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1. Introduction

According to Frank Plumpton Ramsey, “we are
driven to philosophize, because we do not know clearly
what we mean; the question is always ‘what do I mean by
x?”” [Ramsey, 1950: p. 268] In my opinion, such x is con-
sciousness, if we are talking about such philosophical tra-
dition as Philosophy of Mind. We can agree with Patrick
Grim that “contemporary philosophy of mind is actively
interdisciplinary. A broad range of disciplines is involved
in the ongoing attempt to understand what minds are and
how they work: psychology, neuroscience, cognitive sci-
ence, artificial intelligence, computer science, and even
robotics. And goal here, as in all philosophy, is conceptu-
al clarification and rational argument”. [Grim, 2008: p. 1]
One of the most important philosophical questions is
“What is consciousness?” There were a lot of attempts to
answer it. This paper is a general overview of the answer
to this question of one of the most influential modern phi-
losophers of mind — the Australian philosopher David
John Chalmers.
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2. The Easy Problems and the Hard Problem of Con-
sciousness

What is consciousness? For Chalmers “conscious experience is at
once the most familiar thing in the world and the most mysterious. There is nothing we know about
more directly than consciousness” [Chalmers, 1996: p. 3] but “there is nothing that is harder to ex-
plain” [Chalmers, 1995: p. 200] It must be said that it isn’t the kind of “mysteriousness” like
McGinn’s mysterianism, which rejects any attempts to solve the problem of consciousness. Accord-
ing to Chalmers, we are not “cognitively closed” in the respect of this phenomenon. Contrario, the
Australian philosopher proposes “to confront it directly”. [Chalmers, 1995: ibidem] But simultane-
ously he states the obvious fact that “there is not just one problem of consciousness.
“Consciousness” is an ambiguous term, referring to many different phenomena”. [Chalmers, 1995:
ibidem]

The easy problems and the hard problem. It is a famous fact that David Chalmers entered into
the world history of philosophy as a philosopher who divided the problems of consciousness into
“the easy” and “the hard” problems. This was done at Tucson conference in 1994 and published in
1995 paper “Facing Up to the Problem of Consciousness”. [Chalmers, 1995]

So, according to Chalmers, the easy problems of consciousness deal with cognitive sciences
and are those that “seem directly susceptible to the standard methods of cognitive science, whereby a
phenomenon is explained in terms of computational or neural mechanisms” and “the hard problems
are those that seem to resist those methods”. [Chalmers, 1995: p. 200] They include such cognitive
phenomena as the reportability of mental states, the focus of attention, the deliberate control of be-
havior and others. The hard problem par excellence is the problem of experience. The latter means
our subjective aspect, or as was noted by Thomas Nagel there is something it is like to be a conscious
organism. [Nagel, 1974: p. 1]

The easy problems are ‘easy’ because they can be explained in terms of abilities and functions.
(For the latter we just have to specify a mechanism that can perform the function) [Chalmers, 1995:

p. 202] But the hard problem is really ‘hard’ because it goes beyond the performance of functions,

' In my opinion, ‘the hard problem of consciousness’ in the very meaning that was postulated by David Chalmers
in his program works such as “Facing Up to the Problem of Consciousness” [Chalmers, 1995] and “the Conscious
Mind” [Chalmers, 1996] is really possible on such terms:

1. The causal closure of the physical.
2. The inefficiency of consciousness to influence the physical processes.
3. Therefore, consciousness is a sort of epiphenomenon in respect of these processes.
From this, it follows the question like “Why does consciousness (or the phenomenal experience) accompa-

ny the physical processes?” when it is logically possible for it not to do it. But, if we endue consciousness with the caus-
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because always remains the following question: Why is the performance of these functions accom-
panied by experience?’ [Chalmers, 1995: p. 203] “Why doesn’t all this information-processing go
on “in the dark”, free of any inner feel?””* [Chalmers, 1995: p. ibidem] The main conclusion of all
this is that we “can’t explain conscious experience on the cheap”. [Chalmers, 1995: p. 208]

A catalogue of conscious experiences. Speaking about conscious experience, David Chalmers
distinguishes such its components as: visual experiences, auditory experiences, tactile experiences,
olfactory experiences, taste experiences, experiences of hot and cold, pain. Also, he invokes mental
imagery, conscious thought, emotions, the sense of self. According to him, “in addressing the philo-
sophical mysteries associated with conscious experience, a simple colour sensation raises the prob-
lems as deeply as one's experience of a Bach chorale”. [Chalmers, 1996: p. 4] This brief outline
must help us concentrate our attention in respect of the main talking point — i.e. the conscious ex-
perience.

According to Chalmers, the precise synonyms of the latter are such notions as: “experience”,

2

“qualia”, “phenomenology”, “phenomenal”, “subjective experience”, and “something it is like”.
Any differences in these notions are not noteworthy. Therefore, talking about consciousness, we are
talking about the subjective quality of our experience: something it is like to be a cognitive agent.

[Chalmers, 1996: p. 6]

3. Phenomenal and psychological concepts of mind

At the bottom of this lies the distinction between the two concepts
of mind: the phenomenal and psychological concepts of mind. The former deals with conscious ex-
perience. The latter deals with the causal role that mental state plays in cognitive structure.
[Chalmers, 1996: p. 11] The conceptual distinction between them is the following: the phenomenal
mind is characterized in that it is experienced, the psychological — in that it does. At a first approxi-
mation, the phenomenal concept of mind deals with the first-person data, and the psychological con-
cept deals with the third-person data. [Chalmers, 1996: p. 16] For the reason that psychological and
phenomenal exhaust the mental, they are the central aspects of the mind [Chalmers, 1996: pp. 17,
22]

al force in respect of the physical, namely the original ‘hard problem’ will slip out of existence. So, I think that Chalmer-
sian ‘hard problem’ of consciousness is based on the epiphenomenalist doctrine. (Of course, then we’ll have other ‘hard’
questions like “how can something nonphysical like consciousness influence the physical?” However, it will be rather
the sphere of interactionism than of epiphenomenalism.)

* 1 think that it is another way to say “Why aren’t we zombies?”
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On a basis of such distinction, David Chalmers separates the mind-body problem into two
parts: the easy and the hard ones. The first part deals with the psychological aspects of the mind and
isn’t so hard to be explained because it poses only fechnical problems for cognitive sciences and
some difficult tasks for the philosophical investigation. The second part of the mind-body problem
is one that poses the deep philosophical mysteries. The deepest question of this problem is the fol-
lowing: How can the physical system give rise to the conscious experience?

Also, Chalmers proposes to divide the /ink between the physical and the mental into two
parts: the link between physical and psychological, and the link between psychological and phe-
nomenal. According to Chalmers, the first link is partially solved and we have all the resources to
solve it completely. But the second link is really ill understood, because always remains the further
question: Why are the psychological properties accompanied by phenomenal properties? Together
with Ray Jackendoft, David Chalmers proposes to call such-like problem the mind-mind problem.
[Chalmers, 1996: p. 25]

Together with psychological and phenomenal mind and psychological and phenomenal prop-
erties, Chalmers also divides consciousness into two parts: the psychological and phenomenal con-
sciousness. The latter is the key-value sense of the consciousness and means to instantiate some
quality. The former is related to such phenomena as awakeness, introspection, reportability, self-
consciousness, attention, voluntary control, knowledge. The psychological property that is directly
associated with phenomenal consciousness is called awareness’. Awareness is the most common
name of the psychological consciousness and therefore is a precisely functional notion*. According
to Chalmers, “wherever there is phenomenal consciousness, there seems to be awareness. The fact
that any conscious experience is accompanied by awareness is made clear by the fact that conscious

experience is reportable.” [Chalmers, 1996: p. 28]

4. Supervenience

David Chalmers defines his position towards consciousness in the
following way: “Consciousness supervenes naturally on the physical, without supervening logically

299

or ‘metaphysically’”. [Chalmers, 1996: p. 162] For him, the notion of supervenience is the central
notion in his explaining of the structure of consciousness. It is used directly to clarify the idea of

reductive explanation which is not the “be-all and end-all” explanation. [Chalmers, 1996: p. 43]

? T have to note that in the ordinary English it means just ‘consciousness’. But in Chalmersian philosophy it is a
technical term.

* Very close to Chalmersian awareness/consciousness distinction is the distinction of A-consciousness/P-
consciousness, made by Ned Block in his 1995 paper. [Block, 1995: p. 230]
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In general, according to Chalmers, the notion of supervenience is needed to illuminate the
dependence relations between the low-level and the high-level properties: A-properties (intuitively,
the former and, used to be the physical properties) and B-properties (respectively the latter).

The basic definition of supervenience is the following: “B-properties supervene on A-
properties if no two possible situations are identical with respect to their A-properties while differ-
ing in their B-properties.” [Chalmers, 1996: p. 33]

Chalmers divides supervenience into two subgroups:

1. Global and local supervenience (if we consider situations with worlds or individuals);

2. Logical and natural supervenience (depending on how we construe the notion of possibil-
ity). [Chalmers, 1996: ibidem]

Global and local supervenience. According to Chalmers, “B-properties supervene locally on
A-properties if the A-properties of an individual determine the B-properties of that individual—if,
that is, any two possible individuals that instantiate the same A-properties instantiate the same B-
properties”. And “B-properties supervene globally on A-properties, by contrast, if the A-facts
about the entire world determine the B-facts: that is, if there are no two possible worlds identical
with respect to their A-properties, but differing with respect to their B-properties”. Local superven-
ience implies global supervenience, but not conversely. But, more important is the distinction be-
tween logical and natural supervenience. [Chalmers, 1996: pp. 33-34]

Logical and natural supervenience. “B-properties supervene logically on’ A-properties if no
two logically possible situations are identical with respect to their A-properties but distinct with
respect to their B-properties”. Logical supervenience means the logical possibility in the broadest
sense”. [Chalmers, 1996: p. 35]

“B-properties supervene naturally on A-properties if any two naturally possible situations
with the same A-properties have the same B-properties”. Naturally possible situation is possible
when there is no natural laws’ violation. Such a situation means the real empirical possibility. Nat-

ural supervenience holds when A-facts naturally necessitate B-facts. [Chalmers, 1996: pp. 36-37]

3 Although, supervene on in general means depend on, there is the strict technical difference between their usages.
For example, supervenience (as opposed to dependence) is not a relation of ontological priority: the supervenience of B
on A does not guarantee that A-properties are ontologically prior to B-properties. [McLaughlin B., Bennett K., 2005]
Also, supervenience is a polysemic term which is mainly not used outside of the philosophical society, as opposed to
dependence which is an ordinary term.

® We can also add the definition given in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy: “there cannot be an A-difference
without a B-difference.” [ibidem] ’ The argument for conceivability of zombies can be put in such ways:
1. Zombies are conceivable.
2. Whatever is conceivable is possible.
3. Therefore, zombies are possible. [Kirk, 2003; Kirk, 2005: p. 27]
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According to Chalmers, consciousness just naturally but not logically supervenes on physi-
cal. It is because the necessary connection between physical structure and experience is provided

only by the laws of nature and not by any conceptual or logical force.

5. Zombie and zombie world. Chalmers-zombie

According to David Chalmers, the logical possibility (or conceiv-
ability) of a zombie is “the most obvious way (although not the only way) to investigate the logical
supervenience of consciousness”. [Chalmers, 1996: p. 94] His formula of zombie’s notion is’ clas-
sical: “someone or something physically identical to me (or to any other conscious being), but
lacking conscious experiences altogether”. [Chalmers, 1996: ibidem] Also, he proposes to consider
the logical possibility of a zombie world: a world physically identical to ours but without conscious
experiences altogether. A world where everyone is a zombie.

From henceforth, Chalmers offers us to consider and imagine his zombie twin or Chalmers-
zombie®. As before, this creature is in all senses identical to the original philosopher except that it
wholly lacks the conscious experience. Chalmers-zombie will also be identical psychologically and
functionally. 1t will have the same high-level information processing and the behavior, but all its
functioning won’t be accompanied by any phenomenality: inside of him all will be dark’. Such-like
zombies are called phenomenal zombies, as opposed to psychological zombies (which may or may

not lack phenomenal consciousness). [Chalmers, 1996: p. 95]

" The argument for conceivability of zombies can be put in such ways:
1. Zombies are conceivable.

2. Whatever is conceivable is possible.

3. Therefore, zombies are possible. [Kirk, 2003; Kirk, 2005: p. 27]

1. It is conceivable that there be zombies

2. If it is conceivable that there be zombies, it is metaphysically possible that there be zombies.
3. If it is metaphysically possible that there be zombies, then consciousness is nonphysical.
4.

Consciousness is nonphysical. [Chalmers, 2002: p. 249]

¥ 1 think that in the heart of the ‘hard problem of consciousness’ lies the conceivability and logical possibility of

zombies.

°It seems like, in that a zombie twin has the same information-processing, he will also have the same phenomenal
experience because of the fundamental principle “where there is simple information processing, there is simple experi-
ence, and where there is complex information processing, there is complex experience.” [Chalmers, 1995: p. 217] But,
according to Chalmers, the fundamental laws in a zombie world are different from ours. The same also goes for the psy-
chophysical laws. [letters to the author of a paper dated back to 14 and 15.08.2014]
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According to Chalmers, it is not a question whether zombies are naturally possible. The
question is whether zombies are logically possible and the notion is conceptually coherent. Be-
cause of logical possibility of a zombie, the supervenience of consciousness on physical fails and

so does the reductive explanation in general. [Chalmers, 1996: pp. 96-97]

6. In search of a nonreductive theory

As noted above, finding the hard problem really ‘hard’ and myste-
rious, Chalmers leaves no doubt about its solving eventually. By virtue of the fact that the reduc-
tionist (functionalist, physicalist) methods failed on the way towards explaining consciousness, we
have to find our way in the pipeline of the nonreductive theory. This theory must be based on the
principles of structural coherence and organizational invariance (which are nonbasic ones) and on
the double-aspect view of information (which is a basic principle).

To start with, David Chalmers proposes to take consciousness as a fundamental feature of
our world along with such fundamental world features as mass, charge etc. This follows from the
examples of physics’ history when some entities that cannot be explained in terms of something
simpler must be taken as something fundamental (e.g., as Maxwell did). This helped to expand the
ontology of physics. And, according to Chalmers, we have to do the same in respect of our ontolo-
gy relating to consciousness. Given that all in the physics is compatible with the absence of con-
sciousness, we have to build the psychophysical laws that will bind physical and experience. Phys-
ical theory explains the physical processes, and the psychophysical theory must explain how these
processes are associated with consciousness. [Chalmers, 1995: pp. 209-210] Chalmers proposes to
call his position naturalistic dualism. 1t is a variety of dualism, but “it is an innocent version of du-
alism, entirely compatible with the scientific view of the world”. [Chalmers, 1995: p. 210] The dif-
ference is that it postulates its basic properties over and above the laws of physics. According to
Chalmers, naturalistic dualism is more related to the physics then to the biology, because of the
latter has less in common with fundamental entities than the former''. [Chalmers, 1995: ibidem]
For now, it must be said a few words about the psychophysical principles mentioned above.

1. The principle of structural coherence

It is a principle of coherence between the structures of comsciousness and awareness.
[Chalmers, 1995: p. 212] There is a sort of isomorphism between them. [Chalmers, 1995: p. 213]

This principle isn’t logically necessary principle (e.g., because we can imagine a zombie who has

' According to Frank Jackson, under ‘physical’ are meant phenomena that are associated with physical, chemi-
cal and biological sciences. [Jackson, 1982: p. 127]
"' T think, this view is a bit controversial, because biology also deals with fundamental principle of the living

world like evolution.
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phenomena associated with awareness but has no phenomena associated with consciousness). If we
accept such-like principle, it follows that the most direct physical correlate of consciousness will
be awareness. [Chalmers, 1995: p. 214]

2. The principle of organizational invariance

This principle postulates that the systems with the same functional organization will have the
same qualitative experience. [Chalmers, 1995: ibidem] The appearance of consciousness depends
rather on the system’s organizational properties (based on a causal interplay of its components)
than on its physical structure. [Chalmers, 1995: pp. 214-215]

3. The double-aspect view of information

It has to be said that previous principles were not basic ones. But for building of a fundamen-
tal theory of consciousness it is needed to use a basic principle. The basic principle involved by
Chalmers invokes the notion of information. The information has two aspects: physical and phe-
nomenal. And there is the direct isomorphism between them. [Chalmers, 1995: pp. 216-217] Ac-
cording to Chalmers, it is this principle that can be considered as a basic one: “experience arises by
virtue of its status as one aspect of information, when the other aspect is found embodied in physi-
cal processing.” [Chalmers, 1995: p. 216] The complexity of experience depends on the complexity
of the system’s information-processing: “Where there is simple information-processing, there is
simple experience, and where there is complex information-processing, there is complex experi-
ence”. [Chalmers, 1995: p. 217] From this principle it follows that “phenomenal properties are the
internal aspect of information”. [Chalmers, 1995: ibidem] We can say that the double-aspect prin-
ciple gives us a link between experience and physical processes on the fundamental level. Of
course, David Chalmers admits that this principle is “extremely speculative” and it can be ignored

for the scientific methods, “but in addressing some philosophical issues it is quite suggestive”.
[Chalmers, 1995: ibidem]

7. Conclusion

In general, it must be said that this analysis does not pretend to be
something be-all and end-all in respect of David Chalmers’ philosophy of mind. It can be consid-
ered as a kind of preliminary canter to the deeper research and understanding of the latter.

I think that philosophy is something that works with the mere evidence — that is with such
things that at first sight seem even trivial and not noteworthy. But here appears the main difference
between philosophical thought and everyday one — the former sees the problem in those places
where the latter doesn’t. Philosophical thought is one that “stumbles”. A philosopher can’t just say
“It is plain to see and I’ve got it all!”” and with this just finish his reasoning. It won’t be philosophy
at all! Claiming for clearness and preciseness, the philosophical thought cannot be satisfied with

this. Always there is something that is over and above. Rather than anywhere else here is contained
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the very sense of the philosophy — to question while leading up to the boundaries of existence and
mind, and so, because of such-like new boundaries’ opening, more and more to move away from
them.

Nevertheless, philosophy must be supported with the mere common sense'?, because other-
wise, it can pass to complete speculation. Common sense must be a great constraint on a way to-

ward philosophizing.

2 By ‘common sense’ I mean the ability of our mind to estimate adequately any given situation and come to right
conclusions on a basis of such estimation. So here, I’m talking about self-evident things. But also, I have to say that
‘common sense’ isn’t ‘common’. In my opinion, the Ukrainian equivalent «zdorovyi hluzd» (3mopoBwuii riry3x;), which
would be more literally conveyed in English as "sound reason" far better shows the real meaning of the English phrase
‘common sense’ I’'m talking about here. E.g., psychotics, on the one hand, can have ‘common sense’ (e.g., they can ad-
mit that the Earth is round and orbits around the Sun), on the other hand — they cannot (e.g., when they are sure of hav-
ing a squirrel in their heads). According to ‘common sense’, for example, we can think that to bring money in the even-

ing is a bad sign, but according to the ‘sound reason’ such belief is nothing but a kind of superstition.
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Andrii Leonov

FACING UP TO DAVID CHALMERS’ PHILOSOPHY OF MIND: THE GENERAL OVER-
VIEW

According to Tim Crane, “the "hard problem’ of consciousness is supposed to be the real

heart of the mind-body problem in today’s philosophy”. [Crane, 2000: p. 2] The idea of the prob-
lem can be expressed in the following way: Why are the physical processes in our brain accompa-
nied by the qualitative (or phenomenal) feel? The mere qualitative feel or qualia are those to be

explained. The originator of the problem’s name is the Australian philosopher David Chalmers

ISSN 0235-7941. dinocodcbka aymka, 2017, Ne 1



Andrii LEONOV

who divided the problems of consciousness into the ‘easy’ problems and the ‘hard’ problem. The
former are ‘easy’ because they can be functionally explained. The ‘hard’ problem, in its turn, can-
not. From this, it follows that the explanation of the hard problem of consciousness must be found
elsewhere. Chalmers’ nonreductive theory of consciousness (or naturalistic dualism) is a serious
candidate for a such-like explanation. In general, it suggests conscious experience as one of the
fundamental features of our world, together with such fundamental world features as mass, charge
etc. It is a general overview of David Chalmers’ philosophy of mind that is carrying out in the pro-
posed paper.

Key words: the ‘easy’ problems and the ‘hard’ problem of consciousness, the phenomenal
and psychological concepts of mind, awareness, experience, something it is like, qualia, superven-
ience, zombie, naturalistic dualism, the principle of structural coherence, the principle of organiza-

tional invariance, the double-aspect theory of information.

Anopiu Jleonos
HA3YCTPIY ®LJIOCO®II CBIIOMOCTI JEBIJA YAJIMEPCA: 3AIAJIBHUH OI'JIA]]
3rigHo 3 Timom KpeitHom «Baxkka mpoOiemMa CBIIOMOCTI» BBAXKAETHCS CIIPABXKHIM Ce-
pueM ncuxodizudHOi mpobiemu y chorogeHHid ¢utocodii. [Crane, 2000: p. 2] Ines camoi nipo-
Onemu Moke OyTH BUpa)XCHA HACTYITHUM YHHOM: Yomy hizuuni npoyecu y Hauiomy Mo3sKy Cynpo-
B00HCYIOMbCSL KEANITMAMUBHUM (YU (henomenanvhum) eiouymmsam? Came KBaJIITaTUBHE BITIYTTS
YU Keasia 1 € TUM, III0 Ma€ OTPUMATH MOSCHCHHS. BHHaX1THUKOM Ha3BH I1i€l TpoOJIEeMHU € aBCTpa-
nivicekuit pinocod Jepim Yanmepe, skuit po3aAuTuB MpoOIEMU CBIIOMOCTI Ha «IETK1» MpoOIeMu
Ta «BaXKy» npobiemy. Ilepiri € «ierkuMuy», OCKUTBKHA BOHU MOXYTh OyTH TOSICHEHI (PyHKIIIOHA-
TpHO. «Baxkka» mpobiema, B CBOIO Yepry, He MOXe OTPUMATH TaKOTO MOsICHEHHs. 3 I[bOTO BUILIU-
Ba€, IO MOSICHEHHS BaXXKKOT MpoOIeMH CBIIOMOCTI Mae OyTH 3HaifieHo neinne. YammepcoBa Hepe-
ITYKTUBHA TeOPist (YU Hamyparicmuyruti 0yaiizm) € CEpHo3HUM KaHIUAATOM IJIs TAKOTO POy IO-
sCHEHHs. B 1ioMy, BOHa IPONOHY€E NPUUHATH c8idoMuUll 00c8i0 y AKOCT1 OHI€T 3 HyHIaMEeHTalb-
HUX XapaKTepUCTHK CBITY, TaKUX SK Maca, 3apsija itha. Y I cTaTTi MPOMOHYEThCS 3aralbHUMA
ormsa dimocodii cBimomocti Jlesina Yanmepca.
Kniouosi cnosa: «jerki» npobiaeMu 1 «Baxkka» mpoOieMa CBiIOMOCTI; (peHOMEeHabHI
Ta TICUXOJIOTIUHI MOHATTS MCUXIKK; CIPUUMAHHS; JTOCBIA; ACII0, K BOHO; KBajia; CyMepBEHIis;
30M01; HATYypPaICTUYHHUN Ayani3Mm; MPUHIUI CTPYKTYPHOI y3TOKEHOCTI; MPUHIIUI CTPYKTYPHOT

HE3MIHHOCTI; IBOXaCMEeKTHA Teopis iHpopMarlii.
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