèöèîííûì â ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Àðãóìåíò ÀÊÒ1

íàïðàâëåí ïðîòèâ ýòîãî òåçèñà, â ÷àñòíîñòè ïðîòèâ ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåð-
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âåíòíîñòè. Â äàííîé ñòàòüå ÿ çàùèùàþ ÒÑ. Â õîäå èññëåäîâàíèÿ ïî-

êàçàíî, ÷òî åñëè àðãóìåíò ïîäâåðãàåò ñîìíåíèþ ëîêàëüíóþ ñóïåð-

âåíòíîñòü, îí ñêîðåå âñåãî ïîäâåðãàåò ñîìíåíèþ è ãëîáàëüíóþ ñó-

ïåðâåíòíîñòü. Ýòî ñâîåîáðàçíîå reduction ad absurdum àðãóìåíòà. Îä-

íàêî äàííûé âûâîä íå îêîí÷àòåëåí. Áîëåå íàäåæíûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ âòîðîé

ñïîñîá îïðîâåðæåíèÿ àðãóìåíòà – äîêàçàòåëüñòâî îò ïðîòèâíîãî.

Â ñòàòüå ïðåäëîæåí íîâûé àðãóìåíò ÀÊÒ2, ñõîäíûé ïî ñâîåé ñòðóê-

òóðå ñ ÀÊÒ1, íî ïðèâîäÿùèé ê î÷åâèäíî ëîæíûì âûâîäàì. Åñëè àð-

ãóìåíòû àíàëîãè÷íû, ÀÊÒ1 ëîæåí. Â ñòàòüå ðàññìîòðåíî âîçìîæíîå

âîçðàæåíèå – óêàçàíèå íà òî, ÷òî ÀÊÒ1 è ÀÊÒ2 ðàçëè÷àþòñÿ èç-çà îò-

ñóòñòâèÿ â ÀÊÒ2 êâàëèà. Îäíàêî â ñòàòüå ïîêàçàíî, ÷òî è â ÀÊÒ1 êâà-

ëèà íå èìåþò çíà÷åíèÿ. Â çàâåðøåíèå ïðåäñòàâëåíî ðåøåíèå ïàðà-

äîêñà äâîéíèêîâ ñ ðàçíûìè áèîãðàôè÷åñêèìè èñòîðèÿìè. Ýòîò ïàðà-

äîêñ ïðåäëîæåí Âàñèëüåâûì â êà÷åñòâå èëëþñòðàöèè àáñóðäíîñòè

ñëåäñòâèé ÒÑ. Îäíàêî áîëåå ïîäðîáíîå ðàññìîòðåíèå ýòîãî ìûñëåí-

íîãî ýêñïåðèìåíòà ïîêàçûâàåò, ÷òî òåçèñ î ëîêàëüíîé ñóïåðâåíòíî-

ñòè íå âåäåò ê àáñóðäíûì ïîñëåäñòâèÿì. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïðåäñòàâëÿ-

åòñÿ, ÷òî ÒÑ çàùèùåí.
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CAN WE SEE NATURAL KIND PROPERTIES?

1. Introduction

Suppose you look at a dog. You see its color, shape, and location. But do you al-

so see it as being a dog? Many philosophers hold that we can visually experience on-

ly low-level properties such as color, illumination, shape, spatial location, and mo-

tion. On this view – the low-level view – the property being a dog is not an aspect of

your visual experience.
1

Others believe that we can also experience high-level pro-

perties, such as being a dog or being a pine tree. On this view – the high-level view –

the property being a dog is an aspect of your visual experience.
2

Susanna Siegel has recently presented a powerful defense of the high-level view

based on her method of phenomenal contrast.
3

This method – an inference to the best

explanation – takes a suitable phenomenal contrast between two experiences as ex-

planandum and then argues that this contrast is best explained in terms of the
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Which properties can we visually experience? Some authors hold that we can expe-
rience only low-level properties such as color, illumination, shape, spatial location,
and motion. Others believe that we can also experience high-level properties, such
as being a dog or being a pine tree. On the basis of her method of phenomenal con-
trast, Susanna Siegel has recently defended the latter view. One of her central
claims is that we can best account for certain phenomenal contrasts if we assume
that we can visually experience natural kind properties. In this paper, I argue that
certain kinds of low-level properties, namely shape-gestalt properties, can explain
these phenomenal contrasts just as well as high-level properties. If successful, this
is a modest, but nevertheless significant result. Even though it does not prove the
falsity of Siegel’s proposal, it nevertheless secures the existence of a plausible al-
ternative.
Key words: Perceptual experience, sensory phenomenology, cognitive phenome-
nology, perceptual contents.

1
It is difficult to draw the distinction between low-level properties and high-level

properties in a precise way. For the argument in this paper, I will assume that color, shape,

motion, location, and illumination properties belong into the former category and properties

like being a dog into the latter. Versions of the low-level view can be found, for example, in

Byrne (2009), Carruthers and Veillet (2011), Dretske (1995), Lyons (2005), Price (2006),

Pautz (2009; 2010), Prinz (2006), Smith (2002), and Tye (1995). Lyons and Bayne call the

low-level view the conservative view.

2
Siegel calls the high-level view the rich content view and Lyons and Bayne call it the

liberal view. Versions of the high-level view have been defended, for example, in Bayne

(2009), Fish (2009), Johnston (2004; 2006), Masrour (2011), McDowell (1994), Nanay

(2011), Searle (1983), Siegel (2006, 2007, 2010), and Siewert (1998).

3
See: Siegel (2006, 2007, 2010). For a reply to criticisms of her argument, see: Siegel

(2013).



high-level view. Using this method, Siegel has argued that viewers can vi-

sually experience a broad range of high-level properties, including natural

kind properties (e.g., being an apple, being a pine tree), artificial kind pro-

perties (e.g., being a cup, being a telephone), semantic properties (word

meanings), and emotional properties (e.g., being angry, being concerned).
4

A number of authors have attempted to reject Siegel’s argument by presen-

ting alternative explanations of the relevant phenomenal contrasts in terms

of low-level properties.
5

Yet, since Siegel’s argument is an inference to the

best explanation, her critics can succeed in this only if they also show that

their alternatives explain the relevant phenomenal contrasts at least as well

as Siegel’s high-level view.
6

This, in my view, is one of the most signifi-

cant challenges posed by Siegel’s argument.

In this paper, I will take up this challenge for certain phenomenal con-

trasts, namely those that, according to Siegel, are best explained in terms of

the viewer’s visual experience of natural kind properties.
7

I will first deve-

lop an alternative explanation of these phenomenal contrasts in terms of

certain low-level properties, namely shape-gestalt properties. Siegel dis-

cusses and rejects this alternative (Siegel, 2006: 499–500; 2010: 110–113).

But, as I will show, her arguments against this alternative are not conclu-

sive. I will then argue that shape-gestalt properties can explain the pheno-

menal contrasts just as well as natural kind properties. If successful, this is

a modest, but nevertheless significant result. Even though it does not prove

the falsity of the high-level view with regard to natural kind properties, it

nevertheless secures the existence of a plausible alternative.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I clarify the low-level

and the high-level view. In section 3, I explicate Siegel’s method of pheno-

menal contrast and show that her arguments against explanations in terms

of shape-gestalt properties are not conclusive. In section 4, I develop the

shape-gestalt proposal in greater detail. The purpose of this section is to

clarify the notion of a shape-gestalt property and to show that the shape-ge-

stalt proposal is plausible from an empirical point of view. In section 5, I ar-

gue that shape-gestalt properties can explain the relevant phenomenal con-

trasts just as well as natural kind properties.
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4
Nanay (2011; 2012) has argued that the rich content view is false for natural and

artificial kind properties, but true for dispositional properties such as being climeable, being

edible, or being Q-able in general. I will not discuss his view in this paper.

5
See, for example, Price (2009) and Prinz (2013). Related criticisms can be found in

Logue (2013), Brogaard (2013), Pautz (2009), and Nanay (2011).

6
Ideally, they would have to show that their explanations are better than Siegel’s. Siegel

writes, for example: “An abductive inference cannot be rebutted merely by the existence of

alternative explanations. To rebut an abductive argument, the alternatives have to be put

forward as being better than the explanation they are alternatives to” (Siegel, 2013: 854).

However, in this paper, I will be concerned only with the more modest task. The reason for

this will emerge in section 5 of this paper.

7
Note that that some low-level properties, such a color properties, might be construed as

natural kind properties. In this paper, I will therefore define the high-level view in terms of

natural kind properties that are not plausibly also low-level properties.



2. The low#level view and the high#level view

We can formulate the two opposing views – the high-level view and

the low-level view – more precisely by appeal to three distinctions. The

first distinction concerns the nature of perceptual mental states. Many phi-

losophers, including Siegel, argue that perceptual states have representa-

tional contents, that is, they represent the world as being a certain way. On

this view – the content view – to see the dog’s color is to represent the dog

as being brown.
8

Other philosophers reject the idea that perceptual states

have contents. On this view – the relational view – to see a property is to

stand in a specific relation to that property, for example, the relation of

being sensitive to or presenting the property.
9

The distinction between the

low-level view and the high-level view can be formulated in both frame-

works. But, for the purpose of this paper, I will follow Siegel and adopt the

content view.

The second distinction concerns the notion of phenomenal character.

I use the expression phenomenal character in the sense originally intro-

duced by Nagel: to say that a mental state has phenomenal character is to

say that there is something it is like for the subject to be in that state.
10

Vari-

ous authors believe that it is helpful to distinguish between sensory and

cognitive phenomenal character. Although there is no agreement on a set of

criteria that would allow us to decide whether a specific phenomenal cha-

racter is sensory or cognitive, we can get a rough idea by looking at exam-

ples. When you see the dog’s color, your experience has a brownish senso-

ry phenomenal character. In contrast, when you merely think that the dog is

brown without seeing or imagining its color, your experience is missing

this brownish sensory phenomenal character. Yet, this does not mean that

your thought lacks any phenomenal character. Rather, as some have ar-

gued, occurrent thoughts may have cognitive phenomenal character.
11

Ac-

cording to them, there is something it is like for a thinker to engage in the

activity of thinking, or there is something it is like for a thinker to entertain

a certain proposition.

The third distinction concerns the difference between perceptual and

non-perceptual states. The latter include feelings, beliefs, desires, judg-

ments, and so on. There are different ways in which this distinction can be

drawn. Some have argued that perceptual states differ from other types of
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8
The content view has been defended, for example, in Peacocke (1992), Crane (2006),

Siegel (2010), Pautz (2009, 2010), and Schellenberg (2011).

9
The relational view has been defended, for example, in Campbell (2002), Travis (2004),

Martin (2004), and Brewer (2006).

10
Nagel (1974).

11
See, for example, Strawson (1994, 2011), Siewert (1998, 2011), Horgan and Tienson

(2002), Tienson (2011), and Pitt (2004, 2011). For discussion of cognitive phenomenal

character, see Siegel (2006, 492–497; 2010, 91–94, 102–108).



mental states in virtue of their specific phenomenology. Others have ar-

gued that perceptual states differ from non-perceptual states in terms of

their function. For the purpose of this paper, I will follow Lyons (2005)

who defines perceptual states in a non-phenomenological manner as output

states of dedicated perceptual systems. For example, a visual perceptual

state is an output state of the visual system. According to Lyons, such out-

put states are typically complex states that contain sensations and experien-

tial states. In addition, they might also contain non-experiential states, that

is, high-level categorizations, such as representations of objects as having

certain properties (Lyons 2005, 242).
12

With these three distinctions in place, we can now formulate the low-

and the high-level view in a more precise way. Let us say that a visual expe-

rience is that component of a visual perceptual state that is determined by

its sensory phenomenal character. Let us also say that the sensory pheno-

menal content of a visual experience is that aspect of its representational

content that supervenes on its phenomenal character. We can then formula-

te the low- and the high-level view with regard to visually recognizable na-

tural kind properties as follows:

Low�level view Only low�level properties (e.g., color, shape,
and location properties) enter into the sensory
phenomenal contents of visual experiences.

High�level view Sometimes, at least some natural kind proper4
ties (e.g., being a dog, being a pine tree) enter
into the sensory phenomenal contents of visual
experiences.13

Formulated in this way, the issue at hand is about the scope of the sen-

sory phenomenal contents of visual experiences.

Before turning to Siegel’s argument, I want to make the following

comment. It might turn out that visual representations are distributed repre-

sentations that bridge areas of the visual system with higher cortical areas.

Since this would plausibly undermine the distinction between visual expe-

riences and other mental states, it would then no longer make sense to ask
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12
This has an important consequence. It is possible that visual perceptual states have both

sensory and cognitive phenomenal character. Indeed, this kind of view has been defended in

Reiland (2014).

13
Without the restriction to natural kind properties, we would have to define the high-level

view as follows: Sometimes, at least some high-level properties enter into the sensory

phenomenal content of visual experiences. Siegel is sometimes interpreted as holding a

different view. For example, Bayne and Montague suggest that Siegel claims that high-level

properties are represented by non-sensory, cognitive phenomenal aspects of perceptual states.

See, for example, Bayne and Montague (2011: 22). But this does not seem to be a correct

interpretation of her argument. When explaining her version of the high-level view, which she

calls “Thesis K,” Siegel writes, for example: “Thesis K amounts to this: in whatever sense the

representation of color and shape properties can have an associated sensory phenomenology,

the representation of K-properties [high-level properties] can too (Siegel, 2006: 485).



which properties can be represented by the former. For the argument in this

paper, I will assume that this is not the case.

3. Siegel’s argument for the high#level view

How can we decide whether the low- or the high-level view is correct?

One might think that the best way to do so is through introspection. If the

property being a dog were part of the sensory phenomenal content of your

experience, there would be a difference between what it would be like for

you to undergo this experience and what it would be like for you to undergo

an experience of a dog replica, that is, an experience of something that has

the same shape and color as a dog, but is not represented in the experience

as such. Moreover, if the two experiences differed in phenomenal character

because one, but not the other, represented the property being a dog, intro-

spection should be able to tell you that this was the case. Yet, pure intro-

spection, that is, introspection unaided by argument, has proven to be a

very unreliable guide to the contents of perceptual experiences.
14

Even in

the case of properties such as shape and color, introspection often does not

yield decisive results. Consider, for example, the famous question of whe-

ther a coin seen from an angle looks round or elliptical. As the ongoing de-

bate among philosophers shows introspection is not able to yield a satisfac-

tory consensus on this question.
15

In order to circumvent the problem resulting from the unreliable cha-

racter of introspection, Siegel construes the method of phenomenal con-

trast as an inference to the best explanation. Such an inference proceeds in

two steps. The first step presents two experiences that are such that subjects

who undergo them typically agree that they differ in phenomenal character.

The purpose of this step is to provide a noncontroversial, minimal pheno-

menal contrast that can serve as a suitable explanandum for the second step

of the method. The second step then shows that the difference in phenome-

nal character is best explained by assuming that some natural kind property

enters into the sensory phenomenal content of one experience, but not into

the sensory phenomenal content of the other.

Siegel provides a number of phenomenal contrasts. In this paper, I will

focus on her well-known pine tree example because it concerns natural

kind properties.
16

Suppose you are given the task of cutting down all the
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14
For critical assessments of pure introspection, see, for example, Prinz (2006), Kriegel

(2007), Schwitzgebel (2008), and Bayne (2009).

15
Some philosophers have argued that the coin looks elliptical, some have argued that it

looks round, and others again have argued that it looks both round and elliptical. For two

classical versions of the first two views, see Russell (1912) and Austin (1962). An important

defense of the third view can be found in Noë (2004).

16
For this example, see: Siegel (2006: 491; 2010: 100).



pine trees in a forest. At first, you are unable to distinguish the pine trees

from other similar looking trees. But, after repeated observations, you ac-

quire the disposition to recognize a pine tree when you see one. Now consi-

der two experiences, O1 and O2. O1 is your overall experience when you

look at the pine tree before you acquire the recognitional disposition and

O2 is your overall experience after you acquire the recognitional dispositi-

on. We will stipulate that you look at the tree from the same point of view

and under the same conditions of illumination. In this case, there is a wide

consensus that O1 and O2 differ in their overall phenomenal character.

Let me emphasize two things about this phenomenal contrast. First, O1

and O2 are the overall experiences you have on the two occasions. They are

temporally extended slices of your stream of consciousness. O1 and O2

will include as parts two visual experiences of the tree, call them V1 (your

visual experience of the tree before you acquire the recognitional dispositi-

on) and V2 (your visual experience of the tree after you acquire the recogni-

tional disposition). But O1 and O2 will also include other mental states. For

example, O2 might include a recognitional state, perhaps the belief that the

object in front of you is a pine tree.

Second, according to Siegel, we can rely on introspection to tell us that

O1 and O2 differ in their overall phenomenal character, but we cannot rely

on introspection to say anything more specific about the nature of this dif-

ference. Introspection does not tell us whether this is a contrast in sensory

or cognitive phenomenology. And it also does not tell us whether the con-

trast concerns the spatial phenomenology of the two experiences.
17

O1 and O2 provide a suitable phenomenal contrast for the first step of

the method. It is antecedently plausible that the two visual experiences con-

tained in them – V1 and V2 – represent identical low-level properties. At

least initially, there is little reason to think that they represent the pine tree

as instantiating different color and shape properties.
18

Moreover, the two

experiences differ in such a way that one, but not the other, allows you to

recognize that the perceived object instantiates a natural kind property,

namely the property being a pine tree. Thus, unless there is a better explana-

tion, it is plausible that the phenomenal difference between O1 and O2 is due

to the fact that the property being a pine tree enters into the sensory pheno-

menal content of V2, but not into the sensory phenomenal content of V1.

The task of the second step of the method of phenomenal contrast is to

show that an explanation of the phenomenal contrast between O1 and O2 in

terms of natural kind properties is better than its low-level alternatives. In

order to do so, Siegel rejects three alternative low-level explanations. The

third alternative appeals to shape-gestalt properties and is therefore central

to this paper. Nonetheless, it will be helpful to at least briefly characterize

the other two alternatives.
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See Siegel (2007: 130; 2010: 80–83).

18
Yet, as we will see in the next section of this paper, this assumption is most likely false.



The first low-level alternative is to insist that V1 and V2 have identical

sensory phenomenal character and try to explain the phenomenal diffe-

rence between O1 and O2 in terms of some kind of non-sensory phenome-

nal character of other mental states contained in O1 and O2. There are a

number of options here. One option is that the phenomenal difference bet-

ween O1 and O2 is a result of the fact that the latter, but not the former, con-

tains a recognitional state with its own distinct cognitive phenomenology.

Another option is that the difference is a difference in background pheno-

menology, say, for example, a difference in mood.
19

The second low-level

alternative is to admit that V1 and V2 differ in phenomenal character, but

maintain that this is not a difference in their representational contents. Here

there are many possible options. One option is that V2, but not V1, involves

a nonrepresentational feeling of familiarity. For the purpose of this paper,

I will grant that Siegel’s arguments against these alternatives are successful.

Let us now turn to the third alternative. The proponent of the low-level

view could say that O1 and O2 differ in phenomenal character because V1

and V2 represent different low-level properties. Siegel thinks that an expla-

nation in terms of shape-gestalt properties is the most plausible way of ca-

shing out this alternative: “When you learn to recognize pine trees by sight,

your experience comes to represent a complex of shapes – leaf shape, trunk

shape, branch shape, and overall pine-tree shape. This complex is an over-

all pine-tree gestalt” (Siegel, 2010: 111). According to this proposal, V1

and V2 differ in phenomenal character because the latter, but not the for-

mer, represents a complex shape property, namely a pine-tree shape-ge-

stalt. Since such a property is plausibly a low-level property, there is no

need to appeal to natural kind properties in order to explain the phenomenal

contrast.

Siegel puts forward two arguments against this low-level proposal.
20

The first argument is contained in the following passage:

[S] hape-gestalts that are abstract enough to remain invariant across pi-

ne trees will be invariant across other objects as well. For instance, a

typical handgun, a drill, and a hair drier share the same shape-gestalt.

The more abstract the shape-gestalt is, the less reason there is to think

that experience fails to represent it prior to one’s gaining a recognitio-

nal disposition. And if it is represented in experience prior to gaining

the recognitional disposition, then it cannot explain the phenomenal

contrast (Siegel, 2010: 111–112).
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19
As I pointed out above, it is possible that perceptual states contain cognitive states. In

this case, Siegel would also have to show that the difference between O1 and O2 could not be

explained in terms of the cognitive phenomenal character of a possible recognitional state

contained in V2, but not V1.

20
Note, however, that Siegel does not consider these arguments to be decisive [Siegel,

2010: 111].



This argument has the following two premises: (i) shape-gestalt pro-

perties that are abstract enough to remain invariant across pine trees will be

invariant across other objects as well, and (ii) shape-gestalt properties that

are abstract enough to remain invariant across pine trees are represented in

experience prior to one’s gaining a recognitional disposition. I have wor-

ries about both of these premises. As we will see later on, shape-gestalt pro-

perties can be very specific. This raises problems for the first premise. But

I also think that the second premise is possibly false. It is plausible that one

can acquire the disposition to visually recognize pine trees only together

with the disposition to detect the corresponding shape-gestalt property. So,

even if a given shape-gestalt property were instantiated in different objects,

say, in a handgun, a drill, and a hair drier, this would not imply that viewers

could detect this property prior to being able to recognize these objects.

Siegel would have to exclude this option.
21

Siegel’s second argument is that the strategy of invoking representa-

tions of shape-gestalts is not generally available to the proponent of the

low-level view. In order to make this case, she considers the phenomenal

contrast between two experiences of a face that expresses doubt. One expe-

rience takes place before and the other after one learns that this particular

facial expression expresses doubt. The proponent of the high-level view

would say that the two experiences differ in phenomenal character because

they represent different emotional properties. In order to respond to this,

the proponent of the gestalt-proposal would have to show that the two ex-

periences represent different gestalt-properties. But Siegel rejects this. She

holds that “in this sort of case, it seems implausible to suppose that there

must be a change in which color and shape properties are represented” (Sie-

gel, 2010: 112).

Yet, as it stands, this example is not a conclusive response to the

shape-gestalt proposal for at least three reasons. First, once one considers

actual, rather than imagined, experiences, one might discover that there is

indeed a phenomenal difference between the two experiences of the face, a

difference that is due to the fact that they represent different shape-gestalts.

Second, one might argue that if there is no difference with respect to

low-level properties, there might simply not be a difference in sensory phe-

nomenal character at all. It is possible that the two overall experiences dif-

fer in cognitive or emotional phenomenal character. Finally, even if emo-

tional properties enter into the sensory phenomenal contents of visual ex-

periences, it does not follow that natural kind properties do so too. To show

that her argument is conclusive, Siegel would have to exclude these three

possibilities.
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For other criticisms of this part of Siegel’s argument; see Price (2009), Nanay (2011),

Logue (2013), and Prinz (2013).



4. The shape#gestalt proposal

As we have seen, there are no conclusive reasons for dismissing the

shape-gestalt proposal. I will now develop the shape-gestalt proposal in

greater detail. The main goal here is to get a better understanding of the no-

tion of a shape-gestalt and to show that the shape-gestalt proposal is plau-

sible from an empirical point of view. The notion of a shape-gestalt derives

in part from observations of gestalt-switches afforded by ambiguous figu-

res. Considering certain types of ambiguous figures therefore provides a

suitable point of departure.

Ambiguous, or reversible, figures can be categorized in terms of the types

of features that reverse. The duck/rabbit figure (Fig.1) can be seen as a duck

and as a rabbit and is thus content reversible.
22

The Necker-cube (Fig. 2) can

be seen from two different perspectives and is thus perspective reversible. Ru-

bin’s vase (Fig. 3) is figure/ground reversible. I will consider the chef/dog fi-

gure (Fig. 4), which, like the duck/rabbit figure, is exclusively content rever-

sible, but, unlike the duck/rabbit figure, does not contain any parts that can be

recognized independently of the entire figure. Note that the chef/dog figure is

not one of a kind. Fig. 5 shows a similar figure, the so-called whale/kangaroo.
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Fig. 1. Duck/rabbit figure

Fig. 2. Necker-cube

22
A viewer who is familiar with both ducks and rabbits will experience the figure either as

a duck or as a rabbit. Moreover, if the viewer knows that the figure can be seen in two different

ways, her experience will reverse, more or less automatically, from one to the other. There is

quite a bit of empirical evidence that perceptual reversal usually requires knowledge that the

figure is reversible. See, for example, Rock and Mitchener (1992), Rock, Gopnik, Hall

(1994), and Gopnik and Rosati (2001).



The visual experiences elicited by the chef/dog figure can serve as ex-

planandum for the first step of the method of phenomenal contrast. There is

a clear phenomenal difference between your visual experience of the

chef/dog figure as a chef (call this Vc) and your experience of the figure as

a dog (call this Vd). The proponent of the high-level view could argue that

Vc and Vd represent the same low level-properties, the same colors and

shapes, and account for the phenomenal difference by saying that Vd repre-

sents the figure as instantiating the natural kind property being a dog and

RENÉ JAGNOW

192

Fig. 4. Chef/dog figure

Fig. 5. Whale/kangaroo figure

Fig. 3. Rubin’s Vase



Vc represents the figure as instantiating the natural kind property being

a chef.
23

The proponent of the low-level view could respond by saying that Vc

and Vd differ in phenomenal character because they represent different

shape-gestalt properties. But before we can understand how this might

work, we need to look more closely at two features of the gestalt-switch.

First, Vc and Vd organize the figure into two different part-whole structu-

res. This becomes particularly obvious when we consider the relationship

between parts and subparts. Consider, for example, the part that comes to

be seen as the chef’s hat. Whereas Vc represents the hat as one single part

of the figure with a complex shape, Vd represents it as consisting of three

subparts: leg, tail, and part of the dog’s trunk. Similarly, when your expe-

rience switches from Vc to Vd, the same protrusion is first seen as a nose,

that is, as a subpart of the chef’s face, and then as leg, that is, as a subpart of

the dog’s trunk.

Second, the gestalt-switch is holistic. When you see the figure as a dog,

you see all of its parts as parts of a dog (as dog-head, dog-leg, dog-tail, and

so on) and when you see the figure as a chef you see all of its parts as parts

of a chef (as chef-head, chef-nose, chef-chin, and so on). The important

point for us is that you cannot see the parts of the figure as parts of a dog or

a chef without seeing the figure as a whole as a dog or a chef. Consider, for

example, the protrusions that come to be seen as the dog’s legs. If you look

at them in isolation, you cannot recognize them as being leg-shaped. This

holds for the entire figure – all of its parts are strongly underdetermined.

The proponent of the low-level view has to construe the respective

shape-gestalt properties in such a way that they can account for these two

features. The obvious way to do so is to construe shape-gestalt properties

as complex properties that specify both abstract part-whole structures and

abstract outline shapes of the whole and its parts. If we conceive of

shape-gestalt properties in this way, it is no longer plausible to say that “a

typical handgun, a drill, and a hair drier share the same shape-gestalt,” as

Siegel suggested [Siegel, 2010: 111]. Perhaps, there is a sense in which

these objects all share an abstract outline shape. But they plausibly differ

with regard to both their part-whole structures and the outline shapes of

their parts.

Is the shape-gestalt proposal plausible from an empirical point of

view? The figure is just an outline. Thus, in order to be able to see it as ins-

tantiating one of the two shape-gestalt properties, your visual system has to

organize it into the respective part-whole structure in a segmentation pro-

cess that uses stored information about the object’s structure.
24

In other
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Strictly speaking, the natural kind property would be being a human being. But for

simplicity, I will talk about the property being a chef. Some high-level theorists have used

ambiguous figures as evidence for their view. See, for example, Searle (1983).

24
In the literature on perceptual organization, this process is often called perceptual

parsing, that is, the segmentation of an object into parts.



words, the proposal requires both that information about an object’s likely

gestalt is stored in memory and that this information can travel down from

higher-level memory processes to the lower-level segmentation processes

that organize the perceptual image. This is indeed consistent with recent re-

search about perceptual organization. Many vision scientists believe that

the visual system uses memories of object structure in the process of per-

ceptual organization.
25

The existence of back projection fibers from higher

levels of the visual pathway to lower levels that would make this possible is

well established.
26

And it has also been shown that information travels

back from areas in the inferior temporal cortex – an area usually associated

with memory representations – to prestriate areas – that is, to areas where

mental images are formed.
27

Can the shape-gestalt proposal plausibly be extended to examples like

Siegel’s pine tree? One worry derives from the following asymmetry. In the

case of the chef/dog figure, the viewer switches back and forth between the

two contrasting visual experiences with the recognitional dispositions alrea-

dy in place. In the case of the pine tree, the viewer’s experience changes over

time as she acquires the recognitional disposition. In my view it is plausible

to assume that viewers acquire the information that allows them to detect the

relevant shape-gestalt properties of objects in a piecemeal fashion through

repeated observation. After all, trees have relatively many parts that differ

from those of other, similar looking trees in subtle details. Once this informa-

tion has been acquired and stored in memory as a single representation, it can

then travel downwards to low-level segregation processes, thus making it

possible to detect the relevant shape-gestalt property.
28

A second worry derives from the fact that experiences of ambiguous

figures are experiences of pictures of objects rather than experiences of

objects in the viewer’s environment. I want to concede that when one sees

the chef/dog figure, say, as a dog, one usually undergoes a visual expe-

rience that is specific to pictures. Such an experience might involve one’s

awareness that one is looking at a picture of a dog, rather than at a real

dog, and it might also involve one’s awareness of various features of the

picture surface as surface properties. Nonetheless, many philosophers

have argued that an experience as of an object in a picture resembles, in

important respects, a face-to-face experience of the object represented in
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Helpful overviews of the relevant literature can be found in Kimchi, et al. (2003). The

papers by Palmer, Peterson, Kimchi, and Kellman are particularly relevant here.

26
See, for example, Lamme and Roelfsema (2000).

27
See, for example, Kosslyn (1994).

28
One can support this proposal with examples from perceptual training. One example can

be found in Gauthier and Tarr (1997). For their experiments, Gauthier and Tarr trained

subjects to become experts at recognizing novel objects called greebles. Greebles are

unfamiliar complex visual objects that have typical distinctive parts that allow subjects to

distinguish between different individual greebles, and to categorize them according to gender

and family. The important point for us here is that the training process was very arduous.



the picture.
29

If this is correct, it is also plausible to assume that pictorial

experiences employ, at least in part, the very same perceptual mechanisms

as ordinary face-to-face experiences.

A third worry derives from the fact that some authors have urged that

we distinguish seeing from seeing-as.
30

I think here we can admit that a vi-

sual experience of a gestalt-switch differs phenomenally from an ordinary

experience of, say, a pine tree. In contrast to the latter, the former involves a

change from one visual interpretation to another. However, this is entirely

consistent with the claim that seeing a pine tree is similar to seeing, say, the

chef/dog figure as a dog, in that both involve the detection of a specific

shape-gestalt property. In my view, the best way to realize this is by appeal

to three-dimensional versions of ambiguous figures. Consider, for example,

a three-dimensional version of the duck/rabbit. If you look at such a figure,

your experience will switch between two different face-to-face experien-

ces of an ordinary three-dimensional object in your environment. Here,

I think, it is very plausible to assume that each of these two experiences is

an ordinary recognitional experience with the same structure as a recogni-

tional experience of a pine tree.

Does the shape-gestalt proposal present a distinct alternative to the

high-level view? It seems plausible that we sometimes sort objects into

types according to their appearances. The proponent of the high-level view

could therefore suggest that the relevant natural kind properties are ‘quali-

tatively pure’ in the sense that they are defined in terms of a distinct look,

say, for example, a pine tree-like appearance. She could further suggest

that that we define such appearances in terms of shape-gestalt properties. In

this case, there would be no difference between a visual experience that at-

tributes a qualitatively pure natural kind property (e.g., being a pine tree) to

an object and a visual experience that attributes the corresponding sha-

pe-gestalt property (e.g., having a pine tree shape-gestalt) to that object,

that is, there would be no difference between the high-level view and the

shape-gestalt proposal. But, as Brogaard has pointed out, purely qualitative

kinds are defined by their low-level properties and thus “are not really

high-level properties and hence not really natural kind properties of the sort

we are interested in here” [Brogaard, 2013: 40].

Is the shape-gestalt proposal plausible from a phenomenological point

of view? The proponent of the high-level view might argue that the

shape-gestalt proposal fails to account for a number of obvious phenome-

nal contrasts.
31

Consider the following scenario. As you are walking

though a forest, you see a snake in front of you. Let us call the overall expe-
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For different views along these lines, see Gombrich (1960), Schier (1986), and Lopes

(2006).

30
In the context of his version of the low-level view, Prinz has insisted on this distinction.

See: Prinz (2006: 436–437).

31
Thanks to Igor Gasparov for pressing this point and for the following example.



rience at that time Os and the visual experience of the snake contained in it

Vs. After the initial shock, you notice that there is no snake in front of you,

but rather a longish inanimate object with a snake-gestalt. Let us call your

overall experience at that time Oi and the visual experience contained in it

Vi. In this scenario, it is plausible that the two overall experiences differ in

phenomenal character. Given this, the proponent of the high-level view

could adapt some of Siegel’s arguments in order to show that it is not possi-

ble to explain the phenomenal difference between Os and Oi either in terms

of the non-sensory phenomenal character of the non-visual states contained

in them or in terms of some kind of background phenomenology. Since Vs

and Vi attribute the same shape-gestalt property to the object, it then seems

to follow that the shape-gestalt proposal is unable to account for the pheno-

menal difference between Os and Oi.

Yet, the shape-gestalt proposal can account for this phenomenal diffe-

rence in the following way. According to the framework outlined in the se-

cond section of this paper, the two visual experiences Vs and Vi are compo-

nents of visual perceptual states that might also contain non-experiential

categorizations. The perceptual state contained in Os could categorize the

object as a snake and the perceptual state contained in Oi could categorize

it as an inanimate object. Moreover, it is possible that these categorizations

differ in cognitive phenomenal character. In this case, Os and Oi would dif-

fer in phenomenal character because the visual perceptual states contained

in them would differ in cognitive phenomenology.
32

5. Explaining the phenomenal contrasts
in terms of shape#gestalts

In this section, I argue that shape-gestalt properties can explain the re-

levant phenomenal contrasts just as well as natural kind properties. But be-

fore doing this, I would like to clarify the task at hand in a bit more detail.

Inferences to the best explanation require criteria that allow us to as-

sess how well different possible explanations account for the phenomena in

question. Scientific explanations are often compared with regard to their

predictive power, their ability to unify a large number of different pheno-

mena, and their simplicity. But these criteria are not applicable to the pre-

sent situation. The high-level view and the low-level view are not formula-

ted as scientific theories that make empirically testable predictions. More-
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Scenarios like this one could threaten the shape-gestalt proposal only if there was a clear

difference in sensory phenomenal character between the two visual experiences contained in

them. In section five of this paper, I will discuss a similar scenario, the salamander-scenario,

in order to show that there is no obvious difference in sensory phenomenal character between

the two visual experiences involves in this scenario and I will give reasons for thinking that

this holds in general.



over, both views claim to be able to account for the same range of

phenomena, and it is hardly plausible to discount one of them because of its

lack of simplicity. I will therefore not discuss how well the shape-gestalt

proposal satisfies a given set of criteria. Rather, I will compare the explana-

tory power of the shape-gestalt proposal with that of the high-level view in

a more direct way.

For this purpose, I will proceed in two steps. I first argue that we can

provide explanations in terms of shape-gestalt properties for all those phe-

nomenal contrasts that can plausibly be explained by appeal to natural kind

properties. The purpose of this step is to secure the existence of appropriate

low-level explanations. I then argue that shape-gestalt properties can ex-

plain these phenomenal contrasts just as well as natural kind properties.

The purpose of this second step is to show that explanations in terms of

shape-gestalt properties are phenomenally adequate.

How can we secure the existence of explanations in terms of shape-ge-

stalt properties for all those phenomenal contrasts that can plausibly be ex-

plained by appeal to natural kind properties? The phenomenal contrasts

that are cited in support of Siegel’s thesis all involve the actualization of a

recognitional disposition. We can therefore approach this question by con-

sidering different possible ways in which the relevant recognitional dispo-

sitions might be actualized. I will consider three different proposals.

First, it is intuitively plausible that we often recognize objects by re-

cognizing their shape-gestalts. In this case, you would recognize some-

thing, say, as a pine tree, because you recognize it as having a pine tree

shape-gestalt.
33

Now, since we do not have a conclusive scientific account

of object-recognition, we do not know whether we ever recognize objects

in this way. But if object recognition does work in this way, it follows that

any actualization of a recognitional disposition involves the detection of a

corresponding shape-gestalt property. And this ensures the existence of an

appropriate low-level explanation in these cases of object-recognition.

Second, it is intuitively plausible that we often recognize objects by re-

cognizing a single low-level property or a set of low-level properties.
34

In

such cases, one would recognize, say, a familiar person in the dark by his

outline shape or a certain bird by its color. But, in my view, these situations

CAN WE SEE NATURAL KIND PROPERTIES?

197

33
Some influential vision scientists hold that the visual system identifies objects based on

three-dimensional shape-representations. This would lend support to the claim that we

sometimes recognize objects by recognizing their shape-gestalts. Marr (1982) and Biederman

(1987) both have suggested that object recognition is based on three-dimensional

shape-representations. Both construed these shape-representations as arrangements of

volume-based primitives. Whereas Marr used generalized cylinders as his primitives,

Biederman used so-called geons. There are many alternative theories of object recognition

that are not based on volume-based primitives. One, non-exclusive, alternative is that

object-recognition is mediated through representations of two-dimensional object views. For

such an account, see Bulthöff and Edelman (1992) and Bulthöff and Wallis (2002).

34
One low-level property that has received much attention in the empirical literature is

motion. See, for example, Johansson (1973) and Mather and Murdoch (1994).



do not generate phenomenal contrasts that can serve as explananda in the

first step of the method of phenomenal contrast and, thus, do not need to be

explained by the shape-gestalt proposal. The reason for this is that there is

no clear difference in sensory phenomenal character between two visual

experiences that attribute identical low-level properties, other than

shape-gestalt properties, and different natural kind properties to their res-

pective objects. In order to illustrate this, I will now consider two such con-

trast scenarios.

My first scenario consists of two visual experiences of a red cardinal. Let

us say that you know that cardinals are the only red birds in your neighbor-

hood. But you are not able distinguish cardinals from other red birds by loo-

king, that is, you have not yet acquired the relevant recognitional disposition.

As you are walking though the forest, you see a small a red dot far off in one

of the trees. You cannot make out its shape, but you recognize a number of

low-level properties, such as its red color, its location, and its relative size.

From these low-level properties together with your background knowledge,

you infer that you are looking at a red cardinal. Subsequently, you acquire

the ability to recognize cardinals visually. Again, as you are walking through

the forest, you see a red dot far off in one of the trees. Suppose also that, in

this context, recognizing the object’s color, location, and relative size suffi-

ces to actualize your recognitional disposition so that you see the object as a

cardinal. In this scenario, it seems impossible to tell with any degree of confi-

dence that the two experiences differ in sensory phenomenal character. If

this is true, the two experiences of the cardinal do not provide a contrast in

sensory phenomenal character that can serve as an explanandum in the first

step of the method of phenomenal contrast and, thus, do not need to be ex-

plained by the proponent of the low-level view.

In response, the proponent of the high-level view could concede that

scenarios of the kind described in the previous paragraph may be concei-

vable, but deny that they are actually possible. I simply stipulated that, in

the second experience, the recognitional disposition is activated by low-le-

vel properties, such as color, location, and relative size. But activation of

the relevant recognitional disposition might require the experience of other

low-level properties. So what we need is a case in which it is more plausible

that the recognitional disposition is actualized during the experience. The

following scenario is more likely to satisfy this condition.

This scenario consists again of two visual experiences of a red cardi-

nal. The first experience takes place before you acquire the ability to recog-

nize cardinals. You look at a red cardinal that slowly disappears behind a

screen and then stops moving. This screen has a small hole in it so that you

see only one small part of the cardinal through it. Let us say that you just

see a red dot without recognizing any details, such as individual feathers or

their texture. The second experience is similar but takes place after you ha-

ve acquired the disposition to recognize cardinals visually. In this scenario,

it is plausible that, in the first experience, you see the dot through the hole
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as part of a red bird, and, in the second experience, you see the dot as part of

a red cardinal.
35

The two experiences attribute identical low-level proper-

ties and different natural kind properties to the cardinal. And, yet, it still

seems implausible that you could tell with any degree of confidence that

the two experiences differ in sensory phenomenal character. Again, the two

experiences do not provide a suitable contrast in sensory phenomenal cha-

racter for the first step of the method of phenomenal contrast.

The proponent of the high-level view could still deny that such scenarios

involve the actualization of the relevant recognitional dispositions. More-

over, she could point out that one can accept my conclusions only if one sha-

res my intuitions about the sensory phenomenal character of these imagined

scenarios, which are contentious. I admit that both objections are viable. But,

at this point in the dialectic, it does not actually matter whether my examples

are conclusive. As long as the proponent of the high-level view does not

show that putative cases in which we recognize an object by recognizing one

or more low-level properties provide clear contrasts in sensory phenomenal

character that can serve as explananda in the first step of the method of phe-

nomenal contrast, the shape-gestalt proposal is not threatened.

Third, the proponent of the high-level view could argue that, at least in

some cases, object recognition is based on the recognition of natural kind

properties. In these cases, recognizing an object as, say, a pine tree, would

be nothing other than seeing it as instantiating the natural kind property

being a pine tree.
36

I admit that this is a plausible account of object recognition.
37

But this

account leads to a problem for the high-level view. Consider again the two

experiences of the cardinal behind the screen. According to the high-level

view, both experiences would attribute different natural kind properties to

the cardinal, namely the property being a bird and the property being a car-

dinal. Since, on the high-level view, these properties enter into the sensory

phenomenal contents of the two visual experiences, these experiences

should clearly differ in their sensory phenomenal character.
38

But, as we

have seen, this does not seem to be true. Thus, in order to raise a problem

for the shape-gestalt proposal, the proponent of the high-level view would

have to explain the absence of a clear difference in sensory phenomenal
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One might admit this, but still object that this is not a genuine example of a case where

object recognition is necessarily based on the recognition of low-level properties other than

shape-gestalt properties. In response, I want to point out that even if the recognitional

disposition is originally activated by the viewer’s recognition of the cardinal’s shape-gestalt,

it remains activated after the bird has disappeared behind the screen because the viewer sees a

red dot. This might be enough to establish my point.

36
Siegel indicates that the truth of the high-level view would imply this third notion of

object recognition when she writes: “Part of what’s at stake about Thesis K [her label for the

high-level view] is whether visual experience is an input to such processes of recognition or an

output” [Siegel, 2006: 499].

37
A proposal along these lines has been developed by Prinz. See: Prinz (2006).

38
The salamander example to be presented later in this paper reinforces this conclusion.



character in the cardinal cases and also present appropriate contrast scena-

rios that involve a clear difference in sensory phenomenal character.
39

I have argued that we can provide explanations in terms of shape-ge-

stalt properties for all those phenomenal contrasts that can plausibly be ex-

plained in terms of natural kind properties. The proponent of the high-level

view could still object that the former explanations do not account for the

phenomenal contrast as well as the latter, that is, that they are not pheno-

menally adequate.
40

However, in order to substantiate this objection, she

would have to present contrast scenarios consisting of two visual experien-

ces that satisfy the following conditions: (i) the two experiences attribute

identical low-level properties, including shape-gestalt properties, to their

respective objects, (ii) the two experiences attribute different natural kind

properties to their respective objects, and (iii) the two experiences clearly

differ in sensory phenomenal character. Yet, I do not think that scenarios

that satisfy conditions (i) and (ii) also satisfy condition (iii). As a conse-

quence, we have no reason to believe that explanations in terms of sha-

pe-gestalts are phenomenally inadequate. I will first illustrate this with a

scenario that is based on an actual case and then argue that this also holds

for all possible scenarios that could plausibly be explained in terms of natu-

ral kind properties.
41

The following scenario is based on an actual case of cryptic specia-

tion.
42

Consider a zoologist who is an expert on salamanders. Up to a cer-

tain time, she believed that certain salamanders that occur in eastern Mexi-
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One might argue that the difference in sensory phenomenal character between seeing

something as a bird and seeing something as a cardinal is just too small to be detected because

the concepts are closely related to each other. But I do not think that this is a satisfactory

response. The reason for this is that one can design scenarios in which the properties attributed

by the experiences differ as much as possible.

40
In fact, Siegel’s first argument against the shape-gestalt proposal indicates that she

thinks that appeal to shape-gestalt properties does not suffice to explain the phenomenal

difference between V1 and V2.

41
I proceed here by generalization from scenarios based on actual cases. An alternative

procedure would be to use twin-Earth scenarios. One could argue as follows. Consider the

following twin-Earth scenario. You look at an object here on Earth and see it as being a pine

tree. Simultaneously, your twin on twin-Earth looks at an object and sees it as being a

twin-pine. A twin-pine looks just like a pine, but has a different genetic make up. That’s the

only difference between Earth and twin-Earth. In this case, it is implausible that your

experience and your twin’s experience differ in sensory phenomenal character. Moreover,

this seems to be generally true because we can imagine analogous scenarios for any natural

kind property. However, twin-Earth scenarios incur a number of problems. For example,

twin-Earth scenarios would fail if phenomenal character would supervene on wide content.

Various authors have used twin-Earth scenarios to argue for the low-level view, see for

example, Price (2006), Brogaard (2013), Prinz (2013). For some problems with these

scenarios: see, Siegel (2013) and Logue (2013).

42
Cryptic speciation is a biological process that results in a group of species (which, by

definition, cannot interbreed) that contain individuals that are morphologically identical to

each other but belong to different species. For the following example, see, for example,

Parra-Olea and Wake (2001). It has recently been argued that there might be different species

of giraffes. See, for example, Brown, et al (2007). For evidence of cryptic speciation in

maritime organisms, see Cornils and Held (2014).



co belong to the same species as certain identical looking salamanders that

occur in southern Mexico. DNA testing then showed that the salamanders

belong to two different species. Now suppose that the zoologist looks at a

terrarium with two compartments. The salamander in the left compartment

belongs to the species occurring in eastern Mexico and the salamander in

the right compartment belongs to the species occurring in southern Mexi-

co. Suppose also that when the zoologist looks at the two salamanders, the

respective recognitional dispositions are actualized. I think that this scena-

rio plausibly satisfies the first two conditions outlined in the previous para-

graph. It involves two visual experiences that attribute identical low-level

properties, including shape-gestalts, and different natural kind properties

to their respective objects. And, yet, it is implausible that the third conditi-

on is also satisfied, that is, it is implausible that the two experiences clearly

differ in sensory phenomenal character.

I think that it is plausible that the same is true for all possible contrast

scenarios that could be explained in terms of natural kind properties. My

argument here is simple. We can certainly imagine scenarios of the kind

described in the previous paragraph for every natural kind property. And

when we do so, we do not notice a clear phenomenal difference between

the two imagined visual experiences. Now, there are many cases of cryptic

speciation, and, hence, many scenarios of the kind described in the previ-

ous paragraph. Given this, it is plausible to assume that imaginability here

is evidence for possibility.
43

If this is correct, these kinds of scenarios satis-

fy conditions (i) and (ii), but fail to satisfy condition (iii). Thus, these sce-

narios do not present counterexamples to the phenomenal adequacy of the

shape-gestalt proposal. We can conclude that the shape-gestalt proposal

explains the relevant phenomenal contrasts just as well as appeal to natural

kind properties.

One might try to resist my conclusion for a number of reasons. First,

one could point out that, like the cardinal scenario, the salamander scenario

relies on possibly unreliable intuitions. This might be true. But, again, at

this point in the dialectic, this puts the onus on the proponent of the high-le-

vel view to provide a phenomenal contrast scenario that satisfies conditions

(i) to (iii). Lacking such a scenario, we have no reason for thinking that the

shape-gestalt proposal is phenomenally inadequate.

Second, the proponent of the high-level view could point out that the

two visual experiences in the salamander case represent the two different

natural kind properties by identical sensory phenomenal characters.
44

Thus, even if my description of this scenario is correct, it does not follow

that these properties do not enter into the sensory phenomenal contents of
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Note that this is not the kind of imaginability involved in twin-Earth scenarios. In

contrast to twin-Earth scenarios, I imagine scenarios based on experiences had by the same

subject in the actual world.

44
Siegel brings up this option in her response to Prinz. See: Siegel (2013: 851).



the two experiences. In order to show this, one would have to prove that

there is no difference in sensory phenomenal character between a visual ex-

perience of the salamander that lacks the recognitional element and one

that represents it as a salamander.

I do not think that this objection is valid, however. According to the

proponent of the high-level view, different natural kind properties are typi-

cally represented by different sensory phenomenal contents. We would

thus need a reason for why this is different in the salamander scenario. Mo-

reover, we can construe scenarios in which one of the salamanders turns

out to be a bizarre atmospheric disturbance, a strange type of moving plant,

a strange looking elephant, or whatever. Thus, even if the proponent of the

high-level view could give us an explanation in the original salamander ca-

se, it is implausible that this explanation would cover all the other cases.

6. Conclusion

My goal in this paper was to show that the shape-gestalt proposal pro-

vides a viable low-level alternative to Siegel’s high-level view. I proceeded

roughly in three steps. I first showed that Siegel’s arguments against the

shape-gestalt proposal are not conclusive. I then developed the shape-ge-

stalt proposal in greater detail. Finally, I argued that the shape-gestalt pro-

posal allows us to explain the relevant phenomenal contrasts just as well as

Siegel’s high-level view. The argument for this latter claim proceeded in

two steps. I first showed that we can provide explanations in terms of sha-

pe-gestalt properties for all those phenomenal contrasts that can plausibly

be explained in terms of natural kind properties. I then argued that explana-

tions in terms of shape-gestalt properties are phenomenally adequate. My

argument does not show that Siegel’s proposal is false. But, if correct, it

establishes the existence of a plausible low-level alternative.
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CAN ANOSOGNOSIA VINDICATE TRADITIONALISM ABOUT

SELF#DECEPTION?

Introduction

Self-deception is a psychological phenomenon with which every human being

is familiar. Since the definition of self-deception is precisely one of the points of

contention in the philosophical literature, one might as well begin by first determi-

ning the reference of the concept. There is no shortage of examples, but maybe it will

help if we confine ourselves to those which are relatable and less intricate. Consider

the following representative case:

Ann is dying of cancer and is aware of many facts, such as her long, steady

decline, pointing to this outcome, though no one has told her that her case is

terminal and she has avoided letting her doctor give her a prognosis. Suppose

further that she talks of recovery and discusses her various plans for the long

future ... the facts pointing to her death are not unmistakably prominent and her

talk of recovery is apparently sincere ... she has better than average medical

knowledge ... [but] (among other things) ... her talk of recovery lacks full

conviction (or exhibits too much apparent conviction), and ... is often followed

by depression or anxiety [Audi, 1982:134].

Despite our familiarity with this type of situation, and although the folk-psycho-

logical concept of self-deception (or its equivalents, such as fooling oneself, lying to

oneself, etc.) is used by us every day, we have yet to come up with a consensual cha-
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tisfied. Levy (2009) has responded to this challenge affirming that there is at least
one real cases of self-deception that meets this requirement, namely, that of ano-
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racterization of the phenomenon. This is due to the fact that, though the

phenomenon is straightforward enough, there seems to be something amiss

with the very idea of deceiving oneself. This puzzle gave rise to a speciali-

zed debate with the translation of Jean-Paul Sartre’s Being and Nothing-

ness into English. In his discussion of “bad faith,” Sartre recognizes and

elaborates on the apparent contradiction involved in self-deception:

I must know in my capacity as deceiver the truth which is hidden from

me in my capacity as the one deceived. Better yet, I must know the

truth very exactly in order to conceal it more carefully–and this not at

two different moments, which at a pinch would allow us to reestablish

a semblance of duality–but in the unitary structure of a single project

(1949/1957, p. 49):

So the very word ‘self-deception’ carries with it an air of impossibility

if we take it to mean exactly what it seems to mean. On close inspection,

two puzzles arise from a literal interpretation of the word, each of which is

derived from one of two lexical assumptions:

1. By definition, person A deceives person B (where B may or may not be

the same person as A) into believing that p only if A knows, or at least

believes truly, that not-p and causes B to believe that p.

2. By definition, deceiving is an intentional activity: nonintentional

deceiving is conceptually impossible [Mele, 2001: 6].

The first puzzle, often called the static puzzle, concerns the possibility

of the mental state that the first lexical assumption entails, namely, the pos-

session of contradictory beliefs. The second puzzle, often called the dyna-

mic puzzle, concerns the possibility of the project that the second lexical as-

sumption entails, namely, intentionally keeping from oneself something

that one believes. For the remainder of this paper, I will deal with the first

of these difficulties.

There have been two main proposed approaches to the static puzzle.

The first one takes ‘deception’ literally, declaring self-deception to be a

form of intrapersonal deception. I will refer to this as traditionalism about

self-deception. Insofar as traditionalism entails that the belief that p and the

belief that not-p coexist in the mind of the self-deceived, the static puzzle

must be solved. The solutions proposed by traditionalists such as David Pe-

ars (1984) and Donald Davidson (1985) rest on the Freudian idea that the

best way to account for the phenomenon is to somehow split the person. Pe-

ars’s proposed solution is the most radical of these:

[There is a] subsystem ... built around the nucleus of the wish for the

irrational belief and it is organized like a person. Although it is a

separate center of agency within the whole person, it is, from its own

point of view, entirely rational. It wants the main system to form the

irrational belief and it is aware that it will not form it, if the cautionary

belief [i.e., the belief that it would be irrational to form the desired
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belief] is allowed to intervene. So with perfect rationality it stops its

intervention (1984: 87),

It is easy to see how this would solve the pending difficulties. Pears

converts the problematic characterization ‘A deceives A’ that resulted from

a literal reading into the non-problematic ‘A deceives B,’ where A and B are

different subsystems of agency within a reasonably unified system, name-

ly, the person. Because the roles of deceiver and deceived are played by

different centers of agency, the aura of paradox disappears. However, this

sort of explanation faces its own difficulties. As Mark Johnston (1988: 64)

has observed, the traditionalist view replaces a contradictory description of

the self-deceiver with one that raises its own host of problems: how can the

deceiving subsystem have the capacities to perpetrate the deception? Why

should the deceiving subsystem be interested in the deception? Does it sup-

pose that it knows what it is best for the deceived system to believe? Impor-

tantly, as Tamar Gendler observes, ‘If one of the subpersons (truly) belie-

ves that p and does not believe that not-p, and if that subperson is bothered

by this and wishes it were not the case, why would she be find it psycholo-

gically fruitful intentionally to bring someone else to believe that the oppo-

site?’ (2007: 235).

On the other hand, Davidson proposes a functional division that falls

short of literally splitting the person into separate centers of agency. His

view is that all that is needed is a boundary between conflicting attitudes:

there would be no problem in believing contradictory propositions if they

didn’t come in contact with each other. Davidson claims that it is the dra-

wing of such a boundary between our inconsistent beliefs which constitutes

the irrational step involved in self-deception, and that this step is assisted

by the nonobservance of Carl Hempel’s and Rudolf Carnap’s requirement

of total evidence for inductive reasoning–a normative principle that enjoins

us to give credence to the hypothesis most highly supported by all available

relevant evidence when choosing among a set of mutually exclusive hypo-

theses. Davidson proposes the following conditions under which an agent

A is self-deceived with respect to a proposition p:

A has evidence on the basis of which he believes that p is more apt to be

true than its negation; the thought that p, or the thought that he ought

rationally to believe p, motivates A to act in such a way as to cause

himself to believe the negation of p (1985: 88).

Nevertheless, even though Davidson’s is a more economical approach

to the characterization of the self-deceived than Pears’s, both approaches

share the assumption that ‘self-deception’ should be understood literally.

However, the ‘deception’ in self-deception may alternatively be unders-

tood as nothing more than a metaphor (an observation that originated as

early as Canfield and Gustafson, 1962). For proponents of this view,

self-deception is not to be understood as a reflexive form of deception, in
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much the same way that self-teaching is not understood as a reflexive form

of teaching.

The second approach to the static puzzle involves understanding self-

deception to be simply a form of motivated irrationality. I will refer to this as

deflationism about self-deception. Insofar as deflationism maintains that on-

ly the false or unwarranted belief exists in the mind of the self-deceived, the

static puzzle is apparently bypassed. Deflationists are, however, left with the

task of explaining what exactly the mental states involved in self-deception

are, and how they are formed and maintained. In other words, their task is ex-

plaining what the metaphor stands for. Alfred Mele, the main proponent of

deflationism, presents the following set of jointly sufficient conditions for an

agent S to be self-deceived in acquiring a belief that p:

1. The belief that p which S acquires is false.

2. S treats data relevant, or at least seemingly relevant, to the truth value of

p in a motivationally biased way.

3. This biased treatment is a nondeviant cause of S’s acquiring the belief

that p.

4. The body of data possessed by S at the time provides greater warrant for

not-p than for p (2001: 51).

Although it is certainly not a given that these conditions are indeed

jointly sufficient for self-deception to obtain, deflationism has the virtue of

at once avoiding the static puzzle and presenting a more parsimonious cha-

racterization of the self-deceived.

Mele’s challenge and Levy’s response

Having advanced the most parsimonious theory of self-deception to date,

Mele (1997) challenged traditionalists to provide convincing evidence of the

existence of instances of self-deception that satisfy what he calls the dual-be-

lief requirement, namely, the requirement that self-deceivers (at some point)

simultaneously believe that p and believe that not-p. Recently, Neil Levy

(2009) has responded to Mele’s challenge with an attempted demonstration of

the satisfaction of the dual-belief requirement. While recognizing that–given

that Mele offers merely sufficient (and not necessary) conditions–meeting the

challenge would not falsify the deflationary account, Levy points out that, if he

is successful, he will have at least undermined the argument from parsimony in

favor of deflationism and have strengthened traditionalism insofar as there

would not be a need to postulate ad hoc exotic mental processes such as the

ones invoked by Pears (and, to some extent, Davidson).
1
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How may one go about demonstrating that at least some cases of

self-deception involve the simultaneous possession of contradictory be-

liefs? As Levy notes, ‘we cannot directly inspect the mind of the self-decei-

ved in order to discover that there are cases where the dual-belief require-

ment is satisfied’ (2009: 230). What one can do is to analyze the evidence

available for the attribution of contradictory beliefs to subjects in the grip

of self-deception. Levy makes it clear that he thinks that ordinary self-de-

ception may be properly characterized without the attribution of contradic-

tory beliefs, but suggests he is on to at least one case of extraordinary

self-deception that does satisfy the dual-belief requirement, making it ne-

cessary at least to amend the deflationary account. The case at hand is that

of anosognosia.

Anosognosia is a neurological condition characterized by the lack of

awareness or the underestimation of a specific deficit in sensory,

perceptual, motor, affective or cognitive functioning, brought about by

brain dysfunction (Bisiach and Geminiani, 1991; Prigatano, 2010). In the

following discussion I will follow Levy and use the term anosognosia to

refer to the unawareness of a particular motor deficit, hemiplegia –

paralysis of the arm, leg, and/or trunk on the same side of the body – as

anosognosia ‘has been studied mainly in stroke hemiplegic patients, who

may report no deficit, overestimate their abilities or deny that they are

unable to move a paretic limb’ (Orfei et al., 2007: 3075). The vast majority

of cases of anosognosia for hemiplegia follow right-brain injury and thus it

is the left side of the patient’s body that is usually paralyzed.

What leads Levy to think the case of anosognosia has any significance

for the debate on the proper characterization of self-deception is the fact

that numerous descriptions and interpretations of the denial, rationalizati-

on, and confabulation involved in cases of anosognosia invite comparison

with the motivated phenomenon of self-deception. The main source of case

reports from which Levy draws comes from Vilayanur S. Ramachandran’s

studies (1995; 1996). To understand why, according to Levy, it is tempting

to see anosognosia as a case of extreme self-deception, let us look at two re-

presentative cases. Here is a conversation between one of Ramachandran’s

patients and himself (Ramachandran and Blakeslee, 1998: 130):

“Esmerelda, how are you doing?”

“I’m fine?”

“Can you walk?”

“Yes.”

“Can you use your arms?”

“Yes.”

“Can you use your right arm?”

“Yes”.

“Can you use your left arm?”?

“Yes, I can use my left arm.”
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“Can you point to me with your right hand?”

She pointed straight at me with her good right hand.

“Can you point to me with your left?”?

Her left hand lay motionless in front of her?

“Esmerelda, are you pointing?”

“I have severe arthritis in my shoulder; you know that, doctor. It hurts.

I can’t move my arm now.”

On other occasions she employed other excuses:?

“Well, I’ve never been very ambidextrous, doctor.”

Patients of anosognosia are prone to rationalization, making up excu-

ses in much the same way that ordinary people do when self-deceived. This

invites not only the comparison with self-deception, but the hypothesis that

the neurological mechanisms involved in both phenomena are the same or,

at least, somehow related (Hirstein, 2005).
2

Some cases of anosognosia,

however, are even more stark and invite the ascription of full-blown delusi-

on.
3

Here is another conversation between one of Ramachandran’s patients

and himself (Ramachandran and Blakeslee, 1998: 129):

“Mrs. Dodds, can you touch my nose with your right hand?”

She did so with no trouble.

“Can you touch my nose with your left hand?”

Her hand lay paralyzed in front of her.?

“Mrs. Dodds, are you touching my nose?”

“Yes, of course I’m touching your nose.”

“Can you actually see yourself touching my nose?”?

“Yes, I can see it. It’s less than an inch from your face.”

At this point Mrs. Dodds produced a frank confabulation, almost a hal-

lucination, that her finger was nearly touching my nose. Her vision was fi-

ne. She could see her arm perfectly clearly, yet she was insisting that she

could see the arm move? I decided to ask just one more question.

“Mrs. Dodds, can you clap?”

With resigned patience she said, “Of course I can clap.”

“Will you clap for me?”?

Mrs. Dodds glanced up at me and proceeded to make clapping move-

ments with her right hand, as if clapping with an imaginary hand near the

midline?

“Are you clapping?”?

“Yes, I’m clapping,” she replied.

As Ramachandran notes, this patient’s confabulation is on the extreme

end of the scale, as it is much more usual for patients with anosognosia to

conjure up inane excuses or rationalizations why their left arms do not mo-
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ve when they are asked to demonstrate the use of that arm. Hence, this case

is an extraordinary case of anosognosia and ordinary cases of anosognosia

still invite comparison with everyday self-deception, albeit in an exaggera-

ted form. Levy uses this as a starting point to explore the possibility that

anosognosia might be evidence against deflationism about self-deception.

His overarching argument starts from the premises that (1) some cases of

anosognosia are cases of self-deception, and that (2) these cases warrant

the ascription of contradictory beliefs, concluding that there is at least one

kind of case of self-deception which warrants the ascription of contradicto-

ry beliefs. As a corollary of Levy’s argument, deflationism about self-de-

ception turns out to be either incorrect or at least incomplete.

Whether or not Levy’s first premise is true depends, on the one hand,

on an account of self-deception, and on the other hand, on an account of

anosognosia. Levy gives the following set of conditions for a case of ano-

sognosia to be a case of self-deception (2009: 234):

1. Subjects believe that their limb is healthy.

2. Nevertheless they also have the simultaneous belief (or strong

suspicion) that their limb is significantly impaired and they are

profoundly disturbed by this belief (suspicion).

3. Condition #1 is satisfied because condition #2 is satisfied; that is,

subjects are motivated to form the belief that their limb is healthy

because they have the concurrent belief (suspicion) that it is

significantly impaired and they are disturbed by this belief (suspicion).

Note that Levy’s characterization of self-deception is somewhat im-

precise, since he attributes to the self-deceived the desired, but unwarran-

ted belief, while leaving it open if the attitude of the self-deceived toward

the undesired state of affairs is one of belief or suspicion. (I will return to

this point.) However, from the point of view of an account of anosognosia,

the main point of contention is his third condition, which concerns the mo-

tivational origin of anosognosic beliefs. Of course, Levy is not stating that

all anosognosic beliefs are the product of the subject’s desires, but it is still

a matter of controversy that there are any motivationally formed anosogno-

sic beliefs (cf. Aimola Davies et al., 2009). Still, since the focus of this in-

vestigation is not whether or not it is true that some cases of anosognosia

are cases of self-deception, I will assume, for the sake of the argument, that

the first premise of Levy’s argument is true and turn now to his second pre-

mise–the claim that anosognosia warrants the ascription of contradictory

beliefs. To support the second premise of his argument, Levy intends to de-

monstrate that there is evidence to attribute both the desired belief that one

is not paralyzed and the undesired belief that one is paralyzed. In the next

section, I present and assess this evidence.
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Analyzing the evidence

As we have seen, anosognosic patients deny being paralyzed with ap-

parent sincerity. Importantly, this conviction has been empirically tested.

In order to answer the question ‘Is there tacit knowledge of paralysis in

anosognosia?’, Ramachandran devised an experiment in which patients

were given the choice of completing either a bimanual or a unimanual task

for larger and smaller prizes, respectively. He administered the trials to

three different patients a total of 19 times. Patients almost always chose the

bimanual task, leading Ramachandran to assert that ‘the patients either ha-

ve no “tacit knowledge”of their paralysis or, even if they do, they cannot

access this knowledge when choosing between a unimanual vs. bimanual

task’ (1995: 31). So far, then, the evidence heavily suggests that anosogno-

sic patients believe that they are not paralyzed, and that they fail to believe

that they are paralyzed. Nevertheless, Levy assembles several pieces of

evidence which, he purports, while not indisputable on its own, make a

strong case for the simultaneous attribution of the undesired belief.

First, Levy argues that there is evidence that the fact of paralysis is re-

presented in the brain of anosognosic patients (2009: 236). This is sugge-

sted by studies employing vestibular stimulation through the caloric reflex

test–a test of the vestibulo-ocular reflex that involves irrigating cold or

warm water into the external auditory canal. This test is hypothesized to

arouse the parts of the right hemisphere normally engaged in anomaly de-

tection and attention to the left side of the patient’s personal space and, no-

tably, it has been shown to lead to temporary remission of anosognosia.

More importantly, Levy cites the fact that the application of this test to ano-

sognosic patients has showed recognition that they had awareness of their

paralysis all along (Cappa et al., 1987). But note that this is not conclusive

evidence given that the might be the alleged recognition may well be an ef-

fect of hindsight bias. More importantly, however, is the question of how

something being ‘represented in the brain’ would equal something being

believed. Moreover, Hirstein (2005) suggests that we take anosognosics at

their word and that, if their brain can nevertheless represent the damage to

their limb–a possibility which is not being rejected here at all–this repre-

sentation is subpersonal and inaccessible to consciousness.

Second, Levy cites indirect evidence that the relevant proposition has

(at least) the lowest degree of personal availability to the anosognosic pa-

tient (2009: 237). Forced-choice situations have yielded evidence of impli-

cit processing in patients with hemispatial neglect–a condition in which,

after damage to one hemisphere of the brain, a deficit in attention to and

awareness of one side of personal space is observed. Neglect is defined by

the inability of a person to process and perceive stimuli on one side of the

body or environment that is not due to a lack of sensation (Unsworth:

2007). Marshall and Halligan (1988) showed a neglect patients drawings of
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houses, placed so that the leftmost part of the houses fell in her neglected

field. Predictably, the patient reported that the houses looked identical. Ho-

wever, the drawing of one the houses was in flames on its left side, some-

thing which the patient could not consciously see. Marshall and Halligan

then proceeded to ask the patient which house they would prefer to live in

and reliably chose the house that was not burning. Note, however, that even

if this result were undisputed (Fahle, 2003), Levy doesn’t offer grounds for

accepting evidence from neglect to apply to anosognosia across the board.

Nevertheless, even if we were to accept the evidence of implicit processing

from neglect patients to transfer to anosognosia patients, Levy again gives

us no reason to infer that that the patient believes the relevant proposition

from evidence that establishes only (if at all) what he himself terms ‘the lo-

west degree of personal availability’–that of cases of blindsight, in which

patients cannot use visual information from their blind field in everyday li-

fe, but are able to use it to guess above chance in forced-situations (Weis-

krantz, 1986).

Third, Levy claims that there is observational evidence that the expli-

citly denied knowledge guides some of the behavior of anosognosic pa-

tients, including their verbal behavior, and takes this to indicate that such

knowledge has a degree of availability somewhat above that of visual in-

formation in blindsight (2009: 237). This alleged evidence comes from two

cases reported by Ramanchandran. The first case (Ramachandran and Bla-

keslee, 1998: 139) is that of a patient who, after opting for a bimanual task

in a forced-choice situation–namely, tying her shoelaces–and failing to

complete it, went on to affirm afterwards that she had tied her shoelaces.

The second case (Ramachandran and Blakeslee, 1998: 150) is that of a pa-

tient who affirmed that his left, paralyzed arm was actually stronger than

his right, healthy arm.

Note that it isn’t obvious how these cases represent evidence that these

patients’s alleged belief that they are paralyzed guides their behavior. To

arrive at that conclusion, Levy buys into Ramachandran’s interpretation of

theses cases. According to Ramachandran, both behavioral manifestations

are indicative of what Freud called “reaction formation,” defined by Levy

as ‘the expression of a thought antithetical to the denied proposition, which

betrays its motivated nature by its very vehemence’ (2009: 237). While this

is a valid interpretation, it by no means establishes either that anosognosic

patients are somehow aware of their condition–since the manifested beha-

vior can also be interpreted as the result of a frank confabulation–or that

any motivational component is involved in anosognosia at all. Moreover,

note that once more the language employed by Levy warrants questioning

why we should get onboard with belief attribution if the evidence warrants

but only a degree of availability somewhat above that of visual information

in blindsight.

Fourth, Levy argues that there is strong evidence that the denied

knowledge is dispositionally available to anosognosic patients (2009: 237).
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Once again, Levy turns to Ramachandran, citing the fact that patients can

be gently “prodded” into eventually admitting that their arm is not wor-

king, weak and even, in some cases, paralyzed, although, as Ramachandran

and Blakeslee note, they seem unperturbed by this admission (1998: 149), a

qualification that Levy fails to acknowledge. But even if patients could be

prodded into admitting that they are paralyzed, it is by no means trivial that

we should we immediately take this as evidence that knowledge of the pa-

ralysis is dispositionally available to the patients rather than, for example,

as evidence that the patient has just acquired such knowledge. In the absen-

ce of reasons why the latter plausible interpretation is incorrect, Levy’s al-

leged evidence cannot do the required explanatory work.

The attribution of contradictory beliefs

I claim that the evidence Levy presents for the presence of the undesi-

red belief, as he himself gestures at repeatedly by his choice of words, is not

enough to attribute a belief. After presenting the four pieces of evidence for

the undesired belief above, Levy concludes that ‘taken together, this evi-

dence seems to constitute a strong case for attributing to anosognosics the

belief or the strong suspicion that their limb is significantly impaired’

(2009: 238). I disagree. While what Levy presents as evidence of the pre-

sence of the undesired belief is weak on its own since, as we have seen, it

establishes but a low degree of availability, it becomes even weaker when

we simultaneously have very strong reasons to attribute the desired belief,

that is, to take anosognosic patient’s at their word.

Levy’s conclusion that we have enough evidence to attribute to the

anosognosic patient the belief that he or she is paralyzed stems from the

isolation of this evidence from the evidence that he himself points out is

enough to warrant the attribution to the anosognosic of the belief that he or

she is healthy. He then takes the sum total of the evidence to warrant the at-

tribution of contradictory beliefs to the anosognosic and, given that he un-

derstands at least some cases of anosognosia to be cases of self-deception,

he purports to have demonstrated that Mele’s dual-belief requirement

holds in at least some cases of self-deception. I argue, in turn, that even if it

were true that anosognosia is (in some cases, at least) a form of self-decep-

tion, Levy would not be right to derive an attribution of contradictory be-

liefs from evidence that pulls in two opposing directions. This is because,

in the absence of an empirical method of direct inspection of the anosogno-

sic patient’s mind (as acknowledged by Levy), belief is an explanatory, in-

terpretive, and predictive concept–a tool we use to explain, interpret, and

predict behavior. And if we’re presented with conflicting evidence, the

right response is not to attribute contradictory beliefs–since these have no

explanatory power at all–but to withhold attribution of belief and opt, inste-
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ad, for a characterization of the subject’s attitudes that doesn’t abstract

away from the cognitive processes that underlie belief attribution. For the

sake of advancing in the search for a scientific theory of the phenomena

discussed, we need to recognize that cases such as that of anosognosia, and

clinical delusions in general, are often simply not amenable to personal-le-

vel description and explanation. When it only pretends to be describing

precisely the mental states of those to which we attribute beliefs, ‘belief’

talk does more harm than good.

Conclusion

Levy rightly points out that, like self-deception, anosognosia ‘presents

us with a real-life–indeed, clinically verified–case in which agents claim

that p, while nevertheless giving clear indications that they (at least) stron-

gly suspect that not-p’ (2009: 239). Instead of relying on imaginary or lite-

rary cases of self-deception, as almost all authors contributing to the lite-

rature have done, Levy has taken an important step in bringing empirical

evidence to bear on the discussion. However, I have argued that, notwith-

standing his efforts to use anosognosia to demonstrate that Mele’s dual-be-

lief requirement for self-deception is met, Levy fails to establish this. Im-

portantly, I claim, on explanatory grounds, that Mele’s challenge is not

answerable by stipulating that evidence pulling us in the direction of oppo-

site attributions warrants our attributing contradictory beliefs to anosogno-

sic patients. In fact, after Levy’s attempted demonstration, we have nothing

really new that would warrant the attribution of contradictory beliefs to the

self-deceived, assuming that anosognosia really is (sometimes, at least) a

form of self-deception. Cases of everyday self-deception also push us in

opposite directions and give us evidence of doxastic conflict. This is preci-

sely what has fueled years of debate on what the self-deceived really belie-

ve–if they believe that p and not-p, only p, only not-p, or, as I contend, that

the question doesn’t have to have an answer, since assuming so is an over-

estimation of the preciseness of our folk-psychological vocabulary. If the

evidence of doxastic conflict alone were enough for concluding that the du-

al-belief requirement is met, then the debate would never even have started.
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PHENOMENAL CHARACTER, REPRESENTATIONAL

CONTENT, AND THE INTERNAL CORRELATION

OF EXPERIENCE: ARGUMENTS AGAINST TRACKING

REPRESENTATIONALISM

I. Introduction

Tracking representationalism is a contemporary theory of the phenomenal cha-

racter of experience. To be specific, this theory holds that experiences are states re-

presenting the world in an appropriate way, and their phenomenal character can be

explained by the representational contents. In addition, how experiences obtain their

representational contents can be explained in terms of a tracking relation to physical

properties [Bourget and Mendelovici, 2014: 210]. If this theory is correct, then we

are able to put forward a physicalist account of phenomenal character and provide a

simple answer to the “hard problem” of explaining why there is phenomenal charac-

ter for a subject in experience [Chalmers, 1995: 201–202]. That is why it attracted a

great deal of proponents, including Fred Dretske, William Lycan, and Michael Tye,

in the recent years.

In this paper, I argue against tracking representationalism by using empirical

evidence as well as a priori methods. My paper assumes the following structure. In

section II, I sketch tracking representationalism and the motivation for it – the natu-

ralization of phenomenal character. In section III, I put forward my first argument,

according to which there is little correlation between phenomenal character and re-

presentational content, so the core thesis of tracking representationalism that pheno-

menal character can be explained in terms of representational content is untenable.

In section IV, I put forward my second argument, according to which the internal

correlation (viz., the isomorphic relationship between the structure of phenomenal
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character and the structure of neural states) does exist, but that conflicts

with the implication of tracking representationalism that there is unlikely to

be such a correlation between phenomenal character and neural states. Fi-

nally, in section V, I elaborate that tracking representationalists’ failure is

due to their ignorance of the internal correlation. The existence of the inter-

nal correlation shows that phenomenal character is shaped by neural states

to a large extent, so it cannot be wholly explained in terms of representatio-

nal content.

II. Tracking Representationalism
and the Naturalization
of Phenomenal Character

Tracking representationalism is a theory of phenomenal consciousness,

the “what it is like” of experience. It aims to understand consciousness in

terms of intentionality. Roughly speaking, intentionality is the aboutness or

directedness of mental states. For example, we can believe that water is H2O

rather than XYZ, or desire that it will rain tomorrow. These mental states

both exhibit a kind of aboutness or directedness to the world. What a mental

state is about or directed to is its representational content.

At a minimum, representationalism holds that experiences with the sa-

me representational content have the same phenomenal character and expe-

riences with different phenomenal character have different representational

contents. That is to say, phenomenal character supervenes on representatio-

nal content. This fits well with our common sense. Suppose you are looking

at a red rose, your experience of this rose has a particular phenomenal cha-

racter. For the sake of simplicity, I will call this phenomenal character “red-

dish phenomenal character”. And your experience also has a particular re-

presentational content. If the color of the rose changes and the phenomenal

character of your experience changes with it, then your experience will also

have a different representational content [Bourget and Mendelovici, 2014:

219]. Nevertheless, why is the difference in phenomenal character accompa-

nied by a difference in representational content? A rough explanation of this

observation is that phenomenal character is a specific representational con-

tent or representational content meets certain further conditions [Tye, 2002:

137]. For example, in the above case, your experience has a reddish pheno-

menal character in virtue of the fact that it represents the sensible quality red,

in other words, in virtue of the fact that the sensible quality red enters into the

representational content of your experience.
1
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Since experiencing a reddish phenomenal character is just represen-

ting the sensible quality red, what are sensible qualities? As a reductive

version of representationalism, tracking representationalism advocates a

physicalist account of sensible qualities, according to which sensible quali-

ties are response-independent physical properties. For example, colors are

surface reflectance, smell qualities and taste qualities are chemical proper-

ties of odorants and foods, auditory qualities are constituted by physical

properties involving frequency, amplitude, and wave shape, and pain is tis-

sue damage [Pautz, 2014a: 239]. In short, tracking representationalism

holds that sensible qualities which constitute representational content are

physical properties. And because phenomenal character can be explained

by the representational content. Thus experiencing a specific phenomenal

character is just representing a specific physical property or a complex of

physical properties.

In addition, tracking representationalism advocates the tracking theory

of intentionality, according to which, “intentionality is a matter of . . . cor-

relating with features of the environment” [Bourget and Mendelovici,

2014: 215]. In detail, as Cutter and Tye illustrate:

[A] state represents a property or state of affairs in virtue of causally

co-varying with that property or state of affairs under typical or optimal

conditions. . . . Tokens of a state S in an individual x represent that p in vir-

tue of the fact that: under optimal conditions, x tokens S iff p, and because p

[Cutter and Tye, 2011: 90–91, emphasis in original].

That is to say, representation relation (the relation between representa-

tional vehicle and the property or state of affairs being represented) can be

understood in functionalist terms. Therefore, the fact that experience repre-

sents physical properties is demystified.

In short, tracking representationalism is the combination of the follo-

wing two doctrines:

Representationalism: The phenomenal character of an experience (at a

minimum) supervenes on its representational content, and the former can

be explained by the latter.

Tracking theory of intentionality: A state represents a property or state

of affairs in virtue of causally co-varying with that property or state of af-

fairs under optimal conditions [Cutter and Tye, 2011: 90].

If this theory is correct, then we can provide an easy answer to the hard

problem. The hard problem is the problem of explaining why an experience

should have the specific phenomenal character it does, rather than having

some other phenomenal character or having no phenomenal character at

all. For example, when you see something red, you usually experience a

reddish phenomenal character. In virtue of what does your experience have

the reddish phenomenal character rather than having a throbbing painful-

ness or having no phenomenal character at all? Chalmers argues that

functional explanation does not apply to the hard problem, because “it is

not a problem about the performance of functions. The problem persists
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even when the performance of all the relevant functions is explained”

[Chalmers, 1995: 201]. Moreover, we ordinarily suppose that perceptual

experience is in the brain. But in the brain, we can only find grey matter and

white matter, and there is no place for us to find phenomenal character.

Where is phenomenal character located? Tracking representationalism

provides a promising answer to these problems. According to this theory,

phenomenal character is not an intrinsic property of experience, so we can-

not find it in the brain. In fact, it is a representational property of experien-

ce. It can be explained in terms of the representational content which is

constituted by physical properties represented by the experience. Moreo-

ver, on tracking representationalism, representation relation can be ex-

plained in functionalist terms. Therefore, the fact that there is “something it

is like” for a subject in experience is no longer a myth.

In brief, tracking representationalism is a two-step strategy of the natu-

ralization of mind. The first step – representationalism – accounts for phe-

nomenal character in terms of representational content. The second step –

tracking theory of intentionality – accounts for representational content in

terms of a tracking relation to the physical properties [Bourget and Mende-

lovici, 2014: 210]. Therefore, phenomenal character is naturalized and the

hard problem is solved.

III. Phenomenal Character and
Representational Content

According to tracking representationalism, the phenomenal character

of an experience can be explained by its representational content. This radi-

cal idea aroused considerable controversy. Philosophers constructed many

thought experiments to refute it such as “the brain in vat”, “swampman”,

“inverted spectrum”, and “inverted earth”.
2

What they have in common is

denying that phenomenal character supervenes on representational con-

tent. Thus, denying that the former can be explained by the latter. For ex-

ample, in the thought experiment “inverted spectrum”, visual experiences

of two people can represent the same surface reflectance, while one has a

reddish phenomenal character, the other has a greenish phenomenal cha-

racter [Shoemaker, 1994: 34]. So phenomenal character does not superve-

ne on representational content and, therefore, the former cannot be ex-

plained by the latter. In tracking representationalists’ view, although scena-

rios in these thought experiments are conceivable, they are metaphysically

impossible. It is just like the case where we can conceive gold is not ele-

ment 79, but that is impossible [Tye, 1986: 5–6]. In brief, the intuition these
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thought experiments rely on is controversial, so conclusions drawn from

them are unreliable.

Unlike these thought experiments, I will argue against tracking represen-

tationalism by using empirical evidence in this section. Contrary to tracking

representationalism, empirical evidence shows that there is little correlation

between phenomenal character and representational content, so phenomenal

character cannot be explained in terms of representational content. Thus empi-

rical evidence poses a challenge to tracking representationalism. I will use ol-

factory experience as an example to illustrate this challenge in detail.
3

When we smell a smell, we usually experience some phenomenal cha-

racter. On tracking representationalism, these phenomenal character is deter-

mined by and can be explained by the representational content of experience.

But research shows that there is little correlation between phenomenal cha-

racter and representational content, so we are not able to explain phenomenal

character in terms of representational content. For example, although hydro-

gen sulfide (molecular formula: H2S) and borane (molecular formula: BH3)

both smell like rotten eggs, they have totally different molecular structures,

in this case, two experiences have very similar phenomenal character, but

their representational contents are totally different;
4

although L-carvone and

D-carvone have very similar molecular structures (they are stereisomers –

molecules with exactly the same molecular formula and slightly different

structures, just like left hand and right hand), they smell very different – the

former smells like spearmint, while the latter smells like caraway [Da Costa

and Eri, 2009: 27], in this case, two experiences have totally different pheno-

menal character, but their representational contents are very similar. Since

phenomenal character cannot be explained by representational content, trac-

king representationalism is refuted directly.

To this refutation, tracking representationalists have several possible

replies. The first reply says what is represented by the olfactory experience

is some chemical property other than the structure of odor molecule. The

second reply says that every odor is a disjunction of some odor molecules

rather than a specific structure of odor molecule, and it is this disjunction

that is represented by the olfactory experience [Lycan, 2014: 7]. In what

follows, I will argue these two replies cannot save tracking representatio-

nalism in the face of my challenge.
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Now let us turn to the first reply, according to which what is represen-

ted by the olfactory experience is some chemical property other than the

structure of odor molecule. So which kind of chemical property is the “sui-

table candidate”? Tracking representationalists may turn to the vibrational

theory of olfaction to defend their theory. According to the vibrational

theory, what is perceived by the olfactory experience is the vibration fre-

quency of chemical bond of odor molecule. This theory can explain the fact

that hydrogen sulfide and borane have the same odor though their molecu-

lar structures are totally different, and this is because the S-H bond of hyd-

rogen sulfide and the B-H bond of borane have very close vibration fre-

quencies [Turin, 2009: 261]. So olfactory experiences of these two odor

molecules have very similar representational contents, no wonder they ha-

ve very similar phenomenal character.

Nevertheless, the explanatory power of the vibrational theory of olfac-

tion is very limited, as there are many facts which cannot be explained by it.

For instance, it cannot explain the case of carvone mentioned above. L-car-

vone and D-carvone not only have very similar molecular structures, but

also their corresponding chemical bonds have exactly the same vibration

frequencies, however they smell different. In this case, two olfactory expe-

riences have totally different phenomenal character, but their representa-

tional contents are the same.

Moreover, in some cases, the change in the concentration of an odor

molecule can alter the phenomenal character of olfactory experience. For

example, “the odor of thioterpineol is described as ‘tropical fruit’ at a low

concentration, as ‘grapefruit’ at a higher concentration, and as ‘stench’ at a

still higher concentration” [Pautz, 2014a: 245]. However, concentration

cannot alter the vibration frequencies of chemical bonds. In this case, we

have olfactory experiences which have different phenomenal character and

the same representational content. Therefore, phenomenal character can-

not be explained by representational content.

According to the second reply, every odor is a disjunction of some

odor molecules rather than a specific structure of odor molecule. For ex-

ample, the odor “smells like rotten eggs” can be characterized as “hydro-

gen sulfide v borane v sulfur monoxide v … (this disjunction may be infi-

nite)”, just as some tracking representationalists hold the idea that color is

a disjunctive microstructural property of objects [Lycan, 1996: 73]. In ad-

dition, it is this disjunction that is represented by the olfactory experi-

ence. So in the case of hydrogen sulfide and borane, two olfactory experi-

ences represent the same disjunction, thus they have the same representa-

tional content. That’s why they also have the same phenomenal character.

However, this reply cannot eliminate all the counterexamples. For ins-

tance, “androstadienone . . . is perceived by different individuals as offen-

sive (‘sweaty, urinous’), pleasant (‘sweet, floral’) or odourless” [Keller et

al., 2007: 468]. If the case is “androstadienone is perceived by different in-

dividuals as offensive or odorless”, then tracking representationalists could

PHENOMENAL CHARACTER, REPRESENTATIONAL CONTENT…

223



explain it. Their explanation will be that the first group of people represen-

ted the disjunction “androstadienone v …”, so they smelled something of-

fensive; while the latter group of people failed to represent this disjunction

due to some dysfunction, so they did not smell anything.

Nonetheless, this explanation does not work for the case here, because

there is another group of people who smelled something pleasant. What is

represented by them? Firstly, we have no reason to assume that these peo-

ple were in states of misrepresentation, viz., representing the odor mole-

cule as having a property which it does not possess, because the test is con-

ducted under normal conditions and the subjects do not have physiological

or cognitive defects. Secondly, we have no reason to suppose that they re-

presented other odor molecules or another disjunction of odor molecules

because only pure androstadienone is used in this test. Therefore, even re-

sorting to the disjunction of odor molecules cannot save tracking represen-

tationalsim from my argument.

The above analysis shows that there is little correlation between phe-

nomenal character and representational content. Thus, the core thesis of

tracking representationalism that phenomenal character can be explained

in terms of representational content is untenable, even resorting to ad hoc

hypotheses like “every odor is a disjunction of some odor molecules” can-

not defend it.

IV. The Internal Correlation of Experience

In section II, I have mentioned that tracking representationalism advo-

cates the tracking theory of intentionality, according to which a state repre-

sents another state in virtue of the fact that there is a causal covariant rela-

tion between them rather than they have some properties in common. For

instance, we can hardly say that the word “cup” and a cup have anything in

common, but the former can still represent the latter. On tracking represen-

tationalism, this idea also applies to experiences such as pain. As the repre-

sentational vehicle, the neural correlate of a pain experience represents a

tissue damage of a specific intensity in virtue of the fact that the former is

caused by the latter under optimal conditions rather than they have some

properties in common.
5

Even if the neural state did not have the properties

which it actually has, for example, if it had a different firing rate, it can still

represent the tissue damage of a specific intensity as long as there is an ap-

propriate causal covariant relation between it and the tissue damage.

Therefore, the firing rates of neural states are unlikely in direct propor-

tion to the intensities of tissue damage. In addition, tracking representatio-
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nalism holds that pain intensity is determined by the intensity of tissue dama-

ge represented by the pain experience, so pain intensities are unlikely in di-

rect proportion to the firing rates of neural states [Pautz, 2014b: 308]. That is

to say, there is unlikely to be an isomorphic relationship between the structu-

re of phenomenal character (viz., the similarities or numerical relationships

between phenomenal character) of pain experience and the structure of neu-

ral states (viz., the similarities or numerical relationships between neural

states). For the sake of simplicity, call this isomorphic relationship “the inter-

nal correlation” [Pautz, 2014a: 242]. In sum, tracking representationalism

implies that the internal correlation is not possible to exist.

However, the above implication conflicts with neuroscientists’ disco-

very that pain intensity closely matches firing rates of neurons in the prima-

ry somatosensory cortex [Timmermann et al., 2001: 1501]. So the internal

correlation does exist. In addition, neuroscience research shows that this

thesis applies to experiences of all sensory modalities such as vision, olfac-

tion, gustation, and audition [Pautz, 2014a; Goldstein, 2010]. Thus, contra-

ry to the implication of tracking representationalism, there is a strong cor-

relation between the phenomenal character of experience and neural states.

A possible response of tracking representationalists is that the internal

correlation is just a coincidence because it does not exist in some counter-

factual cases. Its reason is as follows: What an experience normally repre-

sents is what nature designed it to represent, what it has as its biological

purpose to represent [Tye, 1998: 461]. For instance, we have reddish phe-

nomenal character in some cases because some of our brain states have the

biological function of representing red objects. And what biological functi-

on we have depends on our evolutionary history [Dretske, 1995: 7]. If our

evolutionary history was slightly different, these brain states could be de-

signed to represent blue objects rather than red objects. Thus, even if two

individuals have the same internal states, their internal states can still repre-

sent different physical properties if the species they belong to have diffe-

rent evolutionary histories [Tye, 2009: 195].
6

Likewise, neural states of the

same firing rate can represent tissue damages of different pain intensities if

their subjects have different evolutionary histories. In the real case, the na-

ture accidentally designed a neural state whose firing rate is n units to re-

present tissue damage whose intensity is kn units (k is a constant). This le-

ads to the fact that pain intensities are in direct proportion to the firing rates

of neural states. While in some counterfactual cases, the nature designed a

neural state whose firing rate is n units to represent tissue damage whose

intensity is not kn units. Then pain intensities are not in direct proportion to

the firing rates of neural states. So pain intensities are in direct proportion
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6
Here is a simple analogy: the same voltmeter can perform different functions under

different designs. It can be designed as a speedometer, then to represent the speed of a car; it

also can be designed as a fuel gauge, then to represent the volume of oil. In these two cases, the

internal states of the voltmeters are the same, but what they represent are different. For

detailed discussions; see: Tye (2009).



to the firing rates of neural states in some cases is not attributable to the fact

that there is a strong correlation between them. Their ostensible strong cor-

relation is accidentally caused by the design on the earth.

The above response tries to explain away the correlation between pheno-

menal character and neural states by resorting to evolutionary history. I will

use a thought experiment to argue that this response implies that phenomenal

character has no causal effects on the physical. But there is some tension bet-

ween this implication and some tracking representationalists’ claim that “phe-

nomenal character... [can] make a direct impact on the beliefs/desires system”

[Tye, 1995: 138].
7

Thus the above response fails as a suitable response of trac-

king representationalists. My thought experiment is as follows:
8

Oscar is an ordinary man, and Twin Oscar is his microphysical dupli-

cate who was created in a chemical reaction caused by a lightning. At time t,

they were respectively transported to planet A and planet B which are sui-

table for human habitation. Suppose there are the same physical events on

planet A and planet B at time t, and these two planets obey the same physi-

cal laws. If causal closure applies to the physical world, then in the follo-

wing time, planet A and planet B will be identical in all physical aspects.
9

As an ordinary man, Oscar can experience phenomenal character. While

Twin Oscar does not have an evolutionary history and nature did not make

any design on him. So his internal states cannot play the role of representa-

tion. As a consequence, he cannot experience phenomenal character. Thus

there are the same physical events and different phenomenal character on

planet A and planet B after time t. The best explanation to this conclusion is

that phenomenal character has no causal effects on the physical.

This implication totally violates our common sense. And, as I men-

tioned above, it is also in tension with some tracking representationalists’

claim that phenomenal character has a direct impact on beliefs (or desires)

[Tye, 1995: 138].
10

(For example, when we experience a reddish phenome-

nal character under normal conditions, we usually form a belief that we

have seen something red. So the reddish phenomenal character (or the ex-

perience which has a reddish phenomenal character) has causal effects on

our beliefs.) Thus the above response, which aims at explaining away the
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7
This claim aims to demarcate between representation with phenomenal character (for

example, experience) and representation without phenomenal character (for example, desire

and belief). See: Tye (1995) for related discussions.

8
This thought experiment derives from the “swampman” thought experiment in

Davidson (1987).

9
The influence external environment has on these two planets is ignored, as it has little

relevance to the discussion here.

10
There is a possible solution to dissolve the tension. This solution maintains that though

phenomenal character (or the experience which has a phenomenal character) has causal

effects on beliefs (or desires), while beliefs and desires do not have causal effects on the

physical, so phenomenal character (or the experience which has a phenomenal character) does

not have (direct or indirect) causal effects on the physical. However, this solution also violates

our common sense. As far as I know, tracking representationalists have not advocated such a

strange view on belief and desire.



internal correlation, fails as a suitable response of tracking representationa-

lists. This means that tracking representationalists are unable to explain

away the internal correlation which is incompatible with their theory. So

tracking representationalism is in trouble.

V. Where Tracking Representationalism Went
Wrong

In the last two sections, I argued that (a) phenomenal character cannot

be explained in terms of representational content, and (b) there is a strong

correlation between phenomenal character and neural states, which con-

flicts with the implication of tracking representationalism, so tracking re-

presentationalism fails. In my view, its failure is due to ignoring the inter-

nal correlation mentioned above, the existence of which shows that pheno-

menal character is shaped by neural states to a large extent, so it cannot be

wholly explained in terms of representational content.

Take color experience for instance, opponent process theory of color vi-

sion holds that the phenomenal character of color experience can be explai-

ned by activation levels of opponent processing channels. Opponent proces-

sing channels consist of red-green opponent channel and yellow-blue oppo-

nent channel. When red-green opponent channel assumes a positive state of

activation, we have a reddish experience; when it assumes a negative state of

activation, we have a greenish experience. When yellow-blue opponent

channel assumes a positive state of activation we have a yellowish expe-

rience; when it assumes a negative state of activation we have a bluish expe-

rience. Thus, according to opponent process theory, the phenomenal character

of color experience is determined by activation levels of red-green opponent

channel and yellow-blue opponent channel. Though just resorting to repre-

sentation of surface reflectance cannot explain why there does not exist a bi-

nary color combined of red and green or a binary color combined of yellow

and blue, opponent process theory can explain why these binary colors do

not exist. This is because neither of the two channels can be in a state of both

activation and inhibition at the same time [Pautz, 2006].

Thus it can be seen that though our color experience is a representation

of physical properties (surface reflectance), its phenomenal character can-

not be wholly explained by representational content. On the contrary, many

features of phenomenal character (for instance, the structure of phenome-

nal character of color experiences) can only be explained by the internal

states (for instance, the activation levels of opponent processing channels),

which shows that internal states play an important role in determining the

phenomenal character of experience [Pautz, 2006: 228].

In sum, experience is like footprints in the snow. The formation of foot-

prints is not only related to the texture of snow, but also related to the shape
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of foot; which phenomenal character an experience has is not only related to

its represnetational content, but also related to the internal states of the indi-

vidual. In other words, the phenomenal character of experience is the pro-

duct of the interaction between internal factors and external factors. Tracking

representationalism duly appreciates the representational character of expe-

rience, but not the internal correlation of experience. This leads to the mista-

ken ideas that the function of neural states is just representation and pheno-

menal character can be explained by representational content. However, in

fact, neural states shape our phenomenal character to a large extent, so the re-

lationship between them cannot be the relationship between representational

vehicle and representational content. Thus, we are not able to explain pheno-

menal character in terms of representational content.

VI. Conclusion

Tracking representationalism aims to put forward a naturalistic account

of phenomenal character. If this theory is correct, then phenomenal character

is determined by and can be explained by representational content which in

turn can be explained in terms of a tracking relation to physical properties.

Given my arguments, tracking representationalism is confronted with insur-

mountable problems. It cannot defend its core thesis that the phenomenal

character of an experience can be explained by its representational content,

and it also conflicts with neuroscientists’s discovery that there is a strong

correlation between phenomenal character and neural states (viz., the inter-

nal correlation). So tracking representationalism fails as a suitable naturalis-

tic theory of mind. Its fault is due to ignoring the internal correlation of expe-

rience, the existence of which shows that phenomenal character is shaped by

neural states to a large extent, so it cannot be wholly explained by representa-

tional content. Thus we should give up tracking representationalism and seek

a theory which is compatible with the internal correlation.
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АЛЕКСАНДР БЭН И ЕГО ФИЛОСОФСКИЕ ВОЗЗРЕНИЯ.

ПРЕДИСЛОВИЕ К ПЕРЕВОДУ1

ALEXANDER BAIN AND HIS PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS

Îäèí èç ñàìûõ èçâåñòíûõ ìûñëèòåëåé âòîðîé ïîëîâèíû XIX â., Àëåê-

ñàíäð Áýí (1818–1903) ÿâëÿåòñÿ îäíèì èç ñòîëïîâ àññîöèàòèâíîé ïñèõîëî-

ãèè – äîìèíèðîâàâøåãî â òî âðåìÿ ìåòîäà â îïèñàíèè ïñèõè÷åñêèõ ÿâëåíèé.

Íàðÿäó ñ Â. Âóíäòîì (1832–1920) îí èçâåñòåí êàê ëèäåð äâèæåíèÿ çà îòäåëå-

íèå ïñèõîëîãèè êàê íàóêè, «ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíîé ïñèõîëîãèè», îò ôèëîñîôèè.

Â òî æå âðåìÿ åãî äåÿòåëüíîñòü âûõîäèëà äàëåêî çà ïðåäåëû òîãî, ÷òî ìû ñåãî-

äíÿ ìîãëè áû íàçâàòü ñîáñòâåííî èññëåäîâàíèÿìè ïî ïñèõîëîãèè. Íà÷àâ ñâîþ

êàðüåðó êàê àâòîð íàó÷íî-ïîïóëÿðíûõ ïðîèçâåäåíèé è ó÷åáíèêîâ ïî ñàìûì

ðàçíîîáðàçíûì ïðåäìåòàì – îò àñòðîíîìèè äî àíãëèéñêîé ãðàììàòèêè, îí çà-

íèìàåò êàôåäðó ôèçèêè â Óíèâåðñèòåòå Ãëàçãî (1845–1848), à ñ 1860 ã. – êàôåä-

ðó ëîãèêè â òîëüêî ÷òî ñîçäàííîì Àáåðäèíñêîì óíèâåðñèòåòå. Â 1881–1887 ãã.

îí ñòàíîâèòñÿ ðåêòîðîì ýòîãî ó÷åáíîãî çàâåäåíèÿ, âûâåäÿ åãî â ðÿä âåäóùèõ

âóçîâ Øîòëàíäèè è âñåãî Ñîåäèíåííîãî Êîðîëåâñòâà.

Äåÿòåëüíîñòü Áýíà â íàó÷íîé, îáðàçîâàòåëüíîé è ïðîñâåòèòåëüñêîé îá-

ëàñòÿõ íàøëà îòðàæåíèå â åãî ðàáîòàõ ïî òåîðèè îáðàçîâàíèÿ. Çíàêîìñòâî ñ

òðóäàìè îñíîâàòåëÿ ýâîëþöèîííîé òåîðèè ×. Äàðâèíà (1809–1882) è îòöà ôè-

ëîñîôñêîãî ýâîëþöèîíèçìà Ã. Ñïåíñåðà (1820–1903), ïåðåíåñøåãî ìåòîäû

èçó÷åíèÿ åñòåñòâåííîãî îòáîðà â îáëàñòü ïñèõè÷åñêîãî, ñâÿçàâ åãî òåì ñàìûì

ñ îêðóæàþùåé ñðåäîé, òàêæå ïîâëèÿëî íà ìèðîâîççðåíèå Áýíà.

Ýâîëþöèîííûé ïðèíöèï â îáúÿñíåíèè ãåíåçèñà ïñèõè÷åñêèõ ÿâëåíèé èç-

ìåíèë ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ î ðàçâèòèè ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé ïñèõèêè â ñòîðîíó íàòóðàëèç-

ìà Ä. Þìà è È. Áåíòàìà ìíîãèõ ñîâðåìåííèêîâ Áýíà, íî ïîñëåäíèé ÿâëÿåòñÿ

îäíèì èç åãî íàèáîëåå óáåæäåííûõ ñòîðîííèêîâ. Áóäó÷è äðóãîì è ñîðàòíè-

êîì Äæ. Ñò. Ìèëëÿ (1806–1873), îí âî ìíîãîì ïåðåíÿë è ìîäèôèöèðîâàë ìå-

òîäû èíäóêòèâíîé ëîãèêè èç çíàìåíèòîãî òðóäà ôèëîñîôà «Ñèñòåìà ëîãèêè

ñèëëîãèñòè÷åñêîé è èíäóêòèâíîé» (1843). Ó. Ãàìèëüòîí (1788–1856), âûäàþ-

ùèéñÿ ïðåäñòàâèòåëü øîòëàíäñêîé ôèëîñîôèè, ñî÷åòàâøèé â ñâîèõ ðàáîòàõ

èäåè Ò. Ðèäà è È. Êàíòà, áûë äëÿ Áýíà îäíîâðåìåííî è îáúåêòîì êðèòèêè,
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è ïðåäñòàâèòåëåì òîãî òèïà «òðåçâîãî» ìûøëåíèÿ, êîòîðûé õàðàêòå-

ðèçóåò øîòëàíäñêóþ øêîëó ôèëîñîôèè çäðàâîãî ñìûñëà. Â ÷àñòíî-

ñòè, ýòî ñêàçàëîñü íà ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿõ Áýíà î íåïîñðåäñòâåííîì, èëè

«áåçóñëîâíîì», â òåðìèíîëîãèè Ãàìèëüòîíà, ñàìî ñóùåñòâîâàíèå êî-

òîðîãî îïðîâåðãàåò, ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ðÿäà ìûñëèòåëåé, êëàññè÷åñêèå

ïîñòðîåíèÿ ôèëîñîôñêîãî èäåàëèçìà. Áëèçîñòü èññëåäîâàíèé â îáëàñ-

òè ëîãèêè XIX â., ïîíèìàåìîé âî ìíîãîì êàê òåîðèÿ ïîçíàíèÿ, è ïñè-

õîëîãèè, ïîñòåïåííî ïåðåõîäÿùåé îò îïèñàòåëüíûõ, â òîì ÷èñëå èí-

òðîñïåêòèâíûõ, ìåòîäîâ ê ìåòîäàì ýêñïåðèìåíòàëüíûì, îòðàçèëàñü

è íà ðàáîòàõ Áýíà. Â ïîñëåäíåé ÷åòâåðòè XIX â. Áýí ñòàíîâèòñÿ îäíèì

èç ñàìûõ èçâåñòíûõ ïñèõîëîãîâ, îäèíàêîâî ïîïóëÿðíûõ è ñðåäè ÷è-

òàþùåé ïóáëèêè, è ñðåäè ó÷åíûõ âñåãî ìèðà. Ñòîèò óêàçàòü òàêæå

è íà âëèÿíèå ìûñëèòåëÿ â Ðîññèè XIX â.: ìíîãèå èç åãî ðàáîò, âêëþ-

÷àÿ ó÷åáíèêè è âûäåðæêè èç ðàçëè÷íûõ ïðîèçâåäåíèé, ïåðåâîäèëèñü

è ïå÷àòàëèñü â òå÷åíèå áóêâàëüíî íåñêîëüêèõ ëåò ïîñëå èçäàíèÿ íà

ÿçûêå îðèãèíàëà, ÷òî ïîêàçûâàåò èõ çíà÷åíèå íå òîëüêî äëÿ íàó÷íîãî

ñîîáùåñòâà, íî è äëÿ ñîäåðæàíèÿ êóðñîâ ïî ïñèõîëîãèè â Ðîññèè
2
.

Äëÿ ïîíèìàíèÿ âîççðåíèé Áýíà íà ïðèðîäó ïñèõîôèçè÷åñêîé ñâÿ-

çè íóæíî óêàçàòü íà ñïåöèôè÷åñêèé ìåòîä ïîçíàíèÿ, êîòîðûé ïñèõî-

ëîã èñïîëüçîâàë äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ äèíàìèêè è ñîîòíîøåíèÿ ÿçûêà, ïñè-

õè÷åñêèõ è ôèçè÷åñêèõ ÿâëåíèé. Ýòèì ìåòîäîì îí âî ìíîãîì îáÿçàí

Ìèëëþ, ôóíäàìåíòàëüíàÿ «Ñèñòåìà ëîãèêè» êîòîðîãî èçìåíèëà

ïðåäñòàâëåíèÿ íå òîëüêî î ìåòîäàõ ïîçíàíèÿ â îáëàñòè «ìîðàëüíûõ»,

èëè ñîöèàëüíûõ, íàóê, íî è â íàóêå î ÷åëîâå÷åñêîé äóøå. Ðàçäåëåíèå

Ìèëëåì ïñèõîëîãèè è ôèëîñîôèè ïî ìåòîäó, à íå ïî ïðåäìåòó îêàçà-

ëî âëèÿíèå íà ïîñëåäóþùóþ ïñèõîëîãèþ, â òîì ÷èñëå è íà ïîèñê Áý-

íîì íîâîãî ìåòîäà â îáëàñòè èññëåäîâàíèÿ ïñèõèêè. Ìèëëü ââåë ïðè-

÷èííîñòü â ìåòîäû èíäóêöèè, íàïðèìåð â ïÿòîì ïðàâèëå «ñîïóòñò-

âóþùèõ èçìåíåíèé» (concomitant variations): «Åñëè çà èçìåíåíèåì

îäíîãî ÿâëåíèÿ íàáëþäàåòñÿ èçìåíåíèå äðóãîãî, òî ìû ìîæåì çàêëþ-

÷èòü î ïðè÷èííîé ñâÿçè ìåæäó íèìè», ÷òî ìîäèôèöèðóåòñÿ Áýíîì

â îïèñàíèå ïñèõîôèçè÷åñêîé ñâÿçè.

Êàæäîìó ïñèõè÷åñêîìó ôàêòó ñîïóòñòâóåò (concomitance) ôàêò

ôèçè÷åñêèé, ÷òî ïîêàçûâàåò èõ íåðàçðûâíóþ ñâÿçü è îïðîâåðãàåò âû-

âîäû «ôèëîñîôîâ» î íåçàâèñèìîì ñóùåñòâîâàíèè äóõîâíûõ ÿâëåíèé,

íå ñîïðîâîæäàåìûõ ôèçè÷åñêèìè
3
. Ýòî ïîëîæåíèå ñòàâèò åãî â ðÿä ñ
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2
Ñðåäè íèõ ìîæíî íàçâàòü: Îá èçó÷åíèè õàðàêòåðà. ÑÏá., 1866; Ñòèëèñòèêà è òåî-

ðèÿ óñòíîé è ïèñüìåííîé ðå÷è. Ì., 1866; Ïñèõîôèçèîëîãè÷åñêèå ýòþäû. ÑÏá., 1869;

Äóøà è òåëî. ÑÏá., 1881; Ïñèõîëîãèÿ. ÑÏá., 1881; 1887; Íàóêà î âîñïèòàíèè. ÑÏá.,

1881. Â ïîñòñîâåòñêóþ ýïîõó ðàáîòà Áýíà «Ïñèõîëîãèÿ», ñîäåðæàùàÿ âûäåðæêè èç

ïðî÷èõ åãî òðóäîâ ïî ïñèõîëîãèè, áûëà ïåðåèçäàíà â êíèãå: Îñíîâíûå íàïðàâëåíèÿ

ïñèõîëîãèè â êëàññè÷åñêèõ òðóäàõ. Àññîöèàòèâíàÿ ïñèõîëîãèÿ. Ã. Ýááèíãàóç. Î÷åðê

ïñèõîëîãèè. À. Áýí. Ïñèõîëîãèÿ. Ì. : ÀÑÒ, 1998. 544 ñ. Äàëüíåéøèå öèòàòû äàþòñÿ ïî

ýòîìó èçäàíèþ.

3
«Ïîëîæåíèå, ÷òî ôèçè÷åñêèå ïðîöåññû íåèçìåííî ñîïóòñòâóþò ïñèõè÷åñêèì,

åñòü çàêîí âñåãî äóõà». Áýí À. Ïñèõîëîãèÿ. Ì., 1998. Ñ. 215.



äðóãèìè áîëåå ðàííèìè ñòîðîííèêàìè ïñèõîôèçè÷åñêîãî ïàðàëëå-

ëèçìà è íåêîòîðûìè ñîâðåìåííûìè ôèëîñîôàìè ñîçíàíèÿ, èñïîëü-

çóþùèìè ïîíÿòèå ñîïðîâîæäåíèÿ (supervenience) äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ ñâÿçè

ìåæäó ïñèõè÷åñêèìè è ôèçè÷åñêèìè ñâîéñòâàìè. Ñòàíäàðòíîé ïðî-

áëåìîé äëÿ òàêîãî ïîäõîäà â íàøè äíè ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîáëåìà ýïèôåíî-

ìåíàëüíûõ êà÷åñòâ, çàêëþ÷àþùàÿñÿ â òîì, ÷òî åñëè ïñèõè÷åñêîå âñå-

ãäà ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ ôèçè÷åñêèì, à ôèçè÷åñêîå âûïîëíÿåò âñþ èç-

âåñòíóþ íàì êàóçàëüíóþ ðàáîòó, òî íà äîëþ ïñèõè÷åñêîãî íå

îñòàåòñÿ íè÷åãî, îíî áóäåò êàóçàëüíî èíåðòíûì. Áýí ðåøàåò ýòó ïðî-

áëåìó ïðè ïîìîùè îïèñàíèÿ ïðè÷èííîñòè êàê ñîïóòñòâèÿ, à íå íåîá-

õîäèìîé ñâÿçè. Ýòî, ó÷èòûâàÿ âñå ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèå òàêîìó ïîíèìà-

íèþ ïðîáëåìû âåðîÿòíîñòíîñòè ñâÿçè, ïîçâîëÿåò îáîéòè íåêîòîðûå

òðóäíîñòè, âîçíèêàþùèå â îáëàñòè íå òîëüêî òåçèñà î ïñèõîôèçè÷å-

ñêîì ïàðàëëåëèçìå, íî è â ñîâðåìåííîé òåîðèè ñîïðîâîæäåíèÿ
4
.

Îäíàêî îïðåäåëåíèå ñàìîãî äóõà èëè ìåíòàëüíîãî ó Áýíà íå ÿâëÿ-

åòñÿ âïîëíå îäíîçíà÷íûì. Â çðåëûé ïåðèîä ìûñëèòåëü îòîæäåñòâëÿë

îïðåäåëåíèå è êëàññèôèêàöèþ, óòâåðæäàÿ, ÷òî «îïðåäåëåíèå äóõà

åñòü âìåñòå ñ òåì è åãî ðàçäåëåíèå, ò.å. êëàññèôèêàöèÿ åãî ãëàâíûõ

è îñíîâíûõ ñâîéñòâ»
5
. Ñðåäè ýòèõ ñâîéñòâ îí íàçûâàë «÷óâñòâî è õî-

òåíèå» â èõ ñâÿçè ñ îùóùåíèÿìè è ñïîñîáíîñòüþ ðàçëè÷åíèÿ, ñàì óì,

ýìîöèè è âîëþ, ïàðàëëåëèçì ïðîöåññîâ â äóõå è òåëå. Â òî æå âðåìÿ

îí óêàçûâàë íà òî, ÷òî ñëîâî «ñîçíàíèå», åñëè îíî îáîçíà÷àåò âñå, ÷òî

÷óâñòâóåòñÿ, íå ìîæåò èìåòü íèêàêîãî îïðåäåëåíèÿ: «Ïîäîáíî ñëîâó

“áûòèå”, ýòî èñêóññòâåííî âûäóìàííûé òåðìèí äëÿ îáúåäèíåíèÿ

äâóõ âûñøèõ ðîäîâ ñóùåñòâóþùåãî – îáúåêòà è ñóáúåêòà»
6
. Òàêèì

îáðàçîì, «ñîçíàíèå» ïðåäñòàâëÿåò äëÿ íåãî â ýòîò ïåðèîä íàèáîëåå

îáùèé, èëè áåññîäåðæàòåëüíûé, íåàíàëèçèðóåìûé äàëåå òåðìèí.

Ïóáëèêóåìûé ïåðåâîä äàåò ïðåäñòàâëåíèå îá èçìåíåíèè åãî âçãëÿäîâ

â ïîçäíèé ïåðèîä íàó÷íîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè, à èìåííî, î ïîïûòêå äàòü íå-

äâóñìûñëåííîå îïðåäåëåíèå òåðìèíà «ñîçíàíèå».

Ïîìèìî óæå ñòàâøåãî ñòàíäàðòíûì íà òîò ïåðèîä ðàçëè÷åíèÿ ìå-

æäó öåíòðîì îñîçíàíèÿ è åãî ïåðèôåðèåé – ðåôëåêñàìè è ïðèâû÷-

êîé – â ñòàòüå «Îïðåäåëåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ» çàìåòíû êàê ñëåäû åãî ðàçðà-

áîòîê â îáëàñòè ëîãèêè â äóõå Ìèëëÿ, òàê è íå÷òî íîâîå, à èìåííî: ïî-

ïûòêà ðàáîòàòü ñ òåðìèíàìè â íîâîì äëÿ ïñèõîëîãèè è ôèëîñîôèè

êîíöà XIX â. êëþ÷å. Ðå÷ü èäåò î ïðîâåäåíèè ðàçëè÷èÿ ìåæäó òåðìè-

íîëîãè÷åñêèì ÿçûêîì íàóêè è îáû÷íûì, ðàçãîâîðíûì ÿçûêîì. Òàêî-
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«Ñëîæíîñòü äóõîâíûõ ÿâëåíèé íå ïîçâîëÿåò íàì óñòàíàâëèâàòü äëÿ íèõ çàêîíû

áåçóñëîâíî âñåîáùèå; ïîýòîìó âî ìíîãèõ ñëó÷àÿõ íàì ïðèõîäèòñÿ äîâîëüñòâîâàòüñÿ

ëèøü áîëåå èëè ìåíåå âåðîÿòíûìè îáîáùåíèÿìè». «Ýòî íå îñíîâíûå çàêîíû ïðèðîäû,
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5
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6
Òàì æå. Ñ. 219.



ãî ðîäà ïîäõîä øèðîêî èñïîëüçîâàëñÿ åùå Ðèäîì è Ãàìèëüòîíîì, íî

â ïîçäíèõ ðàáîòàõ Áýíà îí ïðèîáðåòàåò íîâóþ îêðàñêó. Áýí áåðåò çà

îñíîâó ñåìàíòèêó îáû÷íîãî ÿçûêà, èëè ÿçûêà «íàðîäíîé ïñèõîëî-

ãèè», êîòîðûì ëþäè îáû÷íî îïèñûâàþò ñâîè ïñèõè÷åñêèå ñîñòîÿíèÿ.

Ïî åãî ìíåíèþ, çíà÷åíèÿ òåðìèíîâ â òàêîì èñïîëüçîâàíèè äîñòàòî÷-

íî ÿñíû è íåäâóñìûñëåííû, à ïîïûòêà çàòóìàíèòü èõ (èëè ââåñòè äî-

ïîëíèòåëüíûå êîííîòàöèè â íåêîííîòàòèâíûå èìåíà, â òåðìèíàõ

Ìèëëÿ) âðåäíà äëÿ ïñèõîëîãèè êàê íàóêè.

Â ýòîì êîíòåêñòå èíòåðåñíî æåñòêîå ðàçëè÷èå, ïðîâîäèìîå Áý-

íîì ìåæäó «íàó÷íîé» ïñèõîëîãèåé è ôèëîñîôèåé, äîìèíèðîâàâøåé

â òî âðåìÿ â óíèâåðñèòåòàõ àíãëîÿçû÷íîãî ìèðà, – ôèëîñîôèåé àáñî-

ëþòíîãî èäåàëèçìà, ïðåäñòàâëåííîé â Âåëèêîáðèòàíèè òàêèìè âû-

äàþùèìèñÿ ìûñëèòåëÿìè, êàê Ô. Áðýäëè (1846–1924) è åãî ìëàäøèé

ñîâðåìåííèê Äæ. ÌàêÒàããàðò (1866–1925), à â ÑØÀ – Äæ. Ðîéñîì

(1855–1916). Ýòè ôèëîñîôû, èíîãäà òàêæå íàçûâàåìûå àíãëèéñêèìè

(àìåðèêàíñêèìè) íåîãåãåëüÿíöàìè (íàïðèìåð, Áðýäëè), îòðèöàÿ ýì-

ïèðèçì, ðàçäåëÿëè ñôåðó ïîçíàíèÿ íà ÿâëåíèÿ, â îáëàñòè êîòîðûõ

âîçìîæíî ïðîòèâîðå÷èå, è ñôåðó ðåàëüíîñòè, èëè äóõà, ãäå òîëüêî

è âîçìîæíà àáñîëþòíàÿ èñòèíà. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ëþáûå èññëåäîâàíèÿ

ïñèõè÷åñêîãî â äóõå áðèòàíñêîãî ýìïèðèçìà, îòòàëêèâàþùèåñÿ îò

íàáëþäåíèÿ çà îáëàñòüþ îñîçíàíèÿ îùóùåíèé, îêàçûâàëèñü èññëåäî-

âàíèÿìè «âòîðîãî ñîðòà», ðåçóëüòàòû êîòîðûõ íå ìîãóò ïðåòåíäîâàòü

íà èñòèííîñòü â ïîëíîì ñìûñëå ñëîâà. Áýí æåñòêî îòãðàíè÷èâàåò «íà-

ó÷íóþ» ïñèõîëîãèþ îò ôèëîñîôèè òàêîãî òèïà. Òàê êàê îíà â òî âðå-

ìÿ ÿâëÿëàñü îñíîâíûì òèïîì ôèëîñîôèè, Áýí ïîëó÷àåò äîïîëíèòåëü-

íûé àðãóìåíò â ïîëüçó ðàçäåëåíèÿ «íàóêè ïñèõîëîãèè» è ôèëîñîôèè.

Çàêëþ÷èòåëüíàÿ ÷àñòü ïóáëèêóåìîé ñòàòüè, ñîäåðæàùàÿ àíàëèç

òåðìèíà «ñàìîñîçíàíèå», äàåò ïðåäñòàâëåíèå î åãî âçãëÿäàõ è ïîçâî-

ëÿåò ñðàâíèòü èõ ñ âçãëÿäàìè íîâîãî ïîêîëåíèÿ ôèëîñîôîâ, â ÷àñòíî-

ñòè Á. Ðàññåëà è Äæ.Ý. Ìóðà. Ìåòîä àíàëèçà ïîñëåäíåãî âî ìíîãîì

ïîâòîðÿåò ïîäõîä ñî ñòîðîíû îáûäåííîãî ÿçûêà Áýíà, íî, ïîæàëóé,

ãëàâíûì çäåñü áóäåò òî, ÷òî ó çà÷èíàòåëÿ «âîññòàíèÿ ïðîòèâ èäåàëèç-

ìà» áûë òàêîé âëèÿòåëüíûé ïðåäøåñòâåííèê, à çíà÷èò, ýòîò «ïåðåâî-

ðîò â ôèëîñîôèè» îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ íå òîëüêî âíóòðåííèìè ïðè÷èíàìè

â ñàìîé ôèëîñîôèè, íî è íàó÷íîé ïñèõîëîãèåé òîãî âðåìåíè.

ÀËÅÊÑÀÍÄÐ ÁÝÍ È ÅÃÎ ÔÈËÎÑÎÔÑÊÈÅ ÂÎÇÇÐÅÍÈß

233



ОПРЕДЕЛЕНИЕ И ПРОБЛЕМЫ СОЗНАНИЯ1

Александр Бэн

DEFINITION AND PROBLEMS OF CONSCIOUSNESS2

Alexander Bain

Ê íàñòîÿùåìó âðåìåíè ìîæíî ñ÷èòàòü, ÷òî ïðîöåññ îïðåäåëåíèÿ òîãî, ÷òî

åñòü ñîçíàíèå, âïîëíå çàâåðøåí. Ñêàçàííîå âïîëíå ñïðàâåäëèâî ïî îòíîøå-

íèþ ê òåîðèè, õîòÿ íà ïðàêòèêå îòêëîíåíèÿ âñòðå÷àþòñÿ äîâîëüíî ÷àñòî.

Â ïîäãîòîâèòåëüíîé ñòàòüå ê ñâîèì «Îïûòàì î ñïîñîáíîñòÿõ óìà» Ðèä äàåò

îïðåäåëåíèå â ñîîòâåòñòâèè ñ ïðàâèëàìè, èñïîëüçóåìûìè ëîãèêàìè; òåì íå

ìåíåå Ãàìèëüòîí îáâèíÿåò åãî â ñìåøåíèè âåðáàëüíîãî è ðåàëüíîãî îïðåäåëå-

íèé. Ýòî çàìå÷àíèå Ãàìèëüòîí äåëàåò â äîïîëíåíèå ê ñâîåé ðåìàðêå î òîì, ÷òî

èíäèâèäîâ íåëüçÿ îïðåäåëèòü (p. 220). «Êàê ïðåêðàñíî îòìå÷àëè ëîãèêè äðåâ-

íîñòè, Omnis intuitiva notitia est definition, ò.å. âçãëÿä íà ñàìó âåùü åñòü åå ëó÷-

øåå îïðåäåëåíèå. Ýòî ñïðàâåäëèâî è äëÿ îáúåêòîâ ÷óâñòâåííîñòè, è äëÿ îáúåê-

òîâ ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ». Êòî èìåííî èç ëîãèêîâ äðåâíîñòè ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðîäîíà÷àëüíè-

êîì ýòîé ôîðìóëû, ÿ ñêàçàòü íå ìîãó; ìíå íåèçâåñòíû äðóãèå ñëó÷àè èñïîëüçî-

âàíèÿ ýòîãî âûñêàçûâàíèÿ. Ïîíÿòîå â ñòðîãîì ñìûñëå, ýòî âûðàæåíèå, êàê åãî

èñïîëüçóåò Ãàìèëüòîí, îêàçûâàåòñÿ äîâîëüíî îãðàíè÷åííûì. Êàê ìîæåò ïî-

êàçàòüñÿ, îí ïîíèìàåò ïîä íèì àêòóàëüíîå íàëè÷èå â âîñïðèÿòèè âåùè, êîòî-

ðóþ íóæíî îïðåäåëèòü; îäíàêî ýòà èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ íåñîâìåñòèìà ñ åãî óïîìè-

íàíèåì îáúåêòîâ ñàìîñîçíàíèÿ, òàê êàê ïîñëåäíèå, êàê èçâåñòíî, ìîãóò áûòü

ïîêàçàíû íå èíà÷å êàê íåêîòîðûì èíîñêàçàòåëüíûì, íåïðÿìûì ñïîñîáîì.

Îáùåïðèíÿòî, ÷òî îïðåäåëåíèå íåïðèìåíèìî ê èñõîäíûì ïîíÿòèÿì – îã-

ðàíè÷åíèå, êîòîðîãî äî ñèõ ïîð íå ïðèäåðæèâàþòñÿ íàøè ñîçäàòåëè ñëîâàðåé.

Äîïîëíèòåëüíîå îãðàíè÷åíèå ñóùåñòâóåò â îáëàñòè ïîíÿòèé, ïî ñâîåé ïðèðî-

äå ñîñòàâíûõ èëè âûâîäíûõ, íî êîòîðûå íåâîçìîæíî âûðàçèòü ÷åðåç èõ ñî-

ñòàâíûå ÷àñòè. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, æèçíü, ñìåðòü, çäîðîâüå, áîëåçíü è ïåðåæèâà-

íèå íåâîçìîæíî îïðåäåëèòü èíà÷å, êàê òîëüêî óêàçàâ íà êîíêðåòíûå ïðèìåðû,

èçâåñòíûå òîìó, äëÿ êîãî äàåòñÿ îïðåäåëåíèå. Åñëè ðàññìàòðèâàòü îïðåäåëå-

íèå â åãî áîëåå øèðîêîì è íåîïðåäåëåííîì ñìûñëå ïåðåäà÷è óìîïîñòèæèìûõ

èñòèí, âûðàçèìûõ â ÿçûêå, ôàêòè÷åñêè â êà÷åñòâå ñðåäñòâà îáûäåííîãî, à íå

íàó÷íîãî îáúÿñíåíèÿ, òî åãî îáúåì ìîæåò áûòü îïðåäåëåí ïîñðåäñòâîì âûÿâ-

ëåíèÿ ñîãëàñèÿ ìåæäó ðàçëè÷íûìè ëþäüìè ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê îáúåêòó, îáîçíà-
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÷àåìîìó äàííûì èìåíåì. Åñëè æå äàæå â ñàìûõ ðàçëè÷íûõ îáñòîÿ-

òåëüñòâàõ ëþäè â îáùåì ïîíèìàþò îäíî è òî æå ïîä òåì, ÷òî ïîäðàçó-

ìåâàåòñÿ â ïðîöåññå èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ äàííîãî ñëîâà, òî ýòî ñëîâî

îïðåäåëåíî äëÿ öåëåé âçàèìîïîíèìàíèÿ è ðàçúÿñíåíèÿ ëþáûõ ñëîæ-

íûõ çíà÷åíèé, â êîòîðûå îíî âõîäèò â êà÷åñòâå ñîñòàâíîé ÷àñòè. Òî,

÷òî ñóùåñòâóåò ìíîæåñòâî ïîäîáíûõ èìåí, ÿâñòâóåò èç âîçìîæíîñòè

îáðàùåíèÿ ñ ðàçóìíîé ðå÷üþ ê øèðîêèì ìàññàì. Áåç ñîìíåíèÿ, â îá-

ëàñòè òåõíè÷åñêèõ è ãëóáîêèõ ìàòåðèé èñïîëüçóåìûå èìåíà ïðèíàä-

ëåæàò ê îáû÷íîìó, ïîâñåäíåâíîìó ñëîâàðþ, îäíàêî îíè óïîòðåáëÿ-

þòñÿ ñ îñîáûìè îãðàíè÷åíèÿìè, êîòîðûå óæå äîëæíû áûòü èçâåñòíû

îáó÷àåìûì. Â ñàìîì äåëå, â êàæäîì ðàçäåëå çíàíèÿ, êîòîðîìó ïðèäà-

íà íàó÷íàÿ ôîðìà, íåîáõîäèìî äàâàòü ïðåäâàðèòåëüíûå ðàçúÿñíåíèÿ,

ïîçâîëÿþùèå èçáàâèòü èñïîëüçóåìûå èìåíà îò íåîïðåäåëåííîñòè,

ïðèäàâàåìîé èì â îáûäåííîì ñëîâîóïîòðåáëåíèè. Ãîâîðÿùèé îò

èìåíè íàóêè ñ ðàäîñòüþ èñïîëüçóåò ïîäîáíûå ñëîâà êàê âïîëíå íå-

äâóñìûñëåííûå ñàìè ïî ñåáå, ò.å. ïîíèìàåìûå îäèíàêîâî âñåìè, ê êî-

ìó îí îáðàùàåòñÿ. Òàêîãî ðîäà ñëîâà áóäóò âïîëíå ïîäõîäÿùèì ñðåä-

ñòâîì, ÷òîáû âûðàçèòü ñëîæíûå è çàïóòàííûå òåðìèíû, êîòîðûå

â ïðîòèâíîì ñëó÷àå íå ìîãóò áûòü ïîíÿòû ÿñíî è îäíîâðåìåííî.

Ñëåäóþùèå íàáëþäåíèÿ áîëåå èëè ìåíåå ïðèìåíèìû êî âñåìó

ñëîâàðþ óìà, êàê îí èñïîëüçóåòñÿ â ïñèõîëîãèè. Íåêîòîðûå òåðìèíû

ýòîãî ñëîâàðÿ ïîíÿòíû ñàìè ïî ñåáå è íå òðåáóþò îïðåäåëåíèÿ ïî

åäèíñòâåííîé ïðè÷èíå: îíè óêàçûâàþò íà ôàêòû èëè ÿâëåíèÿ, íà-

ñòîëüêî çíàêîìûå è íàñòîëüêî íåäâóñìûñëåííûå, ÷òî ìû âñå ñîãëàñ-

íû ñ èõ çíà÷åíèåì. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, îíè îêàçûâàþòñÿ êðàåóãîëüíûìè

ïðè îïðåäåëåíèè èëè îáúÿñíåíèè ïðî÷èõ áîëåå ìíîãî÷èñëåííûõ

êëàññîâ òåðìèíîâ, âûðàæàþùèõ âàæíûå îáîáùåíèÿ âûñîêîãî óðîâ-

íÿ. Èõ çíà÷åíèå äîñòàòî÷íî çàïóòàíî, è îíè òðåáóþò âñåõ ñðåäñòâ ìå-

òîäè÷íîãî îïðåäåëåíèÿ. Ïðèâåäåì ïðèìåðû äâóõ ýòèõ òèïîâ ïîñëå

óêàçàíèÿ îáùåãî íàïðàâëåíèÿ íàñòîÿùåé ñòàòüè, â êîòîðîé ðå÷ü ïîé-

äåò î âåäóùåì òåðìèíå «ñîçíàíèå».

Ýòî ñëîâî â ñàìûõ ðàçíûõ ñëó÷àÿõ íà óäèâëåíèå ñâîáîäíî îò äâó-

ñìûñëåííîñòè è âïîëíå ïðîçðà÷íî äëÿ îáûäåííîãî ïîíèìàíèÿ. Îäíàêî

ñ íèì ñâÿçàíî ìíîæåñòâî òîíêèõ è ñëîæíûõ ïðîáëåì è â ñèëó ýòîãî

ñëåäñòâèÿ èç íèõ íå òàê ïðîñòî ðàñïóòàòü. Åãî ñóùíîñòü íàñòîëüêî îá-

øèðíà, ÷òî îíî êàæåòñÿ âêëþ÷àþùèì âñþ íàøó ïñèõè÷åñêóþ æèçíü;

îíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ èìåííî òåì ðîäîâûì ñëîâîì, ïîä êîòîðûì ñîáèðàþòñÿ

âñå ðàçíîîáðàçíûå âèäû íàøåé ïñèõè÷åñêîé àêòèâíîñòè. Â ñèëó ýòîãî

ìû âïîëíå ìîæåì ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî ñ íèì ñâÿçàíû âñå âåëèêèå ïðî-

áëåìû ïñèõîëîãèè. Â òî æå âðåìÿ êàê áû îíî íè áûëî îáøèðíî, åñòü

âåñêèå îñíîâàíèÿ äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû íå äåëàòü åãî îñíîâíûì òåðìèíîì

âñåé ïñèõîëîãèè; ïîñëåäíåå ñòàíåò ÿñíî â õîäå íàøåãî ðàññìîòðåíèÿ

ñôåðû åãî ïðèìåíåíèÿ. Ìû õîòèì ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî ñóùåñòâóþò îïðåäå-

ëåííûå ïðîáëåìû, áîëåå ñâÿçàííûå ñ ýòèì, à íå äðóãèìè èìåíàìè; â òî
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æå âðåìÿ ó íàñ áóäåò âîçìîæíîñòü êîñíóòüñÿ íåêîòîðûõ ïðîáëåì, êî-

òîðûå áîëåå òåñíî è íåïîñðåäñòâåííî ñâÿçàíû ñ äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè.

Ïîçâîëüòå ìíå êðàòêî ïðåäñòàâèòü äâà êëàññà òåðìèíîâ, íà êîòî-

ðûå ìû óæå óêàçûâàëè êàê âõîäÿùèå â ñëîâàðü óìà. Â ïåðâûé êëàññ

ñëîâ, ïîíèìàåìûõ âñåìè â îäíîì è òîì æå ñìûñëå, âõîäèò è äîëæíà

óïîìèíàòüñÿ â ïåðâóþ î÷åðåäü êðàéíå âàæíàÿ ïàðà – óäîâîëüñòâèå

è áîëü. Ïðèíèìàÿ çà äàííîñòü òî, ÷òî ìû äîñòàòî÷íî íàáëþäàòåëüíû,

÷òîáû çàìå÷àòü ïðîèñõîäÿùåå â íàøåì èíòðîñïåêòèâíîì ñîçíàíèè

è îñîçíàâàòü áîëü è óäîâîëüñòâèå, èíîãäà èñïûòûâàåìûå íàìè, ìû

ñîãëàñíû ñ äðóãèìè îòíîñèòåëüíî ýòèõ ôàêòîâ íàøåãî îïûòà. Ìû íå

ïóòàåì óäîâîëüñòâèå íè ñ áîëüþ, íè ñ ñîñòîÿíèåì ñîçíàíèÿ. Ñâîéñòâà

ìèðà îáúåêòîâ ñî âñåé èõ îò÷åòëèâîñòüþ ðåäêî êîãäà áûâàþò áîëåå

ÿñíûìè èëè íåñîìíåííûìè, ÷åì ýòè äâà îñíîâíûõ ñâîéñòâà íàøåé

ïñèõè÷åñêîé æèçíè. Ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, èñïîëüçóÿ ýòè òåðìèíû, íå òðå-

áóþùèå îïðåäåëåíèé ñàìè ïî ñåáå, ìû ìîæåì âíåñòè ÿñíîñòü â çíà÷å-

íèå ìåíåå îïðåäåëåííîé òåðìèíîëîãèè ìåíòàëüíîãî.

Äåéñòâèå, íàçûâàåìîå îùóùåíèåì ñõîäñòâà, ïîäîáèÿ, óçíàâàíèÿ,

÷óâñòâà ñîãëàñèÿ, òàêæå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðåêðàñíî îïðåäåëåííûì ôàêòîì

íàøåé ïñèõè÷åñêîé ïðèðîäû, êîòîðûé ìû íå ïóòàåì íè ñ ÷åì äðóãèì.

Êîãäà ìû ãîâîðèì, ÷òî äâå âåùè îäèíàêîâû â íàøåì ñõâàòûâàíèè, ìû

óêàçûâàåì íà ïîäëèííî ìåíòàëüíûé àêò, à ñëóøàþùèå íàñ ïîíèìàþò

óòâåðæäåíèå èìåííî òàê, êàê ìû õîòåëè.

Äðóãîå èìÿ, ïðåäñòàâëÿþùåå âïîëíå ÿñíûé ïðîöåññ, çíàêîìûé ñ

ðàííåãî äåòñòâà è ðàçäåëÿåìûé ñ äðóãèìè, – ýòî ïðîöåññ, íàçûâàåìûé

ïàìÿòüþ, âîñïîìèíàíèåì, óäåðæàíèåì â óìå. Ýòîò ïîäëèííî ïñèõè-

÷åñêèé ïðîöåññ, îäíîâðåìåííî òèïè÷íûé è îòëè÷àþùèéñÿ îò âñåõ

äðóãèõ, ñîäåðæèò çíà÷èòåëüíóþ ÷àñòü íàøåé ìåíòàëüíîé æèçíè.

ßçûê ïðåäîñòàâëÿåò íàì ìíîæåñòâî ýêâèâàëåíòîâ èëè ñèíîíèìîâ äëÿ

ýòîé çàìå÷àòåëüíîé ñïîñîáíîñòè, áîëüøèíñòâî èç êîòîðûõ âïîëíå

ïîíÿòíû è íåäâóñìûñëåííû. Ñðåäè íèõ îáó÷åíèå, çàáûâàíèå, ïðèîá-

ðåòåíèå, âûó÷èâàíèå íàèçóñòü, ó÷åíèå, íàòàñêèâàíèå è ò.ä. Èñïîëü-

çîâàíèå ëþáîãî èç ýòèõ èìåí óêàçûâàåò íà ïðèâû÷íûé ôàêò îïûòà;

îíè íå íóæäàþòñÿ â ñëîâàðíîì îïðåäåëåíèè è ïîíèìàþòñÿ âïîëíå ÿñ-

íî, òàê êàê óêàçûâàþò íà çíàêîìûå êàæäîìó ïåðåæèâàíèÿ.

Íà ýòîì ìû åùå íå çàêîí÷èëè íàøå ïåðå÷èñëåíèå òåðìèíîâ, ïðè-

íàäëåæàùèõ ñóáúåêòèâíîìó ìèðó, ÿâëÿþùèõñÿ íàñòîëüêî íåäâó-

ñìûñëåííûìè, ÷òî ñàìà âîçìîæíîñòü èõ íåïîíèìàíèÿ èñêëþ÷àåòñÿ.

Â èìåíàõ äåéñòâèÿ, äåÿòåëüíîñòè è èõ ïðîòèâîïîëîæíîñòÿõ áåçäåé-

ñòâèÿ èëè ïàññèâíîñòè ìû òàêæå îáíàðóæèâàåì îñíîâó äëÿ âñåîáùå-

ãî ñîãëàñèÿ ïî ïîâîäó ìåíòàëüíûõ ôàêòîâ. Äåéñòâèå, áåç ñîìíåíèÿ,

ïðèìåíèìî è ê ñèëàì ìàòåðèàëüíîãî ìèðà, îäíàêî îíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ òåð-

ìèíîì èç îáëàñòè ìåíòàëüíîãî, íèêîèì îáðàçîì íå çàòóìàíåííûì

äðóãèìè ñôåðàìè åãî ïðèìåíåíèÿ.
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Òàêæå î÷åâèäíà âàæíîñòü äðóãîé èçâåñòíîé è îòëè÷àþùåéñÿ îò

âñåãî ïðî÷åãî ïàðû òåðìèíîâ, ïðèíàäëåæàùåé êàê ïñèõè÷åñêîé, òàê

è òåëåñíîé æèçíè, – ýòî ñîí è ïðîáóæäåíèå. Êàñàòåëüíî çíà÷åíèÿ

ýòèõ òåðìèíîâ ðàñõîæäåíèé áûòü íå ìîæåò.

Óêàçàâ íà íåêîòîðûå èç îñíîâíûõ òåðìèíîâ áàçîâîãî ñëîâàðÿ, íå-

îáõîäèìî òàêæå óïîìÿíóòü â öåëÿõ èëëþñòðàöèè ïî êîíòðàñòó íåêî-

òîðûå ïðèìåðû äðóãîãî êëàññà: ñîçíàíèå, ÷óâñòâî, ýìîöèÿ, âîëÿ, èí-

òåëëåêò, ìûñëü, ïðåäñòàâëåíèå, âîñïðèÿòèå, èäåÿ, èäåàë, ïîçíàíèå,

âåðà è ò.ä.

Íàñòîÿùåå èññëåäîâàíèå íàïðàâëåíî íà èìÿ «ñîçíàíèå». Â õîäå

ðàññìîòðåíèÿ åãî îïðåäåëåíèÿ ìû äîëæíû ïðèâåñòè ïðèìåðû ïðî-

áëåì, ñâÿçàííûõ ñ íèì íàèáîëåå òåñíî; ýòî äîáàâëåíèå îáîñíîâàíî

òåì ôàêòîì, ÷òî îíè ñòàíóò ÿñíåå îò åãî ïðàâèëüíîãî îïðåäåëåíèÿ.

Ýòè ïðîáëåìû îòëè÷àþòñÿ îò ïðî÷èõ, êîòîðûå ìû ìîæåì óïîìèíàòü,

íî êîòîðûå íå ìîãóò áûòü ðåøåíû òåìè æå ñàìûìè ñðåäñòâàìè, êàêîé

áû òåñíîé íè êàçàëàñü èõ ñâÿçü.

Â õîäå îïðåäåëåíèÿ ïðè ïîìîùè óêàçàííîãî âûøå èíñòðóìåíòà-

ðèÿ ìû ìîæåì îáðàòèòüñÿ â ïåðâóþ î÷åðåäü ê ïàðå óïîìÿíóòûõ

ïîñëåäíèìè òåðìèíîâ, à èìåííî ñíó è ïðîáóæäåíèþ. Â òî âðåìÿ êàê

ñîí, íå ñîïðîâîæäàåìûé ñíîâèäåíèÿìè, õàðàêòåðèçóåòñÿ îòñóòñòâè-

åì ñîçíàíèÿ, ïðîáóæäåíèå îò íåãî ÿâëÿåòñÿ åãî ïîÿâëåíèåì. Ïðîáó-

äèâøååñÿ ñîçíàíèå ìîæåò áûòü âåñüìà ðàçíîîáðàçíûì â åãî ñòåïåíè

è ñîäåðæàíèè. Îíî ìîæåò áûòü íàñòîëüêî ñëàáûì, ÷òî íå áóäåò èìåòü

íèêàêèõ îòëè÷èòåëüíûõ ÷åðò; îíî ìîæåò óñèëèòüñÿ äî ëþáîé ñòàäèè

èíòåíñèâíîñòè; â òî æå âðåìÿ åãî ñâîéñòâà ìîãóò âàðüèðîâàòüñÿ íà-

ñòîëüêî æå, íàñêîëüêî ðàçëè÷àþòñÿ èçâåñòíûå äåéñòâèÿ íàøåé ïñè-

õè÷åñêîé æèçíè. Äàííûé òåðìèí ïðåêðàñíî ïðèìåíèì êî âñåì êîëå-

áàíèÿì â îïðåäåëÿåìîì. Îí íå óêàçûâàåò íè íà êàêîé îñîáûé òèï

ïñèõè÷åñêîé àêòèâíîñòè; îí îáîçíà÷àåò òîëüêî òî, ÷òî óì îæèë è ðà-

áîòàåò ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå â íåêîòîðûõ èç åãî ïðîÿâëåíèé, à íå ïðèîñòà-

íîâèë ñâîþ äåÿòåëüíîñòü èëè âïàë â ñîí. Íåîáõîäèìî óêàçàòü íà îñ-

íîâàíèÿ, ïî êîòîðûì íå ñòîèò èñïîëüçîâàòü ýòî ðîäîâîå èìÿ äëÿ ïîä-

ðàçäåëåíèÿ è êëàññèôèêàöèè ïðîÿâëåíèé íàøåãî ìåíòàëüíîãî; äëÿ

ýòîé öåëè áîëüøå ïîäõîäÿò äðóãèå ñëîâà.

Â òî âðåìÿ êàê ïåðâûì è íàèáîëåå ïîäõîäÿùèì ñïîñîáîì ðàñ-

ñìîòðåíèÿ îáû÷íîãî ïîíèìàíèÿ îáúåìà èëè çíà÷åíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ åñòü

óêàçàíèå íà ñîí è ïðîáóæäåíèå, ìû ìîæåì âûÿâèòü äîïîëíèòåëüíûå

îòòåíêè çíà÷åíèÿ, óêàçàâ íà ïðî÷èå ñëó÷àè âïàäåíèÿ â áåññîçíàòåëü-

íîå ñîñòîÿíèå. Ñðåäè íèõ ñîòðÿñåíèå ìîçãà, àíåñòåçèÿ, óïàäîê ñèë

èëè èñòîùåíèå îò ïåðåíàïðÿæåíèÿ, ïàðàëè÷ ìîçãà. Âñå îíè äåéñòâó-

þò òàê æå, êàê è ñîí, óêàçûâàÿ íà ïðèâû÷íîå è ïîíÿòíîå çíà÷åíèå ñëî-

âà ñîçíàíèå íåãàòèâíûì îáðàçîì. Ñåé÷àñ ìû ìîæåì áåç îïàñêè óòâåð-

æäàòü, ÷òî â ïñèõîëîãè÷åñêîì ñëîâàðå íåò òåðìèíà áîëåå íåñîìíåí-

íîãî, ÷åì âñåîáúåìëþùèé òåðìèí ñîçíàíèå.
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Ëåãêî ïðèâåñòè ìíîæåñòâî ïðî÷èõ òåðìèíîâ, ñîïðîâîæäàþùèõ

ñîçíàíèå, ò.å. çàäàþùèõ óñëîâèÿ, ïðè êîòîðûõ óì ïðåäïîëàãàåòñÿ

áîäðñòâóþùèì, à íå ïðèîñòàíîâèâøèì ñâîþ äåÿòåëüíîñòü. Â ñèëó

ñâîåé ïîíÿòíîñòè íàèáîëåå çàìåòíà èç íèõ ïàðà óäîâîëüñòâèå è áîëü.

Åñòåñòâåííî, ñóùåñòâóþò îïðåäåëåííûå òåîðåòè÷åñêèå òðóäíîñòè,

äî íåêîòîðîé ñòåïåíè çàòóìàíèâàþùèå ãðàíèöû òîãî, ÷òî èìè îáî-

çíà÷àåòñÿ; îäíàêî åñëè íå îáðàùàòü íà íèõ âíèìàíèÿ, îáû÷íî íå âîç-

íèêàåò òðóäíîñòåé ñ èõ ïîíèìàíèåì. Ìîãóò ñóùåñòâîâàòü ïîäëèííî

ïñèõè÷åñêèå ïðîöåññû, ñîïðîâîæäàåìûå ëèøü ìàëîé òîëèêîé îñîç-

íàíèÿ, îñóùåñòâëÿþùèå ïåðåõîä îò îäíîé ìûñëè ê äðóãîé íà ãðàíèöå

ñîçíàíèÿ, ïóñòü äàæå íå âïîëíå áåññîçíàòåëüíûå; îäíàêî óäîâîëüñò-

âèå íå åñòü óäîâîëüñòâèå, åñëè îíî íå îñîçíàåòñÿ; ìåðà óäîâîëüñòâèÿ

åñòü ìåðà ñîçíàíèÿ, áîëüøåå óäîâîëüñòâèå èëè áóëüøàÿ áîëü îçíà÷à-

þò áîëüøåå èõ ñîçíàíèå. Â îáëàñòè âîëè ýòà ïðîïîðöèÿ íåïðèìåíèìà

áåç ñîîòâåòñòâóþùèõ ïîïðàâîê; îíà âïîëíå ïîäõîäèò äëÿ ñôåðû ìî-

òèâà èëè, äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, åãî ÷óâñòâà, íî íåîáÿçàòåëüíà èëè íå

âïîëíå ãîäèòñÿ äëÿ ðàñõîäà ýíåðãèè ïðè âûïîëíåíèè ðåøåíèÿ. Îäèí

èç íàèáîëåå èçâåñòíûõ è íåäâóñìûñëåííûõ ïðîöåññîâ, íàçûâàåìûé

ïðèâû÷êîé, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîòèâîïîëîæíûì ñîçíàíèþ è â òî æå âðåìÿ

ïðèâîäèò ê ïñèõè÷åñêèì ñëåäñòâèÿì. Âûâîäû â óìå, áóäó÷è ñîçíà-

òåëüíûìè, çàäåéñòâóþò îïðåäåëåííóþ ýíåðãèþ èëè ñòåïåíü ÷óâñòâà

èëè âîëè; îíè îñîçíàþòñÿ, åñëè íå âìåøèâàåòñÿ ïðèâû÷êà, ïðèäàâàÿ

èì ìåõàíè÷åñêèé èëè àâòîìàòè÷åñêèé õàðàêòåð.

Ñðåäè ñëîâ îáûäåííîé ðå÷è, íå îòÿãîùåííûõ äâóñìûñëåííîñòüþ,

íàõîäèòñÿ òåðìèí «âíèìàíèå». Ýòà ñ÷àñòëèâàÿ ñâîáîäà îò ñîìíåíèÿ

íåñêîëüêî îãðàíè÷èâàåòñÿ óïîòðåáëåíèåì òåðìèíà äëÿ îáîçíà÷åíèÿ

áàíàëüíîé èíòåíñèâíîñòè îñîçíàíèÿ, âêëþ÷àÿ èëè èñêëþ÷àÿ èç íåå

äîáðîâîëüíîå ïîáóæäåíèå. Òåì íå ìåíåå ñòåïåíü âíèìàíèÿ åñòü ìåðà

ñòåïåíè ñîçíàíèÿ; ïîëíîå íåâíèìàíèå áóäåò îçíà÷àòü ïîëíîå îòñóò-

ñòâèå îñîçíàíèÿ êàêîãî-ëèáî îáñòîÿòåëüñòâà íà ïðîòÿæåíèè íåêîòî-

ðîãî âðåìåíè.

Äàëüíåéøèå ñîîáðàæåíèÿ îòíîñèòåëüíî ñïîñîáà îïðåäåëåíèÿ ñî-

çíàíèÿ áóäóò ñîïðîâîæäàòüñÿ ðàññìîòðåíèåì öåíòðàëüíûõ ïðîáëåì,

òðåáóþùèõ ðåøåíèÿ.

Îáúåêò ñîçíàíèÿ. Òî, ÷òî íàøå ðàñïîçíàâàíèå òàê íàçûâàåìîãî

âíåøíåãî, ïðîòÿæåííîãî ìèðà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ìîäóñîì ñîçíàíèÿ, íåñîìíåí-

íî. Âîïðîñ, ïðèâîäÿùèé ê ðàçíîãëàñèþ, êàñàåòñÿ â áîëüøåé ìåðå çíà-

÷åíèÿ èëè ñóòè òîãî, ÷òî ìû îñîçíàåì, íî íå îïðåäåëåííîñòè ôîðìû,

ïîñðåäñòâîì ÷åãî ýòà ôîðìà ñîçíàíèÿ ïîìåùàåòñÿ íàïðîòèâ ðàçëè÷-

íûõ ôîðì, îáîçíà÷àåìûõ ðîäîâûì èìåíåì ñóáúåêò. Íàøà çàäà÷à

â íàñòîÿùåå âðåìÿ íå âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ äîïîëíèòåëüíîå ðàññìîòðåíèå

îáùåèçâåñòíîé ïðîòèâîïîëîæíîñòè îáúåêòèâíûõ è ñóáúåêòèâíûõ

êà÷åñòâ.
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Èñòèíû ñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòà ôðàçà èìååò ñìûñë òîëüêî òîãäà, êîãäà

ìû äîáàâëÿåì â îáîçíà÷àåìîå ñîçíàíèåì íå÷òî, íå ñëåäóþùåå èç ïðî-

ñòîãî ïîíÿòèÿ áîäðñòâîâàíèÿ. Òî, ÷òî, áîäðñòâóÿ, ìû íàõîäèìñÿ â

ñîçíàíèè è â ïîëíîé ìåðå, äîëæíî ïðèíèìàòüñÿ êàê íåñîìíåííîå.

Â ýòîì ìû íå ìîæåì îøèáàòüñÿ. Äàæå øèðîêîå ïîëå ïñèõè÷åñêèõ

ðàññòðîéñòâ âðÿä ëè âêëþ÷àåò â ñåáÿ òàêîé ñëó÷àé, ÷òî, áóäó÷è â ñî-

ñòîÿíèè êàêîãî-ëèáî ïðîÿâëåíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ – óäîâîëüñòâèÿ, áîëè, âî-

ëåíèÿ, ìûñëè, êòî-ëèáî ñ÷èòàåò ñåáÿ ïîãðóæåííûì â ãëóáîêèé ñîí.

Ïðåäìåò äëÿ ðàáîòû ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ òîëüêî òîãäà, êîãäà âîçíèêàþò äî-

ïîëíèòåëüíûå âîïðîñû, òàêèå, êàê èíòóèòèâíîå çíàíèå îá àáñîëþòå

çà ïðåäåëàìè íàëè÷íîãî ñîçíàíèÿ. Â òåõ ñëó÷àÿõ, êîãäà ïîäîáíûå âî-

ïðîñû äåéñòâèòåëüíî ïîÿâëÿþòñÿ, èõ íóæíî ðàññìàòðèâàòü îòäåëüíî

îò òåðìèíà ñîçíàíèå, ïîä íåêîòîðûì áîëåå ñïåöèàëüíûì îáîçíà÷åíè-

åì. Ïðåäïîëàãàåìàÿ îò÷åòëèâîñòü ñîçíàíèÿ ïðèìåíèìà ëèøü ê îãðà-

íè÷åííîé îáëàñòè íàøåãî ñòðîãîãî îïðåäåëåíèÿ, çà ïðåäåëàìè êîòî-

ðîãî ñòîèò èñêàòü îò÷åòëèâîñòè äðóãèìè ñïîñîáàìè.

Ñîçíàíèå ïî ñðàâíåíèþ ñ óìîì. Â òî âðåìÿ êàê óì äîëæíî ïî-

íèìàòü îáúåìëþùèì âñå ðàçíîîáðàçèå ïñèõè÷åñêèõ âïå÷àòëåíèé,

âêëþ÷àÿ ìåñòî, êîòîðîå îíè çàíèìàþò â óìñòâåííîé îðãàíèçàöèè, áó-

äó÷è ïîëíîñòüþ â áåçäåéñòâèè, èëè, èíà÷å, êîãäà îíè íå âûïîëíÿþò

íèêàêèõ ïñèõè÷åñêèõ äåéñòâèé, òåðìèí ñîçíàíèå îòíîñèòñÿ òîëüêî

ê ìãíîâåíèÿì ïñèõè÷åñêîãî áîäðñòâîâàíèÿ èëè ìåíòàëüíîé äåéñò-

âåííîñòè ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íàëè÷íûì öåëÿì. Âñå ïîñòîÿííûå òîâàðû,

õðàíèìûå íà ïñèõè÷åñêîì ñêëàäå, íàøëè ñâîé ïóòü òóäà ÷åðåç ïåðè-

îä, êîãäà îíè íàõîäèëèñü â ñîçíàíèè; îíè èãðàþò ñâîþ ðîëü â ýêîíî-

ìèêå ïñèõè÷åñêîãî ãëàâíûì îáðàçîì ÷åðåç âîçâðàùåíèå ê ïîëíîìó

ñîçíàíèþ. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ñîçíàíèå íàïîìèíàåò îôîðìëåíèå ñöåíû

â òåàòðå â ëþáîé ìîìåíò âðåìåíè; ýòî îôîðìëåíèå ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ

ïðîñòî íàáîðîì èíâåíòàðÿ èç ñêëàäà, õðàíÿùèìñÿ òàì ñî âðåìåíè

ïðîøëûõ ïîñòàíîâîê èëè îæèäàþùèõ áóäóùèõ ïîñòàíîâîê.

Íàø ñëåäóþùèé çàãîëîâîê òàêæå ó÷àñòâóåò â ïðîÿñíåíèè ýòîãî

âàæíîãî ðàçëè÷èÿ.

Îáëàñòü ñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòî îáîçíà÷åíèå âûðàæàåò ÷åðòó ñîçíàíèÿ,

íå òîëüêî æèçíåííî âàæíóþ ñàìó ïî ñåáå, íî òàêæå ðàçâåòâëÿþùóþñÿ

íà ìíîæåñòâî ðàçíîîáðàçíûõ âîïðîñîâ. Âçÿòîå â ëþáîé îòäåëüíûé

ìîìåíò, ñîäåðæàíèå ñîçíàíèÿ äåéñòâèòåëüíî îãðàíè÷åíî äîâîëüíî

óçêèìè ðàìêàìè.

Êàê èçâåñòíî, îáëàñòü ñîçíàíèÿ îãðàíè÷åíà åäèíñòâîì èñïîëíè-

òåëÿ; ýòî ïîäìå÷åíî â ïîãîâîðêå î òîì, ÷òî êàæäîìó äåëó ñâîé ÷åðåä.

Õàðàêòåðèñòèêè ýòîé ìàêñèìû èìåþò ïåðâîñòåïåííîå çíà÷åíèå â

ïñèõîëîãèè è îáû÷íî ðàñêðûâàþòñÿ â ñâÿçè ñ íåñêîëüêèìè ÷óâñòâàìè,

â ÷àñòíîñòè ñ ÷óâñòâàìè ïðîòÿæåííîñòè – çðåíèåì è òàêòèëüíûìè

îùóùåíèÿìè. Óïîìÿíóâ ýòî âàæíîå ñîîáðàæåíèå, ìû äîëæíû îòìå-

òèòü, ÷òî êàæäîå ñîçíàòåëüíîå ïîáóæäåíèå ïîñëå òîãî, êàê îíî ïðå-
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êðàòèëîñü èëè óãàñëà åãî ñèëà, îñòàâëÿåò ñëåä. Â ýòîì ñëåäå èëè ïî-

ñòîÿííîì óäåðæàíèè êîðåíèòñÿ âñå ðàçíîîáðàçèå ïàìÿòè èëè ðåòåí-

öèè. Åãî äåéñòâèÿ èìåþò äàëåêî èäóùèå ïîñëåäñòâèÿ; íî áîëåå

íåïîñðåäñòâåííûì îáðàçîì ïüåñû ñîçíàíèÿ êàñàåòñÿ âñåãäà ãîòîâîå

è íåïîñðåäñòâåííîå ïîâòîðåíèå òîãî, ÷òî òîëüêî ÷òî ïðîèçîøëî â ñîç-

íàíèè ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê ñîçèäàòåëüíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè óìà âî âðåìåíè.

Ìîæíî ñðàâíèòü ýòîò ïðîöåññ ñ òåì, êîãäà ãîí÷àð îòáðàñûâàåò êóñêè

ãëèíû, ïîêà èõ íå íàáåðåòñÿ äîñòàòî÷íî äëÿ îòäåëüíîãî èçäåëèÿ. Íà-

ðÿäó ñ ñîçíàíèåì ëþáîãî îòäåëüíî âçÿòîãî ìîìåíòà ó íàñ åñòü íåêîòî-

ðîå êîëè÷åñòâî íåäàâíèõ ñîñòîÿíèé, íå ïîïàâøèõ â ñîçíàíèå è ïîñòî-

ÿííî âîçâðàùàþùèõñÿ õàîòè÷íûì îáðàçîì; ýòà õàîòè÷íîñòü ÿâëÿåòñÿ

ëèøü êàæóùåéñÿ, è óñëîâèÿ, çàäàþùèå ýòî âîçâðàùåíèå, âïîëíå ìîæ-

íî îïðåäåëèòü.

Óçîñòü îáëàñòè ñîçíàíèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñâîåîáðàçíûì îãðàíè÷åíèåì

÷åëîâå÷åñêèõ âîçìîæíîñòåé ïî êîíòðàñòó ñ íàøèì ïîíÿòèåì âñåçíà-

íèÿ. Ñòðîãîñòü îãðàíè÷åíèÿ ïðåîäîëåâàåòñÿ îïðåäåëåííîé ñèëîé áû-

ñòðîãî ïåðåõîäà, êîòîðàÿ ïîçâîëÿåò ïîëó÷èòü êîíñòðóêòèâíûå ðå-

çóëüòàòû, âêëþ÷àþùèå â ñåáÿ íåñêîëüêî ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíûõ ñòàäèé

ñîçíàòåëüíîé ðåïðåçåíòàöèè. Òîëüêî áëàãîäàðÿ îäíîìó ýòîìó îá-

ñòîÿòåëüñòâó ìû çàòðóäíÿåìñÿ ñêàçàòü, ñêîëüêî âñåãî çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ

â àáñîëþòíî ìãíîâåííîì ïó÷êå ñîçíàíèÿ.

Ïðàêòè÷åñêèé âîïðîñ áîëüøîé âàæíîñòè, òîëüêî óïîìÿíóòûé íà-

ìè âñêîëüçü, çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òîáû îïèñàòü íàèáîëåå ïîäõîäÿùèì

äëÿ ýòîé öåëè ÿçûêîì ìîòèâû èëè ïîáóæäàþùèå âëèÿíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ

íàðÿäó ñ èñòî÷íèêàìè ïðåäïî÷òèòåëüíîãî âíèìàíèÿ èëè êîíöåíòðà-

öèè ñðåäè ñîïåðíè÷àþùèõ ìåæäó ñîáîé ýëåìåíòîâ. Èìåííî çäåñü ìû

äîëæíû ïðèíÿòü ðåøåíèå îòíîñèòåëüíî äîñòîèíñòâ ïðåäëîæåííîé

òåðìèíîëîãèè äåéñòâèé ñîçíàíèÿ, èç êîòîðûõ ñëåäóåò äîïîëíèòåëü-

íûé âîïðîñ î âçàèìîâëèÿíèè òðåõ âåëèêèõ ÷àñòåé, ñîñòàâëÿþùèõ óì

ñóáúåêòà. Êîòîðûé èç òðåõ ôóíäàìåíòàëüíûõ êîìïîíåíòîâ óìà äîë-

æåí ñ÷èòàòüñÿ îñíîâíûì â æèçíè íàøåé ïñèõèêè? Èëè êàæäûé èç íèõ

ðàáîòàåò ïî î÷åðåäè êàê ïåðâîïðè÷èíà?

Ñîçíàíèå êàê íåîòúåìëåìàÿ ÷àñòü ïàìÿòè. Íåñîìíåííî, ÷òî

â îáùåì ñëó÷àå äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû ñäåëàòü ïîñòîÿííûå ïðèîáðåòåíèÿ

èëè àññîöèèðîâàòü öåïî÷êè èäåé, òàêèå ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòè äîëæíû

íà÷àòüñÿ â ñîçíàíèè. Èçâåñòíûì ñâîéñòâîì óäåðæàíèÿ â ïàìÿòè ÿâëÿ-

åòñÿ òî, ÷òî óäåðæèâàåìîå äîëæíî ñíà÷àëà ïîëíîñòüþ çàíÿòü ñîáîé

íàøå ñîçíàíèå, ïóñêàé îíî áóäåò áîëüøåé èëè ìåíüøåé äëèòåëüíî-

ñòè, è ÷åì áîëåå ÿðîê îãîíü ñîçíàíèÿ, òåì áûñòðåå è áîëåå ñâÿçíî ýòè

ìîìåíòû íàðàñòàþò. Â îòíîøåíèè ñêàçàííîãî êàê îáùåãî ïðèíöèïà

íå ìîæåò áûòü íèêàêèõ ñîìíåíèé – ýòî îñíîâà è ãëàâíîå óñëîâèå ëþ-

áîãî óñïåøíîãî îáó÷åíèÿ. Íà íåãî òàêæå âëèÿåò ôèçè÷åñêîå ñîñòîÿ-

íèå íåðâíîé ñèñòåìû, êîòîðàÿ ìîæåò áûòü ïðåäðàñïîëîæåíà ê âîçáó-

æäåíèþ, à íå ïîñòåïåííîìó íàðàùèâàíèþ àññîöèàòèâíûõ ñâÿçåé. Îä-
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íàêî ñêàçàííîå íå âëèÿåò íà ãëàâíûé òåçèñ. Êàæóùèåñÿ èñêëþ÷åíèÿ

îòíîñÿòñÿ ê ñîâåðøåííî äðóãîìó âèäó. Íåñîìíåííî, ñóùåñòâóþò ÿâ-

ëåíèÿ, ñòèìóëèðóþùèå ñâÿçíûé ðîñò è çà ïðåäåëàìè îáëàñòè ñîçíà-

íèÿ. Îáðàòèâøèñü ê ïðîöåññó âçðîñëåíèÿ ðåáåíêà, êîãäà ðåôëåêòîð-

íàÿ è ñïîíòàííàÿ àêòèâíîñòè çàêðåïëÿþòñÿ èõ ïîâòîðåíèåì, ìû óêà-

çûâàåì íà âíåñîçíàòåëüíóþ îáëàñòü íàøåãî îáó÷åíèÿ. Áåç ñîìíåíèÿ,

â äàííîé îáëàñòè ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíûå äåéñòâèÿ óæå ñóùåñòâóþò è â

äàëüíåéøåì ïðîñòî çàêðåïëÿþòñÿ. Îäíàêî ìîãóò ëè äâà ðàçëè÷íûõ

òèïà äâèæåíèÿ âûâîäèòüñÿ èç ñîçíàíèÿ – ñîâåðøåííî èíîé âîïðîñ.

Íå ñóùåñòâóåò íè÷åãî, ïîäòàëêèâàþùåãî íàñ ê ïðåäïîëîæåíèþ, ÷òî

ýòî êàêèì-ëèáî îáðàçîì îñóùåñòâèìî. Êîãäà ìû èìååì äåëî ñ âïå÷àò-

ëåíèÿìè, äîñòàâëÿåìûìè íàì ðàçëè÷íûìè îðãàíàìè ÷óâñòâ, èõ îáúå-

äèíåíèåì â ãðóïïû è ïîñëåäîâàòåëüíîñòè, ìû äîëæíû áåç ìàëåéøèõ

êîëåáàíèé çàÿâèòü, ÷òî òàêèå îáúåäèíåíèÿ íà÷èíàþòñÿ â ñîçíàíèè,

à èõ ñêîðîñòü îïðåäåëÿåòñÿ èíòåíñèâíîñòüþ îñîçíàíèÿ.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïåðåä íàìè âñòàåò ïðîáëåìà, ñëåäóþùàÿ èç èìå-

íè ñîçíàíèå è íå ïîäïàäàþùàÿ íè ïîä êàêîå èíîå èìÿ: ñóùåñòâóþò ëè

çíà÷èìûå ïñèõè÷åñêèå èçìåíåíèÿ, âîçíèêàþùèå â ïðîáåëàõ íàøåãî

ñîçíàíèÿ, òàêèõ, êàê ñîí èëè âðåìåííîå îòâëå÷åíèå îò ïðåäìåòà ðàñ-

ñìîòðåíèÿ?

Íåïîñðåäñòâåííûå ôèçè÷åñêèå óñëîâèÿ äëÿ ñîçíàíèÿ. Îáøèð-

íàÿ ïðîáëåìà ñâÿçè óìà è òåëà, ãëóáèíà è ðàçëè÷íûå îòâåòâëåíèÿ êî-

òîðîé íàìíîãî ïðåâîñõîäÿò íàøè ñàìûå îïòèìèñòè÷åñêèå íàäåæäû

íà áóäóùèå èññëåäîâàíèÿ, ïðèîáðåòàåò áîëåå îáîçðèìûé âèä, åñëè

ìû îãðàíè÷èì ðàññìîòðåíèå ñîáñòâåííî ñîçíàíèåì, êàê ìû åãî îïðå-

äåëèëè. Íåñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ïåðåõîäû îò ñíà ê áîäðñòâîâàíèþ, îò ñëà-

áîãî ê èíòåíñèâíîìó ñîçíàíèþ åùå íå ïîíÿòû âî âñåé ìåðå, îíè âñå

æå ñâÿçàíû ñ îùóòèìûìè è âïîëíå îáúÿñíèìûìè ôèçè÷åñêèìè èçìå-

íåíèÿìè, êîòîðûå ïîääàþòñÿ îáúÿñíåíèþ â ÿâíîì âèäå è îáëàäàþò

âàæíåéøèì ïðàêòè÷åñêèì çíà÷åíèåì. Èç ýòèõ ñâÿçåé ìåæäó ïñèõè÷å-

ñêèì è ôèçè÷åñêèì ìû âûâîäèì çíà÷èìûå ñëåäñòâèÿ îòíîñèòåëüíî

âåëèêîé ïðîáëåìû ñîåäèíåíèÿ óìà è òåëà âî âñåì åå îõâàòå. Èçâåñò-

íî, ÷òî ñîïðîâîæäåíèå òåëåñíûõ âûðàæåíèé ñîñòîÿíèÿìè ÷óâñòâî-

âàíèÿ ïîääàåòñÿ èçìåðåíèþ è ÿâëÿåòñÿ îñíîâîé äëÿ ñðàáàòûâàíèÿ

íåðâíûõ ñâÿçåé, êîòîðûå, ïî-âèäèìîìó, òðåáóþòñÿ äëÿ ñîçíàíèÿ.

Ðåôëåêòîðíûå äåéñòâèÿ è ñîçíàíèå; æèâîòíûé àâòîìàòèçì.

Êàê ïðàâèëî, êëàññèôèêàöèþ ðåôëåêòîðíûõ äåéñòâèé ìû íà÷èíàåì ñ

òåõ, â êîòîðûõ ñîçíàíèå íå çàäåéñòâîâàíî, íàïðèìåð äûõàíèå, è çà-

êàí÷èâàåì òåìè, ãäå îíî ó÷àñòâóåò è ÿâëÿåòñÿ äî îïðåäåëåííîé ñòå-

ïåíè óïðàâëÿþùèì, íî íåîáõîäèìûì òîëüêî îò÷àñòè, íàïðèìåð ïðè

îòäåðãèâàíèè ðóêè îò ðàñêàëåííîé ïîâåðõíîñòè. Òåðìèíû «áåññîçíà-

òåëüíûé» è «ñîçíàòåëüíûé» çäåñü ïðèìåíèìû â ñàìîì ñòðîãîì è óìå-

ñòíîì ñìûñëå, à îòñûëêà ê íèì ïîçâîëÿåò çàêðåïèòü òèïè÷íûå çíà÷å-

íèÿ ñëîâ. Îíè äîïîëíèòåëüíî ïîêàçûâàþò ñâÿçü ñîçíàíèÿ ñ íàøåé
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ïîäëèííî ïðîèçâîëüíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòüþ âî âñåì èõ ðàçíîîáðàçèè.

Äåéñòâèÿ òåðÿþò ñâîè ïîäëèííî ïðîèçâîëüíûå ÷åðòû â äâóõ êðàéíèõ

ñëó÷àÿõ èëè ïåðåõîäíûõ ñòóïåíÿõ: ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû, ñ èõ çàòåíåíèåì

â ðåôëåêñå, à ñ äðóãîé – â èõ ïåðåõîäå â ïðèâû÷íîñòü. Â îáîèõ ñëó÷à-

ÿõ îíè äî îïðåäåëåííîé ñòåïåíè ëèøàþòñÿ ñîçíàòåëüíûõ ñâîéñòâ, êàê

ýòî âèäíî èç òîãî, ÷òî îíè óñòóïàþò ìåñòî äðóãèì ÷ëåíàì îáëàñòè

ñîçíàíèÿ.

Íîâàÿ ÷åðòà ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ ïðîÿâëÿåòñÿ â òîì ñëó÷àå, êîãäà

ìû çàäàåìñÿ âîïðîñîì: ÿâëÿþòñÿ ëè æèâîòíûå àâòîìàòàìè? Âïîëíå

ìîæíî ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî íåðâíàÿ ñèñòåìà âî âñåé åå ñëîæíîñòè è ñî-

ãëàñîâàííîñòè ìîãëà áû ïðîèçâîäèòü âñå äåéñòâèÿ, ê êîòîðûì ñïî-

ñîáíû æèâîòíûå, áåç ó÷àñòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ, ðàâíî êàê è ïðè åãî íàëè÷èè.

Î÷åâèäíàÿ òðóäíîñòü çàêëþ÷àåòñÿ â òîì, ÷òî â íàøåì ñîáñòâåííîì

îïûòå ìû èìååì äâà òèïà ïñèõè÷åñêîé àêòèâíîñòè, îäèí èç êîòîðûõ

ñîïðîâîæäàåòñÿ ñîçíàíèåì, à äðóãîé – íåò, è ÷òî æèâîòíûå ìîãóò

áûòü êàê íàèâûñøåãî, òàê è íèçøåãî òèïà. Â íàøåì ñëó÷àå ñîçíàíèå

åñòü óñëîâèå äëÿ ïðèîáðåòåíèÿ ñïîñîáíîñòåé, áëàãîäàðÿ åìó ìû ó÷èì-

ñÿ íà îïûòå, à íå ÿâëÿåìñÿ ïðîñòî ìàøèíàìè, âûïîëíÿþùèìè âðîæ-

äåííûå è ïîâòîðÿþùèåñÿ äåéñòâèÿ. Íèçøèå æèâîòíûå òàêèì æå îá-

ðàçîì ó÷àòñÿ íà îïûòå, è áûëî áû íåñïðàâåäëèâî, åñëè áû ìû ïðåäïî-

ëîæèëè, ÷òî èõ ïðèîáðåòåííûå ñïîñîáíîñòè íå ñâÿçàíû ñ ñîçíàíèåì.

Â íàøåì ñëó÷àå óñèëåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ óñêîðÿåò ïîñòîÿííûå âïå÷àòëåíèÿ

è ïîçâîëÿåò îáó÷àòüñÿ. Òî æå ñàìîå ïðåäïîëàãàåòñÿ è ïðèìåíÿåòñÿ

ïðè íàøåé äðåññèðîâêå æèâîòíûõ. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ìû, êàæåòñÿ, ïðè-

ïèñûâàåì èì òàêîå æå ñîçíàíèå, êàêèì îáëàäàåì ñàìè, â ðàçëè÷íûõ

âàðèàöèÿõ, ÷àñòè÷íî óëàâëèâàåìûõ â îòñûëêå ê âàðèàöèÿì â íàøåì

ñîáñòâåííîì ñîçíàòåëüíîì îïûòå. Ìû âèäèì â ñîáàêå òå æå ïîðûâè-

ñòûå ñìåíû âíèìàíèÿ, òå æå ñêà÷êè â îñîçíàíèè öåëè ñ òîé æå ñïîñîá-

íîñòüþ ê âîññòàíîâëåíèþ, êàêèå îáíàðóæèâàåì â ñåáå â ñõîæèõ óñëî-

âèÿõ. Åñëè ìû êîëåáëåìñÿ â ïðèìåíåíèè ê æèâîòíûì ïðåäëîæåííîãî

ðàçëè÷èÿ, òî íàì íóæíî ïðèíÿòü èíîé ÿçûê äëÿ îïèñàíèÿ ïðîèñõîäÿ-

ùåãî â èõ ïñèõèêå.

Äîêàçàòåëüñòâà â ïîëüçó ñîçíàíèÿ ó æèâîòíûõ ìîãóò áûòü îáúå-

äèíåíû ïîä ñëåäóþùèìè çàãîëîâêàìè: (1) Ñòðîåíèå ìîçãà, ÷ðåçâû-

÷àéíî ñèëüíî íàïîìèíàþùåå íàøå, îñîáåííî ó âûñøèõ æèâîòíûõ;

äàííîå ñõîäñòâî íå ïðåðûâàåòñÿ âïëîòü äî áåñïîçâîíî÷íûõ, ó êîòî-

ðûõ ñòðîåíèå ìîçãà ðàäèêàëüíî èíîå. (2) ßâíîå ïðîÿâëåíèå òåõ æå

äåéñòâèé, êîòîðûå òèïè÷íû äëÿ ëþäåé â òåõ æå îáñòîÿòåëüñòâàõ, êî-

ãäà ìû èñïûòûâàåì óäîâîëüñòâèå èëè áîëü. (3) Äåéñòâèå òåõ æå îá-

ñòîÿòåëüñòâ íà ïðåñëåäóþùåå è èçáåãàþùåå ïîâåäåíèå, ò.å. òîé æå

ïðîèçâîëüíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè, ê êîòîðîé îíè ïðèâîäÿò â ÷åëîâå÷åñêèõ

ñóùåñòâàõ. Ñîâîêóïíàÿ ñèëà ýòèõ äîêàçàòåëüñòâ âñåãäà ñ÷èòàëàñü äî-

âîäîì â ïîëüçó ñîçíàíèÿ ó æèâîòíûõ ïî ïðîòèâîïîëîæíîñòè ñ ìåõà-
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íèçìîì, âîïëîùåííûì â ðåôëåêòîðíîé äåÿòåëüíîñòè, íåñìîòðÿ íà

ëþáóþ ïðåäïîëàãàåìóþ ñòåïåíü âîçíèêàþùèõ çäåñü ñëîæíîñòåé.

Â òî æå âðåìÿ, êàê ìíå êàæåòñÿ, äàæå áîëåå ñèëüíûì, ÷åì ëþáîå

èç ýòèõ äîêàçàòåëüñòâ, áóäåò ñîîáðàæåíèå, îò êîòîðîãî ìû âûøå îò-

âëåêëèñü, êàñàþùååñÿ àáñîëþòíîé íåîáõîäèìîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ äëÿ îâ-

ëàäåíèÿ ÷åì-ëèáî. Íè îäèí ôàêò íàøåãî ñòðîåíèÿ íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ áîëåå

íåñîìíåííûì; îòêàç îò ïðèìåíåíèÿ ýòîãî ñîîáðàæåíèÿ ê ïðî÷èì ñó-

ùåñòâàì, ñïîñîáíûì ê îáó÷åíèþ, ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåîáîñíîâàííûì è íåîï-

ðàâäàííûì. Âìåñòî òîãî ÷òîáû îáëåã÷èòü íàøè òðóäíîñòè â îáëàñòè

ïñèõîëîãèè æèâîòíûõ, îí óñèëèâàåò èõ äî ñàìîé êðàéíåé ñòåïåíè.

Â êà÷åñòâå äîêàçàòåëüñòâà óïîìÿíóòûé ôàêò âåí÷àåò òðè ïðåäøåñò-

âóþùèõ äîêàçàòåëüñòâà ïî àíàëîãèè è ïðåâîñõîäèò èõ ïî óáåäèòåëü-

íîñòè.

Ïðèðîäà è ñòåïåíü ñîçíàíèÿ ëþáîãî îòäåëüíî âçÿòîãî ïðåäñòàâè-

òåëÿ ïëåìåíè æèâîòíûõ ÷àñòî ÿâëÿåòñÿ âîïðîñîì óìîçðèòåëüíîãî

ëþáîïûòñòâà. Äàæå ÷åëîâå÷åñêèå ñóùåñòâà, ïûòàÿñü ïðîíèêíóòü â

ñîçíàíèå äðóã äðóãà, ÷àñòî îøèáàþòñÿ è íèêîãäà íå óâåðåíû â ïîëíîé

ìåðå, ñòîèò ëè çà òåìè æå ïðèçíàêàìè òî æå ñàìîå – òî æå ñîñòîÿíèå

ñîçíàíèÿ. Èìåííî òàêîâî íàøå ôóíäàìåíòàëüíîå çàòðóäíåíèå â ñëó-

÷àå ñ æèâîòíûìè. Ïðèìåíÿÿ âñå ÷åòûðå òèïà óêàçàííûõ âûøå ïðè-

çíàêîâ, ìû äîëæíû ñäåëàòü âûâîä î ñîñòîÿíèè è ñòåïåíè ñîçíàíèÿ

â êàæäîì êîíêðåòíîì ñëó÷àå. Âîçìîæíî, íàèáîëåå ñèëüíûì äîâîäîì

â ïîëüçó ó÷àñòèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ ÿâëÿåòñÿ òî, íà ÷åì ìû ãëàâíûì îáðàçîì

è ñîñðåäîòî÷èëèñü, à èìåííî: îáó÷àåìîñòü. Ñòðàñòíîñòü âûðàæåíèÿ

è ïðîèçâîëüíîå ïðåñëåäîâàíèå öåëè èëè èçáåãàíèå îïàñíîñòè ïðîÿâ-

ëÿþòñÿ êàê â íèçøèõ, òàê è â âûñøèõ ïîðÿäêàõ – â íàñåêîìîì èëè ðû-

áå òàê æå, êàê è â ìëåêîïèòàþùåì. Çíà÷åíèå ýòèõ ïðèçíàêîâ, âçÿòîå

ïî îòäåëüíîñòè, êðàéíå íåÿñíî è çàïóòàííî. Îíè ñîïðîâîæäàþò íèç-

øèå âèäû ìîçãà íàñòîëüêî æå, íàñêîëüêî è âûñøèå. Îäíàêî âïîëíå

îùóòèìîå ðàçëè÷èå ïðåäîñòàâëÿåòñÿ íàì â òîì, ñïîñîáåí ëè è â êàêîé

ñòåïåíè èíäèâèä ê âåëèêèì îñíîâàíèÿì ðàçóìíîñòè – ðàçëè÷åíèþ

è îáó÷åíèþ. Òèï, åñëè íå ñòåïåíü ñîçíàíèÿ, äîëæåí ïðîÿâëÿòüñÿ âñå

áëèæå è áëèæå ê ÷åëîâå÷åñêîìó âèäó, ñîãëàñíî òîìó êàê íàðàñòàþò

ýòè ñïîñîáíîñòè. Íåñìîòðÿ íà âåñü íàø ðàçíîîáðàçíûé îïûò íàñû-

ùåííîñòè ñîçíàíèÿ èëè åãî áîäðñòâîâàíèÿ, ìû ìîæåì áûòü íåñïîñîá-

íû ê òî÷íîìó ïðåäñòàâëåíèþ ïðèðîäû è ñòåïåíè íèçøèõ áåñïîçâî-

íî÷íûõ, îáëàäàþùèõ ÷óâñòâàìè è ðåàãèðóþùèõ êàê ïî âûðàæåíèþ,

òàê è ïðè ïîìîùè äâèæåíèÿ íà âíåøíèå ðàçäðàæåíèÿ. Ñëåäñòâèåì èç

ñêàçàííîãî áóäåò íåâîçìîæíîñòü óêàçàòü íà òó òî÷êó â ðàçâèòèè æè-

âîòíûõ, â êîòîðîé âïåðâûå ïðîÿâëÿåòñÿ ñîçíàíèå. Ìû ìîæåì âïîëíå

ñïðàâåäëèâî ñ÷èòàòü åãî ïðèñóòñòâóþùèì òîãäà, êîãäà âûðàçèòåëü-

íûå ðåàêöèè è ïðîèçâîëüíîå ïðåñëåäîâàíèå öåëè ñîïðîâîæäàþòñÿ

ñàìîé ìàëîé òîëèêîé îáó÷àåìîñòè. Áóäó÷è âîïðîñîì ýâîëþöèè èëè

ðàçâèòèÿ, ãåíåçèñ ñîçíàíèÿ, ïî âñåé âèäèìîñòè, íåðàçðåøèì íàøèìè
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ñðåäñòâàìè. Îí ñîïîñòàâèì ñ âîïðîñîì î òîì, ÷åìó îòäàòü ïðåèìóùå-

ñòâî – âûðàæåíèþ èëè âîëåíèþ, ÷òî ñàìî ïî ñåáå íàõîäèòñÿ íåäàëåêî

îò äðóãîãî íåðàçðåøèìîãî âîïðîñà îá èñòî÷íèêå èëè èñõîäíîé òî÷êå

íàøåãî ðåôëåêòîðíîãî ïðèñïîñàáëèâàíèÿ: ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëè îíî ñëåäñòâè-

åì ïåðåæèòûõ íà îïûòå èëè ïðèîáðåòåííûõ äåéñòâèé; â ýòîì ñëó÷àå

îíî óæå áóäåò ïðåäïîëàãàòü íåêîòîðóþ ñòàäèþ ñîçíàíèÿ, à íå íàõî-

äèòüñÿ ïåðåä íèì.

Ñîçíàíèå è ñàìîñîçíàíèå. Òåðìèí «ñàìîñîçíàíèå» îòêðûâàåò

îáøèðíîå ïîëå äëÿ äèñêóññèé, ðàâíî êàê è âêëþ÷àåòñÿ âî ìíîãèå èç

íàøèõ ãëóáî÷àéøèõ ðàçíîãëàñèé. Èìÿ ñîçíàíèå ñàìî ïî ñåáå, êàê ÿñ-

íî èç ïðåäûäóùåãî, ÿâëÿåòñÿ âïîëíå ïîíÿòíûì è ñâîáîäíûì îò äâó-

ñìûñëåííîñòè. Äîáàâëåíèå ê íåìó ïðèñòàâêè «ñàìî» ïîëíîñòüþ ìå-

íÿåò ïîëîæåíèå äåë. Ñàìîñòü, âçÿòàÿ ïî îòäåëüíîñòè, îáëàäàåò ðàç-

ëè÷íûìè çíà÷åíèÿìè; òî æå ðàçíîîáðàçèå âòîðãàåòñÿ â òó îáëàñòü,

â êîòîðóþ îíà âõîäèò êàê ñîñòàâíàÿ ÷àñòü.

Êîãäà ê ñîçíàíèþ ïðèñîåäèíÿåòñÿ õàðàêòåðèñòèêà, ýòî äåëàåòñÿ

äëÿ òîãî, ÷òîáû îãðàíè÷èòü åãî îáùíîñòü èëè îáúåì äî êàêîãî-ëèáî

ïðåäåëà: âî âðåìÿ áîäðñòâîâàíèÿ ìû îáû÷íî îáëàäàåì íàáîðîì âå-

ùåé, ïðåäñòàâëåííûõ ïåðåä íàìè èëè êîòîðûå äîñòóïíû íàøåìó

âçãëÿäó, â òî âðåìÿ êàê òîëüêî îäíà èëè î÷åíü íåáîëüøîå èõ ÷èñëî ìî-

ãóò íàõîäèòüñÿ â ñîçíàíèè â îäèí è òîò æå ìîìåíò âðåìåíè. Âïîëíå

âîçìîæíî îïðåäåëèòü, íà êîòîðûé èç ðàçíîîáðàçíûõ åäèíîìîìåíò-

íûõ ñòèìóëîâ îáðàùåíî âíèìàíèå, à êàêèå èç íèõ èãíîðèðóþòñÿ;

î íåì ìû ñêàæåì, ÷òî îí íàõîäèòñÿ â ñîçíàíèè, à îá îñòàëüíûõ – ÷òî

îíè áåññîçíàòåëüíû. Ïîêóäà ýòè ïðîòèâîïîëîæíîñòè èìåþò ïðîñòóþ,

íåäâóñìûñëåííóþ ôîðìó, èõ ñîåäèíåíèå ñî ñëîâîì ñîçíàíèå íå óáàâ-

ëÿåò ïîíÿòíîñòü ÿçûêà. Â ìîìåíòû ðàññåÿííîñòè ìû íå îñîçíàåì òî,

÷òî íàõîäèòñÿ ïåðåä íàìè, èëè òî, ÷òî ìû ñëûøèì. Ìû äàæå ìîæåì

íå îñîçíàâàòü ôèçè÷åñêóþ áîëü. Íî âñå æå ìîæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü ñåáå

çíà÷èòåëüíûå òðóäíîñòè, ñâÿçàííûå ñ òàêèì ÿñíî îïðåäåëåííûì ïî-

íèìàíèåì èìåí «ñîçíàíèå» è «áåññîçíàòåëüíîå». Äðóãèì ïðèìåðîì

äîïóñòèìîé õàðàêòåðèñòèêè ñîçíàíèÿ ïðè ïîìîùè îáðàùåíèÿ ê óç-

êîé òåìå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðèòîðè÷åñêàÿ ôðàçà «mens conscia recti»
3
. Â åå èñ-

ïîëüçîâàíèè íåò íè÷åãî çàïóòûâàþùåãî, õîòÿ áûëî áû ïðåäïî÷òè-

òåëüíåé èñïîëüçîâàòü áîëåå ïîäõîäÿùèå ñëîâà. Ïðàâîòà ÷üèõ-ëèáî

íàìåðåíèé è ïîâåäåíèÿ íå ïîçíàåòñÿ âî âñåé ñâîåé ïîëíîòå çà îäíî

ìãíîâåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ; îíà òðåáóåò ñðàâíåíèÿ ñ ìíîæåñòâîì ïîäîáíûõ

ñëó÷àåâ, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ïðåäïî÷òèòåëüíåé áûëî áû èñïîëüçîâàòü ñëî-

âî «çíàíèå». Ñõîæèå âîçðàæåíèÿ ìîæíî âûäâèíóòü ïðè îïèñàíèè

ñîçíàíèÿ êàê ïðîâåðêè èëè ñâèäåòåëüñòâà íàøèõ èíòóèöèé. Ó íàñ ìî-

ãóò áûòü èíòóèöèè, è â íèõ ìîæåò áûòü êàêàÿ óãîäíî ñòåïåíü ïðàâîòû,

íî â íåé íåëüçÿ óäîñòîâåðèòüñÿ ïðè ïîìîùè îäíîãî åäèíñòâåííîãî
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ìîìåíòà îñîçíàíèÿ, à ñîçíàíèå íå ìîæåò íåñòè ñ ñîáîé ïàìÿòü áåç òî-

ãî, ÷òîáû âûéòè çà ñâîè îãðàíè÷åííûå ïðåäåëû.

Êîãäà æå â êà÷åñòâå ñîäåðæàíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ ìû ââîäèì òåðìèí «ñà-

ìîñòü», òðóäíîñòü ñòàíîâèòñÿ ïîèñòèíå íåïðåîäîëèìîé. Äëÿ ïðî-

ÿñíåíèÿ ìû äîëæíû íåìåäëåííî óêàçàòü, êàêèå èç îáùåïðèíÿòûõ

çíà÷åíèé ýòîãî òåðìèíà ìû èìååì â âèäó. Â îáû÷íîé ðå÷è ïîä âûðà-

æåíèåì «ñàìîñîçíàòåëüíûé» ïðèíÿòî ïîíèìàòü òî, ÷òî êòî-ëèáî ïðè-

ìåðÿåò ê ñåáå ñâîþ ñîáñòâåííóþ çíà÷èìîñòü, ïðèçíàíèå èëè çàñëóãè

â ãëàçàõ äðóãèõ. Òùåñëàâíûé ÷åëîâåê, êîãäà îí ýòîìó ÷óâñòâó ïîòâîð-

ñòâóåò è îñîáåííî êîãäà ïðèâëåêàåò âíèìàíèå äðóãèõ, çîâåòñÿ ñàìî-

ñîçíàòåëüíûì
4
. Â ïðîòèâíîì ñëó÷àå ñàìîîöåíêà ìîæåò ïðèíÿòü ôîð-

ìó íåçäîðîâîãî ñàìîóíè÷èæåíèÿ, íàïðèìåð êîãäà âñëåäñòâèå íåêîå-

ãî äåéñòâèÿ èëè îáñòîÿòåëüñòâà, ïðîèçâîäÿùåãî ïëîõîå âïå÷àòëåíèå

íà îêðóæàþùèõ, èíäèâèä íåãàòèâíî îöåíèâàåò ñàì ñåáÿ. Ýòè äâà

êðàéíèõ ñëó÷àÿ ïðåäñòàâëÿþò òó ôîðìó ñàìîñòè, êîòîðàÿ â ñîâðå-

ìåííîé ðå÷è îáû÷íî ïðèñîåäèíÿåòñÿ ê èìåíè ñîçíàíèå. Áîëåå ÿñíîå

çíà÷åíèå ñàìîñòè êàê âêëþ÷àþùåå â ñåáÿ âñå íàøè æèçíåííûå èíòå-

ðåñû èëè êîëëåêòèâíûå öåííîñòè ëó÷øå ïåðåäàåòñÿ ñâÿçêîé «ñâîåêî-

ðûñòíûé».

Îáùåïðèçíàííî, ÷òî ñëîâî ñîçíàíèå îáúåìëåò ìèð îáúåêòîâ òî÷-

íî òàê æå, êàê è ñóáúåêòà. Ïðîòèâîïîëîæíîñòü ýòèõ äâóõ ìîäóñîâ

èìååò òàêîé õàðàêòåð, ÷òî íåîáõîäèìî ïîÿñíÿòü, åñëè óïîìèíàåòñÿ

èìåííî îäèí, à íå äðóãîé. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, êîãäà ìû íàìåðåííî îïóñ-

êàåì îòñûëêó ê îáúåêòó, ìû ìîæåì îáîçíà÷èòü îñòàòîê êàê ñàìîñîç-

íàíèå. (Ìíå êàæåòñÿ, çäåñü íå íóæíî óêàçûâàòü íà ñòàðûé ñïîñîá èñ-

ïîëüçîâàíèÿ ñîçíàíèÿ êàê èíòðîñïåêöèè èëè èñòî÷íèêà íàøåãî çíà-

íèÿ îá óìå, ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåãî íàáëþäåíèþ äëÿ ìèðà îáúåêòîâ.)

Îäíàêî, èìåÿ ïåðåä ñîáîé òàêîå êîëè÷åñòâî îáùåïðèíÿòûõ çíà÷åíèé

ñëîâà ñàìîñòü, ïîäîáíîå èñïîëüçîâàíèå äàííîãî òåðìèíà íåóìåñòíî

è íåóäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíî, õîòÿ è íå ëèøåíî îòäåëüíûõ äîñòîèíñòâ.

Èíîãäà ãîâîðÿò, ÷òî âñå íàøè ÷óâñòâà, ïîçíàâàòåëüíûå ñïîñîáíîñòè

è âîëåíèÿ îòñûëàþò ê ñàìîñîçíàíèþ, ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîñòî èíûì ñïî-

ñîáîì ñêàçàòü îá èõ ïðèíàäëåæíîñòè óìó ñóáúåêòà. Èñïîëüçîâàòü èìÿ

«ñîçíàíèå» ïîäîáíûì îáðàçîì îçíà÷àåò ïåðåøàãíóòü çà åãî ïðåäåëû,

òàê êàê îíî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðîñòî âûðàæåíèåì ïðåõîäÿùèõ ñòàäèé íàøåãî

ïñèõè÷åñêîãî áûòèÿ, è ñìåøàòü åãî ñ âñåîáùíîñòüþ óìà, êîòîðàÿ

áîëüøå, ÷åì ëþáàÿ èç ïîäîáíûõ ñòàäèé, â ñòî òûñÿ÷ ðàç.

Ìíå íåèçâåñòíû äðóãèå íàñòîëüêî æå îáùåïðèíÿòûå ñïîñîáû èñ-

ïîëüçîâàíèÿ ðàññìàòðèâàåìîãî ñîåäèíåíèÿ, ïîìèìî äâóõ ðàññìîò-

ðåííûõ. Äî ýòèõ ïðåäåëîâ îíî ëèøåíî äâóñìûñëåííîñòè íàñòîëüêî,

÷òî åãî ìîæíî èñïîëüçîâàòü è â ïîâñåäíåâíîé æèçíè, è â ïñèõîëîãè-

÷åñêîé òåîðèè.

ÎÏÐÅÄÅËÅÍÈÅ È ÏÐÎÁËÅÌÛ ÑÎÇÍÀÍÈß

245

4
Â ðóññêîì ÿçûêå ýòîìó ñîîòâåòñòâóåò ñëîâî «ñàìîäîâîëüíûé». – Ïðèì. ïåðåâ.



Êîãäà æå «ñàìîñîçíàíèå» ïîäàåòñÿ êàê âûñøèé ôàêò èç âñåõ, ÷òî

íàì èçâåñòíû, èëè êàê íàø «êëþ÷ ê ïîñëåäíåé ïðèðîäå âñåãî ñóùåñò-

âóþùåãî â åãî öåëîñòíîñòè», äåëàåòñÿ íîâûé øàã â ñòîðîíó ðàñøèðå-

íèÿ åãî çíà÷åíèÿ. Íè îäíà èç äâóõ ñîñòàâíûõ ÷àñòåé ñâÿçêè íå êàæåò-

ñÿ ñïîñîáíîé ñîäåðæàòü ýòîò èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî âàæíûé âîïðîñ. Êîíå÷-

íûé ïðåäåë èëè ãðàíèöà ñàìîñòè êàê òîòàëüíîñòü íàøåãî áûòèÿ – óìà

è òåëà; êàñàòåëüíî ýòîé ñàìîñòè ìû ìîæåì ñêàçàòü, ÷òî îíà ñîçíàåò

â ñìûñëå çíàíèÿ, ÷òî áóäåò ãîðàçäî áîëåå óìåñòíûì òåðìèíîì äëÿ òà-

êîé âñåîõâàòíîé àãðåãàöèè. Ïðåäïîëîæèì, ÷òî ìû èñïîëüçóåì «ñàìî-

çíàíèå» äëÿ öåëåé íàõîæäåíèÿ ïîñëåäíåé ïðèðîäû ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ.

Ê ÷åìó ìîæíî ïðèðàâíÿòü ýòî óïîòðåáëåíèå? Òîëüêî ê òîìó, ÷òî ÷å-

ëîâå÷åñòâî, âçÿòîå êàê öåëîå – óì è òåëî, íàñòîëüêî ìîùíàÿ ñîçèäà-

òåëüíàÿ è âñåâëàñòíàÿ ñèëà âî âñåëåííîé, ÷òî äåëàåò íåäîñòàòî÷íûì

è íåóäîâëåòâîðèòåëüíûì îáúÿñíåíèå ïðîèñõîæäåíèÿ ìèðà, êàêîé îí

åñòü. Èëè, êîðî÷å, ýòî áóäåò ïðîñòî ïîâòîðåíèåì àíòðîïîìîðôíîãî

îáúÿñíåíèÿ ïðèðîäû, ãîñïîäñòâîâàâøåãî òàêîå äîëãîå âðåìÿ. Ïðåä-

ïî÷òåíèå ïàðû ñàìî–ñîçíàíèå áóäåò îçíà÷àòü óìåíüøåíèå ñèëû òàêî-

ãî óòâåðæäåíèÿ, òàê êàê ñîçíàíèå, áóäó÷è îãðàíè÷åíî íàëè÷íûì è óñ-

êîëüçàþùèì, ÿâëÿåòñÿ áîëåå óçêèì òåðìèíîì, íåæåëè çíàíèå, êîòî-

ðîå îõâàòûâàåò âåñü ïîñòîÿííûé ìàññèâ èëè ñîáðàíèå âñåãî, ÷òî

êîãäà-ëèáî ïðèñóòñòâîâàëî â ñîçíàíèè.

Áûòü ìîæåò, «ñàìîñòü» â ðàññìàòðèâàåìîé ñâÿçêå äîëæíà îò-

íîñèòüñÿ òîëüêî ê óìó, ò.å. óìó êàê ÷èñòîìó è àáñòðàêòíîìó îïûòó,

îòëè÷íîìó îò òåëà, ïóñòü è íåîòäåëèìîìó îò íåãî. Òåëî ïðè òàêîì

ïîäõîäå ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ñîáîé ëèøü ïîìåõó, íå îáëàäàÿ íè÷åì, ÷òî áû

ñîîòâåòñòâîâàëî ïðåäïîëàãàåìîé òâîð÷åñêîé àêòèâíîñòè ìèðà: äåé-

ñòâóþùàÿ ïðîäóêòèâíîñòü óìà ïîñòóëèðóåòñÿ áåç âñÿêîé ñâÿçè ñ ôè-

çè÷åñêèì ñòðîåíèåì, â îòñóòñòâèå êîòîðîãî ìû íà ñàìîì äåëå íå ìîã-

ëè áû ïåðåæèâàòü óì êàê îòäåëüíóþ ñóùíîñòü.

Â òåðìèíå, ðàññìîòðåíèåì êîòîðîãî ìû çàíèìàëèñü, ÿ íå âèæó

íèêàêîé ïîëüçû â âåëèêîé áîðüáå çà âûÿñíåíèå èñòî÷íèêîâ íàøåé âå-

ðû â Ðåàëüíîñòü êàê ïðîòèâîïîëîæíîñòü Âèäèìîñòè. È äåéñòâèòåëü-

íî, åñëè ÿ ïðàâèëüíî ïîíèìàþ ñîâðåìåííîå ñîñòîÿíèå ýòîé áîðüáû,

åãî íå÷àñòî äåëàþò âåäóùèì. Åñëè æå åãî ñäåëàþò òàêîâûì, òî ìåæäó

ïðîòèâîáîðñòâóþùèìè ñòîðîíàìè äîëæíî ñóùåñòâîâàòü ÷åòêîå ñî-

ãëàñèå îòíîñèòåëüíî åãî òî÷íîãî îïðåäåëåíèÿ; ÿ áû äàæå ñêàçàë, ÷òî

åãî ñòîèò çàìåíèòü ëþáûì äðóãèì ôðàçåîëîãèçìîì, ìåíåå óêîðåíåí-

íûì â äâóñìûñëåííîñòè.

Â çàêëþ÷åíèå íàøåãî ðàññìîòðåíèÿ îñíîâíîãî òåçèñà, îïðåäåëå-

íèÿ è ïðîáëåì ñîçíàíèÿ äîñòàòî÷íî ïðèâåñòè îáîñíîâàííîå ñîîáðà-

æåíèå: êðèòè÷åñêîå èññëåäîâàíèå öåëîñòíîãî îáðàçîâàíèÿ «ñàìîñîç-

íàíèå» óæå íàìíîãî âûõîäèò çà ãðàíèöû îáëàñòè ïñèõîëîãèè.

Ïåðåâîä ñ àíãëèéñêîãî À.À. Âåðåòåííèêîâà
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СОВРЕМЕННЫЙ ДУАЛИЗМ: ПОПЫТКА ЗАЩИТЫ

СONTEMPORARY DUALISM. AN ATTEMPT AT DEFENSE

(Рецензия на книгу: Contemporary Dualism:
A Defense; A. Lavazza and H. Robinson (eds.). Rout

ledge, 2014. 292 p. ISBN 9780415818827.)

Çà ïîñëåäíèå ïÿòü ëåò íàðÿäó ñ ðåöåí-

çèðóåìûì íèæå èçäàíèåì âûøëî â ñâåò

íåñêîëüêî ñáîðíèêîâ, ïîñâÿùåííûõ çà-

ùèòå ñîâðåìåííîãî äóàëèçìà [Koons and

Bealer, 2010; Baker and Goetz, 2011]. Íå-

ñìîòðÿ íà òî ÷òî ôèçèêàëèçì ïî-ïðåæ-

íåìó çàíèìàåò äîìèíèðóþùóþ ïîçèöèþ

ñðåäè ñîâðåìåííûõ ðàáîò ïî ïðîáëåìàì

ñîçíàíèÿ, íà÷èíàÿ ñ 1990-õ ãã. ìîæíî ãî-

âîðèòü åñëè íå î ðåíåññàíñå äóàëèçìà, òî

ïî êðàéíåé ìåðå î åãî íåêîòîðîì îæèâëå-

íèè. Äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, äóàëèçì âåðíóëñÿ

â ôèëîñîôñêóþ ïîâåñòêó äíÿ è îáñóæäà-

åòñÿ êàê ñåðüåçíàÿ àëüòåðíàòèâà ìàòåðèà-

ëèçìó. Îñíîâíîé ïðè÷èíîé ýòîãî ñòàëà,

ïî ìíåíèþ ñòîðîííèêîâ äóàëèçìà, ïðèí-

öèïèàëüíàÿ íåñïîñîáíîñòü ìàòåðèàëèçìà

äàòü àäåêâàòíîå îáúÿñíåíèå òàêèì õàðàê-

òåðèñòèêàì ïñèõè÷åñêèõ ÿâëåíèé, êàê èí-

òåíöèîíàëüíîñòü è ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü. Ïðè

ýòîì ñàì äóàëèçì òàêæå ïðåòåðïåë çíà÷è-

òåëüíûå èçìåíåíèÿ è îáíîâèë ñâîé îáëèê.

Âî-ïåðâûõ, ñðåäè ôèëîñîôîâ âîçðîñëà

íåóäîâëåòâîðåííîñòü ôèçèêàëèñòñêèìè

îáúÿñíåíèÿìè ñîçíàíèÿ. Ýòî ïîäòâåðæ-

äàþò ïîñëåäíÿÿ êíèãà Òîìàñà Íàãåëÿ

[Nagel, 2012] è óæå äàâíî èçâåñòíàÿ êðè-

òèêà ñîâðåìåííîé íàó÷íîé êàðòèíû ìèðà

Ïèòåðîì Àíãåðîì [Unger, 2005]. Âî-âòî-

ðûõ, íà ðûíêå ôèëîñîôñêèõ èäåé ïîÿâè-

ëèñü íîâûå ðàçíîâèäíîñòè ýòîé ïîçèöèè –

ýìåðäæåíòíûé äóàëèçì è äðóãèå âàðèàí-

òû íåêàðòåçèàíñêîãî äóàëèçìà, êîòîðûå

â öåëîì ìîæíî îõàðàêòåðèçîâàòü êàê

íàòóðàëèçàöèþ äóàëèçìà. Â-òðåòüèõ,

â ñâîåé àðãóìåíòàöèè ñòîðîííèêè ñîâðå-

ìåííîãî äóàëèçìà îïèðàþòñÿ íå òîëüêî

íà òðàäèöèîííûå àïðèîðíûå àðãóìåíòû

ïðîòèâ ìàòåðèàëèçìà, èçâåñòíûå ñî âðå-

ìåí Ð. Äåêàðòà, Äæ. Áåðêëè è Ã. Ëåéáíè-

öà, íî è íà äàííûå ñîâðåìåííûõ ýìïèðè-

÷åñêèõ èññëåäîâàíèé. Â-÷åòâåðòûõ, ñàìè
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ýìïèðè÷åñêèå èññëåäîâàòåëè, –

ïðàâäà, ñêîðåå êîñâåííî, íåæåëè íà-

ïðÿìóþ, – ñòàëè áîëåå ëîÿëüíî îòíî-

ñèòüñÿ ê äóàëèçìó. Íàèáîëåå ÿðêèìè

ïðèìåðàìè ìîãóò ñëóæèòü íåäàâíèå

çàÿâëåíèÿ Êðèñòîôà Êîõà [Koch,

2012] è Äæóëèî Òîíîíè [Tononi,

2012]. Ðåöåíçèðóåìûé ñáîðíèê, îòðà-

æàþùèé ïåðå÷èñëåííûå âûøå òåí-

äåíöèè, âêëþ÷àåò 13 ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíûõ

ñòàòåé è ââåäåíèå, íàïèñàííîå èçäà-

òåëÿìè Àíäðåà Ëàâàööà è Õîâàðäîì

Ðîáèíñîíîì. Ñòàòüè ðàñïðåäåëåíû

ïî ÷åòûðåì ðàçäåëàì: «Ãðàíèöû ìà-

òåðèàëèçìà», «Äóàëèçì è ýìïèðè÷å-

ñêèå èññëåäîâàíèÿ», «Êàðòåçèàíñêèé

äóàëèçì ñóáñòàíöèé» è «Íåêàðòåçè-

àíñêèé äóàëèçì».

Â ïåðâîì ðàçäåëå ÷èòàòåëü ìî-

æåò ïîçíàêîìèòüñÿ ñ ðàáîòàìè, ïî-

ñâÿùåííûìè êðèòèêå ìàòåðèàëèçìà

â ôèëîñîôèè ñîçíàíèÿ, è ïîïûòêàìè

ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî äóàëèçì ïðåäëàãàåò áî-

ëåå óäà÷íîå îáúÿñíåíèå ñîçíàíèÿ.

Ðàçäåë ïðåäñòàâëåí ñòàòüÿìè Äýâèäà

Ëóíäà, Óâå Ìàéêñíåðà è Àíäðåà Ëà-

âàööà. Íàèáîëåå îðèãèíàëüíîé ÿâ-

ëÿåòñÿ ðàáîòà ïîñëåäíåãî “Problems

of Physicalism Regarding the Mind”,

â êîòîðîé àâòîð ïðèâîäèò àðãóìåíòû

â ïîëüçó òîãî, ÷òî ôèçèêàëèçì â îò-

íîøåíèè ñîçíàíèÿ â ñîþçå ñ ýâîëþ-

öèîíèñòñêèì ïîíèìàíèåì ïðîèñõîæ-

äåíèÿ ìîçãà èìïëèöèðóþò êîíòèí-

ãåíòíûé õàðàêòåð çàêîíîâ ëîãèêè

è äîïóñêàþò ñóùåñòâîâàíèå íåñîèç-

ìåðèìûõ ìåæäó ñîáîé êîíöåïòóàëü-

íûõ ñõåì, ÷òî â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü ñòàâèò

ïîä âîïðîñ óíèâåðñàëüíûé õàðàêòåð

íå òîëüêî ëîãèêè, íî è ìîðàëüíîãî

çàêîíà.

Âòîðîé ðàçäåë ïîñâÿùåí ñîîò-

íîøåíèþ äóàëèçìà è ýìïèðè÷åñêèõ

èññëåäîâàíèé. Çäåñü çíà÷èòåëüíûé

èíòåðåñ ïðåäñòàâëÿåò ðàáîòà Ðèêêàð-

äî Ìàíçîòòè è Ïàîëî Ìîäåðàòî

“Neuscience: Dualism in Disguise”.

Â íåé àâòîðû ïðåäñòàâëÿþò àðãóìåí-

òû â ïîëüçó òîãî, ÷òî ñîâðåìåííàÿ

íåéðîíàóêà, íåñìîòðÿ íà âåñîìûé

ïðîãðåññ â îáëàñòè èññëåäîâàíèé ìå-

õàíèçìîâ ðàáîòû êëåòîê ãîëîâíîãî

ìîçãà, ìàëî ïðîäâèíóëàñü â ïîíèìà-

íèè ïðèðîäû ñàìîãî ñîçíàíèÿ ïî òîé

ïðè÷èíå, ÷òî ðóêîâîäñòâîâàëàñü â

ýòèõ èññëåäîâàíèÿõ ïðîòèâîðå÷èâû-

ìè ïîñûëêàìè, ïî ñóùåñòâó èñêëþ-

÷àþùèìè âîçìîæíîñòü ðåøåíèÿ

ïðîáëåìû ñîçíàíèÿ. Ñ îäíîé ñòîðî-

íû, íåéðîíàóêà ïðåäïîëàãàåò, ÷òî

ôèçè÷åñêàÿ ðåàëüíîñòü ïî îïðåäåëå-

íèþ íå ìîæåò âêëþ÷àòü â ñåáÿ êà-

êèå-ëèáî ìåíòàëüíûå ñâîéñòâà (èí-

òåíöèîíàëüíîñòü èëè ñóáúåêòèâíîñòü),

à ñ äðóãîé ñòîðîíû, óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî

ñîçíàíèå, îáëàäàþùåå âñåìè ýòèìè

ñâîéñòâàìè, êàêèì-òî îáðàçîì ñïî-

ñîáíî íàõîäèòüñÿ âíóòðè îäíîãî

ïîëíîñòüþ ìàòåðèàëüíîãî îáúåêòà –

öåíòðàëüíîé íåðâíîé ñèñòåìû. Ïî

ìíåíèþ àâòîðîâ, èìåííî îäíîâðå-

ìåííîå ïðèíÿòèå ýòèõ äâóõ èäåé çà-

ñòàâëÿåò ñîâðåìåííûõ íåéðîó÷åíûõ

ââîäèòü â íàó÷íûé îáîðîò ðàçëè÷-

íûå ñóùíîñòè ñ íåîïðåäåëåííûì îí-

òîëîãè÷åñêèì ñòàòóñîì, êàê, íàïðè-

ìåð, «èíôîðìàöèÿ» èëè «ìåíòàëüíàÿ

ðåïðåçåíòàöèÿ», ÷òî ÿâëÿåòñÿ çàìàñ-

êèðîâàííûì ïðèçíàíèåì äóàëèçìà.

Àâòîðû îáúÿñíÿþò òàêóþ ñòðàòåãèþ

ðåàêöèåé ñîâðåìåííîé íåéðîíàóêè

íà íåñïîñîáíîñòü ïðèìèðèòü ñîáñò-

âåííûå ïîñòóëàòû, ïðèâåäåííûå âû-

øå. Â öåëîì, ÿ äóìàþ, ÷òî èòàëüÿí-

ñêèå àâòîðû ïðàâû â ñâîèõ çàìå÷àíè-

ÿõ î ñîñòîÿíèè ñîâðåìåííîé íàóêè.

Îäíàêî ñðåäè íåéðîó÷åíûõ åñòü è òà-

êèå, êòî ýêñïëèöèòíî ïðèçíàåò ðå-

àëüíûé îíòîëîãè÷åñêèé ñòàòóñ çà

ïñèõè÷åñêèìè ñóùíîñòÿìè, îòêðûòî

ïðèíèìàÿ äóàëèçì. Õîðîøèì ïðèìå-

ðîì òàêîé ïîçèöèè ÿâëÿåòñÿ «ìàòå-

ðèàëüíûé äóàëèçì» Äæîíà Ñìèòèñà

[Smythies, 1994]. Ñîãëàñíî ýòîé ïî-

çèöèè, ïñèõè÷åñêèå ðåïðåçåíòàöèè

âîïðåêè ìíåíèþ Äåêàðòà íå ëèøåíû

ïðîòÿæåííîñòè, à îáðàçóþò ñîáñò-

âåííîå òðåõìåðíîå ïðîñòðàíñòâî, äî-

ïîëíÿþùåå íàøå ïðèâû÷íîå ôèçè÷å-
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ñêîå ïðîñòðàíñòâî, òàêæå èìåþùåå

òðè èçìåðåíèÿ.

Â äðóãîé ñòàòüå èçâåñòíûé ñïå-

öèàëèñò â îáëàñòè êâàíòîâîé ìåõà-

íèêè Ãåíðè Ïèðñ Ñòýïï, ðàçâèâàÿ

«êâàíòîâóþ òåîðèþ ñîçíàíèÿ», ïðåä-

ëàãàåò îðèãèíàëüíûé îòâåò íà âîïðî-

ñû, ïîäíÿòûå ýêñïåðèìåíòàìè Áåíä-

æàìèíà Ëèáåòà, îòíîñÿùèìèñÿ ê âîç-

ìîæíîñòè ñâîáîäíîãî âûáîðà ñóáú-

åêòîì ñâîèõ äåéñòâèé. Ñòàíäàðòíàÿ

èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ ýòèõ ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ

èñõîäèò èç ñëåäóþùåãî. Èíäèâèä íå

ìîæåò ñâîáîäíî èíèöèèðîâàòü ñâîå

äåéñòâèå, ïîñêîëüêó åñëè âåðíî, ÷òî

ïðè÷èíà âñåãäà ïðåäøåñòâóåò ñëåä-

ñòâèþ, òî ñâîáîäíîå ðåøåíèå äîëæ-

íî áûòü îñîçíàíî èíäèâèäîì ðàíü-

øå, ÷åì ìîçã íà÷íåò ïîñûëàòü èì-

ïóëüñ, çàäåéñòâóþùèé ÷ëåíû, ïðè-

âîäÿùèå ýòî ðåøåíèå â èñïîëíåíèå,

òîãäà êàê äàííûå, ïîëó÷åííûå Ëèáå-

òîì â õîäå ýêñïåðèìåíòîâ, êàæåòñÿ,

ñâèäåòåëüñòâóþò îá îáðàòíîì. Ñî-

ãëàñíî ýòèì äàííûì, ñíà÷àëà â ìîç-

ãå âîçíèêàåò ïîòåíöèàë ãîòîâíîñòè

è ëèøü çàòåì èíäèâèä ôèêñèðóåò

ñâîå ñîçíàòåëüíîå ðåøåíèå ñîâåð-

øèòü äåéñòâèå. Ñòýïï ïîëàãàåò, ÷òî

ôèêñàöèÿ â ìîçãå ïîòåíöèàëà ãîòîâ-

íîñòè äîëæíà èíòåðïðåòèðîâàòüñÿ

êàê âîçíèêíîâåíèå â ñîçíàíèè ðå-

ïðåçåíòàöèé âîçìîæíûõ ïîñëåäñò-

âèé ñîâåðøàåìîãî äåéñòâèÿ, êîòî-

ðûå âñåãäà ïðåäøåñòâóþò ïðèíÿòèþ

ðåøåíèÿ î åãî ñîâåðøåíèè èëè íåñî-

âåðøåíèè.

Íàêîíåö, â ïîñëåäíåé ñòàòüå

äàííîãî ðàçäåëà àâñòðèéñêèé ôèëî-

ñîô Ìàðòèíà Ôþðñò èç Ãðàöêîãî

óíèâåðñèòåòà ïðåäëàãàåò îðèãèíàëü-

íóþ òðàêòîâêó «ñòðàòåãèè ôåíîìå-

íàëüíûõ êîíöåïòîâ», êîòîðàÿ ÿâëÿ-

åòñÿ îäíèì èç íàèáîëåå ïîïóëÿðíûõ

îòâåòîâ íà àíòèôèçèêàëèñòñêèå àð-

ãóìåíòû â ñòèëå Ôðýíêà Äæåêñîíà.

Ôþðñò ïðèâîäèò äåòàëüíûé àíàëèç

ëèòåðàòóðû, ïîñâÿùåííîé «ñòðàòå-

ãèè ôåíîìåíàëüíûõ êîíöåïòîâ», è

ïðèõîäèò ê âûâîäó, ÷òî ñòîðîííèêàì

ôèçèêàëèçìà íå óäàåòñÿ óäîâëåòâî-

ðèòåëüíî îáúÿñíèòü, ïî÷åìó èäåàëü-

íûé ôèçèê Ìýðè óçíàåò íåêèå íîâûå

ôàêòû î ìèðå ïîñëå òîãî, êàê ïîêè-

íåò ÷åðíî-áåëóþ êîìíàòó, íåñìîòðÿ

íà òî ÷òî îíà è äî ýòîãî îáëàäàëà çíà-

íèåì âñåõ ôèçè÷åñêèõ ôàêòîâ î íà-

øåì ìèðå. Êðèòèêà Ìàðòèíû Ôþðñò

íàïðàâëåíà ïðåæäå âñåãî íà êîíöåï-

öèþ Äýâèäà Ïàïèíî. Îíà ïîëàãàåò,

÷òî åìó íå óäàåòñÿ äàòü àäåêâàòíîå

îáúÿñíåíèå òîãî, êàê ðàáîòàþò ôåíî-

ìåíàëüíûå êîíöåïòû, è ïðèâîäèò àð-

ãóìåíòû äàëåå â ïîëüçó òîãî, ÷òî ñà-

ìè ôåíîìåíàëüíûå êîíöåïòû ïðåä-

ïîëàãàþò ñóùåñòâîâàíèå íåôèçè÷å-

ñêèõ ðåôåðåíòîâ.

Òðåòèé ðàçäåë ïîñâÿùåí êàðòå-

çèàíñêîìó äóàëèçìó. Ðè÷àðä Ñóèí-

áåðí â ñâîåé ðàáîòå “What Makes Me

Me? A Defense of Substance Dualism”

ïðèâîäèò àðãóìåíòû â ïîääåðæêó

îòîæäåñòâëåíèÿ ëè÷íîñòè ñ ïðîñòîé

íåìàòåðèàëüíîé ñóáñòàíöèåé, êîòî-

ðàÿ ëèøü êîíòèíãåíòíûì îáðàçîì

ñîåäèíåíà ñ òåì èëè èíûì ôèçè÷å-

ñêèì òåëîì. Â ñòàòüå ïîä çàãîëîâêîì

“Naturalism and the Unavoidability of

the Cartesian Perspective” Õîâàðä Ðî-

áèíñîí îòñòàèâàåò òåçèñ, ÷òî åñëè

âåðíà èäåÿ î êàóçàëüíîé çàìêíóòîñòè

ôèçè÷åñêîãî, òî òàêèå íàóêè, êàê õè-

ìèÿ, áèîëîãèÿ, ïñèõîëîãèÿ, íå ìîãóò

èìåòü ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíîé ôóíêöèè. Ðî-

áèíñîí âûñòóïàåò â ïîëüçó òåçèñà,

÷òî ïåðñïåêòèâà ïåðâîãî ëèöà íå ìî-

æåò áûòü ïîëíîñòüþ óñòðàíåíà èç

íàóêè è ÷òî íàóêà çàâèñèò îò íåå.

Ðàëüô Óîëêåð âûäâèãàåò òåçèñ, ÷òî

ìåíòàëüíîå ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåðåäóöèðóå-

ìîé ñôåðîé ðåàëüíîñòè, ïîñêîëüêó

îíà â îòëè÷èå îò ôèçè÷åñêèõ îáúåê-

òîâ ÷óâñòâèòåëüíà ê îáúåêòèâíûì

òðåáîâàíèÿì ðàçóìà. Ýòîò ñïîñîá

âîçäåéñòâèÿ ïðèíöèïèàëüíî îòëè÷åí

îò êàóçàëüíûõ îòíîøåíèé, ïðèñóòñò-

âóþùèõ â ìàòåðèàëüíîì ìèðå. Èí-

òåðåñíî, ÷òî ïîäîáíîå òðàäèöèîííî

êàíòèàíñêîå ðàçëè÷èå ìåæäó ïðè÷è-

íàìè è äîâîäàìè Óîëêåð èñïîëüçóåò
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äëÿ îáîñíîâàíèÿ òåçèñà î êàðòåçèàí-

ñêîì äóàëèçìå ñóáñòàíöèé, êîòîðûé

îí çàùèùàåò âî âòîðîé ÷àñòè ñâîåé

ñòàòüè.

Ïîñëåäíèé, ÷åòâåðòûé ðàçäåë

êíèãè ïîñâÿùåí íåêàðòåçèàíñêèì

ôîðìàì äóàëèçìà. Çäåñü ïðåäñòàâëå-

íû ÷åòûðå àâòîðà, êîòîðûõ îáúåäè-

íÿåò ïðåæäå âñåãî òî, ÷òî îíè íå ðàç-

äåëÿþò íè òåçèñ ìàòåðèàëèçìà, íè

òåçèñ êàðòåçèàíñêîãî äóàëèçìà. Íà

ìîé âçãëÿä, íàèáîëåå èíòåðåñíîé ðà-

áîòîé ýòîãî ðàçäåëà ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñòàòüÿ

íûíå óæå ïîêîéíîãî ïðîôåññîðà

Äàðåìñêîãî óíèâåðñèòåòà Ýäâàðäà

Äæîíàòàíà Ëîó “Why My Body is not

Me: The Unity Argument for Emergen-

tist Self-Body Dualism”. Îí ïðèâîäèò

îðèãèíàëüíûé àðãóìåíò â ïîëüçó òî-

ãî, ÷òî ëè÷íîñòü äîëæíà áûòü ïðè-

çíàíà îíòîëîãè÷åñêè áàçîâîé êàòåãî-

ðèåé. Ñóòü àðãóìåíòà ñîñòîèò â òîì,

÷òî åñëè ìûñëü íå ìîæåò ñóùåñòâî-

âàòü áåç ñóáúåêòà, òî ìîÿ ìûñëü íå

ìîæåò ñóùåñòâîâàòü áåç ìåíÿ. Ëîó

ïûòàåòñÿ ïîêàçàòü, ÷òî íè îäèí ìàòå-

ðèàëüíûé îáúåêò – áóäü òî öåëûé

æèâîé îðãàíèçì, èëè åãî ÷àñòü – íå

ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåîáõîäèìûì äëÿ ñóùåñò-

âîâàíèÿ âñåõ ìîèõ ìûñëåé. Ñëåäîâà-

òåëüíî, äåëàåò îí âûâîä, ÿ íå ìîãó

áûòü òîæäåñòâåí íèêàêîìó ìàòåðè-

àëüíîìó îáúåêòó. È ïîñêîëüêó àíòè-

ðåàëèçì îòíîñèòåëüíî ìîåãî ñóùåñò-

âîâàíèÿ êàæåòñÿ ñîìíèòåëüíûì, ëè÷-

íîñòü, èëè ñóáúåêò ìûñëè, äîëæíû

áûòü ïðèçíàíû â êà÷åñòâå ôóíäàìåí-

òàëüíîãî è íè ê ÷åìó íåñâîäèìîãî

ýëåìåíòà ðåàëüíîñòè. Ïðè ýòîì Ëîó

îòêàçûâàåòñÿ îòîæäåñòâëÿòü ëè÷-

íîñòü ñ êàðòåçèàíñêîé äóøîé, àðãó-

ìåíòèðóÿ òåì, ÷òî åå ïðèðîäà íàõî-

äèòñÿ çà ïðåäåëàìè åãî ïîíèìàíèÿ.

Ïîçèöèÿ Ëîó ñðîäíè ïîçèöèè Ëèíí

Ðàääåð Áåéêåð [Baker, 2000] ñ òåì

ðàçëè÷èåì, ÷òî Áåéêåð ïîçèöèîíèðó-

åò ñåáÿ êàê ñòîðîííèöà íåíàòóðàëè-

ñòè÷åñêîãî ìàòåðèàëèçìà, â òî âðåìÿ

êàê Ëîó ãîâîðèò îá ýìåðäæåíòíîì ß

(Self) è îòêàçûâàåòñÿ îòîæäåñòâëÿòü

ñâîþ ïîçèöèþ ñ ìàòåðèàëèçìîì. Íà

ìîé âçãëÿä, êîíöåïöèè è Áåéêåð,

è Ëîó ñòðàäàþò îäíèì è òåì æå íå-

äîñòàòêîì: òðóäíî ïîíÿòü, êàê ëè÷-

íîñòè, åñëè îíè ïðåäñòàâëÿþò ñîáîé

îíòîëîãè÷åñêèå áàçîâûå ñóùíîñòè,

ñîîòíîñÿòñÿ ñ äðóãèìè ïðèâû÷íûìè

íàì «åñòåñòâåííûìè âèäàìè», òàêè-

ìè, êàê ôèçè÷åñêèå ÷àñòèöû èëè æè-

âûå îðãàíèçìû.

Îñòàâøèåñÿ ðàáîòû íàãëÿäíî äå-

ìîíñòðèðóþò ðàçíîîáðàçèå ïîçèöèé

è òåì, îáúåäèíåííûõ ëåéáëîì íåêàð-

òåçèàíñêîãî äóàëèçìà. ×àðëüç Òàëèà-

ôåððî â ñòàòüå “Promise and Sensibi-

lity of Integrative Dualism” àðãóìåí-

òèðóåò â ïîëüçó òðåõ ñâÿçàííûõ ìåæ-

äó ñîáîé òåçèñîâ. Âî-ïåðâûõ, ïåð-

ñïåêòèâà ïåðâîãî ëèöà êîíöåïòóàëü-

íî ïðåäøåñòâóåò ïåðñïåêòèâå òðåòüå-

ãî ëèöà. Âî-âòîðûõ, åñòåñòâåííîé óñ-

òàíîâêîé äëÿ äóàëèñòà ÿâëÿåòñÿ íå-

ðàçðûâíàÿ ñâÿçü ìåæäó äóøîé è òå-

ëîì, à íå îòäåëåíèå îäíîãî îò äðóãî-

ãî. Â-òðåòüèõ, âîïðåêè îáùåïðèíÿ-

òîìó ìíåíèþ äëÿ äóàëèñòà âçàèìî-

äåéñòâèå ìåæäó äóøîé è òåëîì íå

ÿâëÿåòñÿ òàêîé çàãàäêîé, êàê ýòî

ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ ôèçèêàëèñòàì.

Óèëüÿì Õàñêåð â ñòàòüå “The

Dialectic of Soul and Body” îáðàùàåò-

ñÿ ê ïðîáëåìàì òîìèñòñêîãî äóàëèç-

ìà. Îí óòâåðæäàåò, ÷òî õîòÿ âîñõî-

äÿùàÿ ê ñâ. Ôîìå Àêâèíñêîìó êîí-

öåïöèÿ ÷åëîâåêà êàê åäèíñòâà äóøè

è òåëà îáëàäàåò âàæíûìè ïðåèìóùåñò-

âàìè ïî ñðàâíåíèþ ñ êàðòåçèàíñêèì

äóàëèçìîì, íè îíà, íè åå ñîâðåìåí-

íûå ìîäèôèêàöèè (â êà÷åñòâå ïðèìå-

ðà Õàñêåð ðàññìàòðèâàåò êîíöåïöèþ

Äæåéìñà Ïîðòåðà Ìîðëýíäà) íåñïî-

ñîáíû îòâåòèòü íà âûçîâû ñîâðåìåí-

íîé íàóêè â ëèöå äàðâèíîâñêîé òåî-

ðèè ýâîëþöèè. Â ñâÿçè ñ ýòèì Õàñêåð

âûñòóïàåò â ïîëüçó ýìåðäæåíòíîãî

äóàëèçìà, êîòîðûé, ïî åãî ìíåíèþ,

ñîõðàíÿåò äîñòîèíñòâà òîìèñòñêîé

êîíöåïöèè ëè÷íîñòè, íî ëèøåí åå

íåäîñòàòêîâ, â ÷àñòíîñòè îí õîðîøî

ñî÷åòàåòñÿ ñ ñîâðåìåííûìè ïðåä-
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ñòàâëåíèÿìè îá ýâîëþöèè. Ñòàòüÿ

Äýâèäà Ñêðáèíû ïîñâÿùåíà äâóõàñ-

ïåêòíîé òåîðèè ñîçíàíèÿ. Ïî ìíå-

íèþ àâòîðà, ýòà ïîçèöèÿ óäà÷íî îáú-

åäèíÿåò ïðåèìóùåñòâà òðàäèöèîííî

êîíêóðèðóþùèõ ìåæäó ñîáîé òåî-

ðèé – äóàëèçìà è ìàòåðèàëèñòè÷å-

ñêîãî ìîíèçìà.

Åñëè îöåíèâàòü ñáîðíèê â öå-

ëîì, òî ñëåäóåò ñêàçàòü, ÷òî áëàãîäà-

ðÿ ðàçíîîáðàçèþ ïðåäñòàâëåííûõ

â íåì àâòîðîâ è òåì ÷èòàòåëü ïîëó-

÷èò ðàçíîñòîðîííåå ïðåäñòàâëåíèå

î ñîâðåìåííîì äóàëèçìå êàê æèâîì

è èíòåðåñíîì ÿâëåíèè, çíàêîìñòâî ñ

êîòîðûì ìîæåò áûòü ïîëåçíûì íå

òîëüêî äëÿ òåõ, êòî òàê èëè èíà÷å

îòîæäåñòâëÿåò ñåáÿ ñ ýòîé ïîçèöèåé,

íî è äëÿ òåõ, êòî õî÷åò âçãëÿíóòü íà

ïðîáëåìàòèêó ñîâðåìåííîé ôèëîñî-

ôèè ñîçíàíèÿ ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ, îòëè-

÷àþùåéñÿ îò îðòîäîêñàëüíîé.
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ÞÁÈËÅÉ

ÀËÅÊÑÀÍÄÐÀ ËÅÎÍÈÄÎÂÈ×À ÍÈÊÈÔÎÐÎÂÀ

Â êîíöå àïðåëÿ ýòîãî ãîäà ÷ëåí ðåäêîëëåãèè íàøåãî æóðíàëà, äîêòîð ôè-

ëîñîôñêèõ íàóê, ãëàâíûé íàó÷íûé ñîòðóäíèê ñåêòîðà ñîöèàëüíîé ýïèñòåìî-

ëîãèè Èíñòèòóòà ôèëîñîôèè ÐÀÍ Àëåêñàíäð Ëåîíèäîâè÷ Íèêèôîðîâ îòìå-

òèë ñâîé 75-ëåòíèé þáèëåé.

Àëåêñàíäð Ëåîíèäîâè÷ áûë è îñòàåòñÿ íå òîëüêî êâàëèôèöèðîâàííûì

ñïåöèàëèñòîì â îáëàñòè ëîãèêè, ìåòîäîëîãèè è ôèëîñîôèè íàóêè, íî îðèãè-

íàëüíûì è ãëóáîêèì ìûñëèòåëåì, ñôåðà èññëåäîâàòåëüñêèõ èíòåðåñîâ êîòî-

ðîãî ïðîñòèðàåòñÿ äàëåêî çà ïðåäåëû åãî îôèöèàëüíîé êâàëèôèêàöèè. Çà ïî-

ñëåäíèå ãîäû Àëåêñàíäð Ëåîíèäîâè÷ ïðîâåë ðÿä èíòåðåñíåéøèõ èññëåäîâà-

íèé â îáëàñòè ôèëîñîôèè èñòîðèè, ïîêàçàâ, íàïðèìåð, êàê èìåííî â ðàáîòå

èñòîðèêà â îòëè÷èå îò ðàáîòû åñòåñòâîèñïûòàòåëÿ îïèñàíèå îêàçûâàåòñÿ íå-

ðàçðûâíûì îáðàçîì ñâÿçàíî ñ îáúÿñíåíèåì. Åãî ïåðåîöåíêà öåëåé è çàäà÷ íî-

âîâðåìåííûõ íàóêè è òåõíèêè, ñîãëàñíî êîòîðîé îíè íå áûëè íàïðàâëåíû íà

ïîèñê èñòèíû, à îðèåíòèðîâàëèñü ïðåèìóùåñòâåííî íà òî, ÷òîáû ñäåëàòü ñó-

ùåñòâîâàíèå ÷åëîâåêà íàèáîëåå êîìôîðòíûì, ñòàëà íåîæèäàííîé äëÿ öåëîãî

ðÿäà èçâåñòíûõ ñïåöèàëèñòîâ â ýòîé îáëàñòè. Â ïîñëåäíåå âðåìÿ åãî êðèòèêà

è ïåðåîñìûñëåíèå ôèëîñîôèè ëèáåðàëèçìà âûçûâàåò îñòðûå äèñêóññèè è æè-

âîé èíòåðåñ êàê ó ñòîðîííèêîâ, òàê è ó ïðîòèâíèêîâ ýòîãî ìèðîâîççðåíèÿ, çà-

ñòðàãèâàþùåãî ïðàêòè÷åñêè âñå ñôåðû æèçíè îáùåñòâà.

Àëåêñàíäð Ëåîíèäîâè÷ – çàìå÷àòåëüíûé ïîëåìèñò, íà åãî äîêëàäàõ âñåãäà

àíøëàã, à äèñêóññèè ïî ïîñòàâëåííûì èì âîïðîñàì çà÷àñòóþ ïðîäîëæàþòñÿ

ãîðàçäî äîëüøå îòâåäåííîãî ðåãëàìåíòîì âðåìåíè. È íåñìîòðÿ íà òó åäêóþ

êðèòèêó, êîòîðîé îí ïîðîé ïîäâåðãàåò ðàáîòû ñâîèõ êîëëåã, ìàëî ê êîìó â Èí-

ñòèòóòå ôèëîñîôèè îòíîñÿòñÿ ñ òàêèì óâàæåíèåì è òåïëîì, êàê ê íåìó.

Àëåêñàíäð Ëåîíèäîâè÷ áûë è îñòàåòñÿ ïðåêðàñíûì ëåêòîðîì è ïîïóëÿðè-

çàòîðîì íàó÷íîãî çíàíèÿ. Åãî «Ïîïóëÿðíûå ëåêöèè ïî ëîãèêå è òåîðèè àðãó-

ìåíòàöèè», âûëîæåííûå íà ñàéòå Èíñòèòóòà ôèëîñîôèè ÐÀÍ, îòêðûòûå

âûñòóïëåíèÿ è ó÷àñòèå â èíòåðíåò-ïðîåêòàõ ðàñøèðèëè è ïðîäîëæàþò ðàñøè-

ðÿòü åãî ïîïóëÿðíîñòü ñðåäè ìíîãî÷èñëåííîé èíòåðíåò-àóäèòîðèè, èíòåðå-

ñóþùåéñÿ ôèëîñîôèåé.

Ðåäêîëëåãèÿ æóðíàëà îò âñåé äóøè ïîçäðàâëÿåò Àëåêñàíäðà Ëåîíèäîâè÷à

ñ þáèëååì è æåëàåò åìó çäîðîâüÿ, äàëüíåéøåé ïëîäîòâîðíîé ðàáîòû è êàê

ìîæíî áîëüøå òåõ ïîëîæèòåëüíûõ ýìîöèé, êîòîðûå îí âñåãäà äàðèò ñâîèì

ñòóäåíòàì, êîëëåãàì è äðóçüÿì.
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1. ÎÁÙÈÅ ÐÅÊÎÌÅÍÄÀÖÈÈ

Ïðè íàïèñàíèè ñòàòåé ðåêîìåíäóåòñÿ ó÷èòûâàòü ïðîôèëü èçäàíèÿ è ñòðîèòü ñîäåðæàíèå è ôîðìó ñòàòüè

ïðèìåíèòåëüíî ê îäíîé èç ðóáðèê æóðíàëà. Ïðåäëàãàåìûå ìàòåðèàëû äîëæíû ÿâëÿòüñÿ íå îïóáëèêîâàííû-

ìè ðàíåå íàó÷íî-ôèëîñîôñêèìè òåêñòàìè, îáëàäàþùèìè àêòóàëüíîñòüþ è íîâèçíîé. Îáúåì ëþáîãî ìàòå-
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� íà ïåðâîé ñòðàíèöå ñòàòüè äîëæíî áûòü: ðóññêîå è àíãëèéñêîå íàçâàíèÿ òåêñòà, ðóññêîÿçû÷íûå è àíãëî-

ÿçû÷íûå äàííûå îá àâòîðå (ÔÈÎ, ó÷åíàÿ ñòåïåíü, äîëæíîñòü è ìåñòî ðàáîòû, e-mail), ðóññêîÿçû÷íàÿ è àíã-

ëîÿçû÷íàÿ àííîòàöèè ñ êëþ÷åâûìè ñëîâàìè (àíãëîÿçû÷íàÿ àííîòàöèÿ äîëæíà áûòü ðàñøèðåííîé – îêîëî

1,5 òûñ. çíàêîâ ñ ó÷åòîì ïðîáåëîâ);

� ñíîñêè ðàçìåùàþòñÿ â íèçó ñòðàíèöû, ñêâîçíàÿ íóìåðàöèÿ;

� ññûëêè íà ëèòåðàòóðó äàþòñÿ â òåêñòå ñòàòüè â êâàäðàòíûõ ñêîáêàõ – ôàìèëèÿ àâòîðà è ãîä (åñëè íàäî, íî-
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