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J1. A. Beirosckum, T. B. BeiroBckas
XMenbHULKWA YHUBEpPCUTET ynpaBreHus u npaBa umenu Jleonnga KO3bkoBa, XMenbHULKUMA, YKpauHa

9KOJNNIOr'M4YECKAA CO3HAHUE
KAK OCHOBA 3KOJIOTMYECKOW KYJIbTYPbI JINHYHOCTH

[Mokasbieaemcsi, Ymo 8 ycriosusix 2/106a5bHOU IKOSI02UHECKO20 KpU3Uca OYeHb akmyasibHa npobreMa ¢hopMuposaHuUsi U MOBbIWEHUSs YPOBHS
3pesiocmu 3K0/102UYECKO20 CO3HaHusi nu4dHocmu. [odyepKueaemcsl, Ymo & cucmeme MaKo20 CO3HaHUS MUPOBO33PEHUe 8bIMOJIHAem CucmemMo-
chopmupyrouwyro (hyHKUYUIO, NOCKONIbKY daem 4esl08eKy omeem Ha 80MpoC O CMbIC/IE XU3HU 8 KOHMeKcme 3Konozu4eckol desmenbHocmu. Pac-
Kpblgaemcsi posib UCMOPUYECKUX Muroe MuUpoeo33peHusi (Mugbosioaudeckuli, peslu2uo3Hbil, Hay4yHbll) 8 KOHmekcme makol dessimenbHocmu,
apayMeHmupyemcs roJyioxeHue O MMOM, YMO XapaKmepucmuka OCHOBHbIX yposHel cghopMUpO8aHHOCMU 3KOJI02U4EeCKO20 CO3HaHusi uHAusuda
0dHOoBpeMeHHO siefiiemcsl U xapakmepucmukol ypoeHel ee 3Kosio2uyeckoli 3pesocmu. 3mo o6yc/i0e/IeHO MeM, 4mo Muroso2udeckKue epynnbl
ompaxkalom cmeneHb 80CMPUAMUST 3K0OI02u4ecKuX udeli U yC8OEHUS1 3KOI02U4eCKUX NPUHYUNos ¢ nocnedyroujell peanusayueli 8 3Kos02uqecKkoll
dessmenbHOCMU. Ymeepxdaemcsi, 4mo MOXHO ebi0e/lumb MPU OCHOBHbLIX YPOEHSI 3KOJI02UYECKOU 3Pesiocmu CO3HaHUsl JIUYHOCMU: HaueHo-
peanucmuyHblii, 6yGHUYHO-aIMNUPUYECKUl U CO3HameslbHO-meopemuyeckull. HaueHo-peanucmuyHbili yposeHb 3Pes0Cmu 3KO02U4EeCKO20 CO-
3HaHusl npucyuw, JIt00siM, Komopble 8 XXU3Hu eedym cebsi kak cmuxuliHble 3Kono2u. [Jokazbieaemcsi, Ymo 0Ans1i 6yGHUYHO-IMMUPUYECKO20 YPOBHS
XapakmepHO omcymcmeue (8 payuoHanbHOU U 3MOYUOHabLHOU cghepe) He2amueHO20 OMHOWEHUS K IKOJI02UYeCKUM npobnemam. [Jokasbieaem-
cs1, Ymo Onsi CO3HamesIbHO-MeopPemMuU4YecKo20 yPO8HsI MaKo20 CO3HaHUsi IUYHOCMU XapaKmepHOe 0CO3HaHHOe U aKmueHoe OMHOWeHUEe K peule-
HU 3KosI02U4ecKux npobem.

KnioueBble crnoBa: MMPOBO33peHWe, 3KOMOrUs, CO3HaHWE, IKOSornyeckas co3HaHue, Monorniyeckoe MMpoOBO33pEHNe, PENIMIMo3HOe MUPOBO33PEHME,
Hay4HOe MUPOBO33PEHUNE, IKOMOMMYECKOE CO3HAHWNE, YPOBHU SKOMOTUYECKON 3peNoCcTi CO3HAHNS YenoBeka.
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ECOLOGICAL CONSCIOUSNESS AS THE BASIS FOR PERSON'S
ECOLOGICAL CULTURE

The article shows that in the conditions of global ecological crisis Homo sapiens as a species can only survive if the problem of restoring
historically lost balance of relations in the general system of "human being — natural environment” is resolved as soon as possible. We argue that
such a process requires, first and foremost, an appropriate reorientation of the humanity's worldview with respect to the nature and formation of
environmental consciousness in members of the human community based on such principles. It is proved that in the system of ecological
consciousness the worldview plays a systematic role, because it gives a person the answer to the question about the main values and priorities in
human life, provides appropriate ideological justification of thoughts and actions that meet the ecological needs of people and communities. It is
emphasized that, in such a situation, the preservation and restoration of the environment, which forms the need for ecological activity, becomes a
sense of human life. The role of historical types of worldview (mythological, religious, scientific) in shaping the attitude of a person to nature is
shown. We also show that the characteristics of the main levels of formation of the person’s ecological consciousness is, at the same time, the
characteristics of their ecological maturity. This is due to the fact that the typological groups reflect the degree of perception of environmental
ideas and the adoption of environmental principles with subsequent implementation in environmental activities. We show that the levels of
environmental consciousness can be classified as naive-realistic, everyday-empirical, and conscious-theoretical. The naive-realistic level of
maturity of environmental consciousness is characteristic of people who act as natural environmentalists in their lives. The everyday-empirical
level is characterized by the existence (in the rational and emotional areas) of a negative attitude to environmental problems. The conscious-
theoretical level of such consciousness is characterized by informed and active attitude to environmental problems. It is emphasized that in the
process of forming an ecological worldview, there is a need to move from the dominance of the environmental paradigm to the dominance of the
ideological, moral and ethical paradigms.

Keywords: worldview; ecology; consciousness; environmental consciousness; mythological consciousness; real-world outlook; scientific worldview;
environmental consciousness; levels of ecological maturity in person's consciousness.

uUDC 164
DOI:10.17721/sophia.2019.14.9
la. O. Petik, M.A. in philosophy
truedarkbodhi@gmail.com

PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS OF THE MENTALISTIC LOGIC

Paper deals with philosophical problems of mentalistic logic. Mentalistic logic is a formal system that concentrates on underpinning processes
of mental life instead of certain elements of extrinsic rational behavior as most of existing logics (like BDI calculi) do. The project is compared to the
existing logics of actions.

Mentalistic logic is patually a formal system and partually phenomenological study of human mind. We presume formal signs such as
propositions and modal operators refer to mental states and can describe the general structure of mental activity. That is purely the approach
of classical phenomenology — the study of experience and its structures. On the other hand the usage of formal logic is a classic analytic
philosophy of mind.

So the things are getting more complicated when taking in consideration that the initial framework of a study is analytic philosophy and not
continental phenomenology. Phenomenology is of different intellectual and methodological tradition than any type of analytic philosophy including
analytic philosophy of mind. From that stanpoint it may be said that paper is also interesting as a purely methodological project — it tries to find
bridges between phenomenology and philosophy of mind.

As for the action logics, mentalistic logic also studies rational behavior but does it on the other lever and often with a different purpose.

The main problem in this case is philosophical interpretation of modality. Minor problems include shared content, many leveled self-referential
structures and vagueness. The paper also studies brain in a vatt thought experiment as a methodological concept. The research will have
implications for philosophy of logic, artificial intelligence and theory of reference.

Key words: philosophy of logic, philosophy of mind, psychologistic logic, folk psychology.

Introduction This paper deals with the philosophical and formal

In general, throughout the latest years number of
different logics modeling human psychology were built. For
example, a belief desire intention (BDI) logic has been
used to formalize intelligent behavior. However research
for formal systems designed so as to show the
underpinning processes of our mental life including
complicated abstract thinking is in process. In other words,
the formal system which can be called mentalistic logic is a
matter of further elaboration.

problems surrounding the mentalistic logic. These problems
can be grouped into two distinct sets. The first set includes
problems of the classical logic, which should be solved in
order to create a mentalistic logic. These are the problems of
completeness of such a system in relation to the particular
features of the mental processes it should represent.
Another difficulty from this set is more technical: how to
adequately present psychological notions with modal
operators. There are existing schemas for formal systems
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centered on behavior but mentalistic case presents far
higher demands.

The second is about the new problems, which appear
for the classical laws of logic when formal system is
enclosed to represent the mental. They can be grouped
into three particular issues: vagueness, many leveled and
self-referential structures and shared content.

Vagueness is a fundamental notion for mental
processes. Daily perception of things surrounding us and
objects of abstract thinking are vague. On the other hand,
properly and strictly defined object belongs to the domain
of pure mathematics. Number of special so-called fuzzy-
logics was created to represent imprecise reasoning.
These logics are not enough for the global aim of
representing the vagueness in logical notions.

Complex structures appear every time when abstract
thinking is involved. This is not a mere intuition connected
to the famous paradoxes of the mathematical logic but a
strong trend in contemporary philosophy of logic, for
example - the two 'layered' semantics of the Levesque's
belief logic and his followers [6, p. 95]. Another example is
the touchstone influence of the fixed points in general
mathematical logic. To sum up there is a development of
double-level semantics, which is quite popular in
philosophy today, and besides it we can use modal
semantics for presenting complex informational structures.

Conception of the shared mental content comes from
the philosophy of mind and it is connected to the previously
mentioned problem of adequate modal operators. We
presume that extensive process of the exchange of
information is happening in human brain. It means two
things. The first is that this information is encoded in some
special way. But in what way in particular has been
discussed by different theories of mental representations.
The second is that the mind, according to popular
metaphor of Daniel Dennett, is like a blackboard shared by
several experts [3, p. 8]. Then, formally mind is
represented by the set of propositions shared by different
"agents" and possible worlds in the brain activity.

A modal logic built on those principles will of course
strongly resemble the simplest artificial neural networks.
This and according implications will be also the point for
discussion.

Solution of these and some minor problems will be
an aim of a paper. It will present few interconnected
ideas in philosophy of modal logic which should help
with the problems.

Modality and mental

How to apply modal semantics to mental content? The
interpretation according to which modal worlds are causally
isolated universes seems to be inappropriate for the case
of the mentalistic logic.

Most of the logicians whose elaborations are connected
to psychology and behavior use to deal not with possible
worlds but rather with situations. Situation as it is natural to
suppose describes only the part of the world on the certain
stage of its history.

The agent or the group of agents has an access to the
lists of propositions, that describe particular situations and
depending on the chosen formal system, they are supplied
with one or another corresponding activity. There is an
initial situation and a decision can switch an agent to one
of further accessible situations. Situation is good term for
action representing systems.

However if the relatively simple rational behavior is not
adequate for the purposes of the research, notion of the
situation is not enough. The target of the presumed model
is not behavior but mental process behind it. Situations on

the other hand are applicable only to the extrinsic
environment while our aim are intrinsic mental structures.
So the modality in this case should acquire a new
philosophical interpretation.

This is the case when the interpretation of the
semantics really matters. In BDI-logic knowledge bases are
used instead of situations. It shifts the purpose and
structure of the formal system dramatically. Some elements
of the inner mental world of the agent are presented in BDI
logic and it is much more close to our purposes.

Knowledge base is defined and extensively used in
logics of beliefs. Belief is one of the fundamental parts of
the folk psychological theory of mind and many special
properties of this kind of notion are described in existing
philosophy of mind. Beliefs are the main part and defining
mechanism of the mind according to folk psychology. It is
logical to presume that building the framework of mind
should be started from the notion of information encoded
by agent's beliefs. Yet this is the first point where the old
approach faces problems.

The first problem is how to represent the shared mental
content. If we admit the previous notion of belief, we cut the
possibility to provide the model of a shared informational
space. We have to leave the possibility to say that agent
believes "p" and agent imagines "p" with the very same
meaning represented by proposition as the content of a
mental state. This requires completely different structure
than the one built within belief-related logics. So we
postulate the problem of usage of propositions in contexts of
mental. Knowledge of a belief base should be just one of the
modes of the mental activity. Besides, if we preserve the
belief-centered system it is doubtful whether it will bring us
anywhere. Most of the logics that incorporate beliefs as a
separate knowledge base follow the same general structure.

It is indeed true that while having a positive function, a
concept of the shared mental content can have
disadvantages. If we presume that everything there is in
mental content should be described by propositions we
inevitably meet the problem of the adequacy of
propositions. We've just postulated that propositions should
not be divided into modal categories and in addition we
assume that they should be applied to all kind of objects
and relations both intrinsic and extrinsic to mind.

What can be so complex that it cannot be represented
by a proposition or a set of propositions? Consider the
example from psychology when the unforeseen and exotic
fact while being cognized changes the whole picture of
certain situation or even general views on the world. We
cannot present it as a gradual change in the formal system
— first of all because of the number of propositions involved
secondly because the change may be so global that it does
not just influence the relations between propositions but
rather introduces other ones etc.

We also should take into account that there can be
other examples different in structure but with similar
negative consequences. What can be said in defense of
the proposed idea of the mentalistic logic besides attacking
it? The examples should all be considered in particular and
while no exact formalism or example from science of
psychology ruining the system is produced, we should not
deny the idea of mentalisitic logic. Some parts of content of
the propositions can be eventually formalized so as to
represent the discussed complex objects as it was with the
earlier logical systems. The resolution of the described
difficulty may lie in the same field. Then we will have only
to modify the existing system. However the problem should
be reacted accordingly when it is defined.

So we need a basis for the new philosophical
interpretation of modality. More effective and adequate
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structure for mental modalities is possible and in order to
illustrate that we need to analyze the next example. We
need philosophical interpretation for the worlds in a multi-
agent system with a shared content. In a thought
experiment that follows illusion produced by data and
levels of reality represent the situation of mental quite well.
Thus worlds as formal entities will receive a proper
candidate for philosophical ontological interpretation.

Brain in a vat

Imagine a situation of a well-known "brain in a vat"
thought experiment. There is a scientists John who is
conducting experiments on a living human brain put in a
vat and connected to a computer that provides the neural
tissue with a complete illusion of the real world. The brain
has beliefs as if he was actually a human named Bob
living in a separate world, from the one where John
exists. It is not hard to build a formal model of this
situation using modal semantics. There are two worlds —
John's world and Bob's world, which are connected by the
classic accessibility relation. However propositions that
describe these worlds are different and it is hard to
establish a connection between them similar to those in
other philosophical logics. It may be true that "Sun is
shining" in the Bob's world while completely another
proposition describes the situation in the John's world and
any logical connection between two would be random.
Thus the semantics cannot postulate box or diamond-like
operators. Nevertheless there are relations of the other
kind common for these two worlds.

From the point of view of John, the world of Bob is not
real. The proposition p of the Bob's world stating that "sun
is shining" does not state something real about the John's
environment. Instead it is true that q for John — "it is
raining". But John has the access to the information about
state of affairs of the Bob's environment. He can say that
"according to the sensory data that Bob's brain is
receiving "p" is true". In other formulation it can be said
that all the propositions about Bob's situation can be
transferred to the John's world using special clauses. So
it is true that g and that "p" for John.

So how it is relevant for the mental world? It is a model
of how mind works. We presume that mind is a multi-agent
information exchanging system. Bob and John are different
mechanisms of the mind, which are presented by separate
modal operators in the behavioristic logics. They are
experts according to Dennett's metaphor. However in a
given case we do not need to use different sets of worlds
for each of the modal operators as well as modal operators
themselves at least for now. Modules of the mental will be
presented by separate worlds in a unitary set of the worlds
so we will have one global knowledge base.

So John's world may be imagination while Bob's world
is memory. The processing of the claused propositions in
the John's world represents a cooperation of imagination
and memory, which is one of complex multi-leveled
structures. The other examples of such complex
structures include fixed points in mathematical logic,
formal models of the semantic paradoxes and parallel
processing in computer science.

The whole mental world can then be presented as a
set of the interconnected worlds where centered world
contains information while accessible worlds are different
mechanisms of mental activity. These mechanisms
include imagination, memory, abstract thinking, language
processing.

The centered world is pure — it does not bare any
function as the world except providing the surrounding
sphere with information. Other worlds bear each a separate

function with them. The propositions within the world of the
imagination are not the same as in the world of the
language processing. However it is evident that certain set
of the propositions is exchanged between these two
worlds. You certainly humans need the ability to imagine
objects and concepts in order to construct phrases. The
exchange of the information happens through the medium
of the centered world.

Such a centered word is connected to the study of
consciousness. After all we used the Dennett's metaphor
for describing the multi-agent system [3]. The obvious
thought is to say that consciousness in a sense of
Chalmers and its unstudied informational properties is a
key to explaining the difference between a machine and
human intellectual agent. But the phenomenal level of
experience is an open problem in contemporary
metaphysics and philosophy of mind. Some philosophers
admit it, while others don't and all of them disagree on what
are the properties of this entity in particular. There is no
clear way to introduce the influence of Chalmers'
conception in a logical formalism without harming either
formalism or philosophy. So this is not about hard problem
of consciousness. It is rather about general psychological
awareness of the individual.

Classical modal logic present different geometrical
relations between worlds like seriality, transitivity, euclidianity.
Not all of these relations are applicable to the given system.
Reasons for that are both philosophical and formal.

There is a strong evidence in cognitive psychology that
some of the modules of the mind are encapsulated, which
is in a great contradiction with a classical equivalence
relation. Not all of the propositions from some module X
are accessible for the general consciousness while being
processed. Much of the evidence shows that relation
between informational processes in the brain is not that
straightforward as they are in the classical semantics. The
formal model should reflect it as well. The unity of the
relation is also under question as different mechanisms
require different approaches. You have one kind of the
relation within the module of memory and another kind of
relation within imagination. So it is impossible to provide a
classical modal algebra for the operators.

As well it is problematic to present the mentalistic
framework with the classical geometrical relations
formally but due to another reason. As it was already
stated above the relations between agents in this system
are not just inadequately reflected by classical relations
between modalities but rather they are based upon
completely another foundation. These are the clausing
relations between the worlds.

Unlike in the John's and Bob's example there seem to
be a lot of cases in the cognitive system when propositional
content is the same for many worlds. We can return to the
analogy with memory and imagination. You can imagine a
red apple on the table in front of you as well as you can
recall the image of seeing such a thing in the past. Cases
presume different worlds but same propositional content —
an apple on a table. This content is shared by modules,
which may be the key to explaining how imagination
infiltrates and influences our memories. More globally this
sharing plays an important role in the whole mind not just in
connection to these two modules. There is no need to deny
such peculiarities of the real thinking in our formal
structure. Besides if the shared content is a real tendency
of the mind, it only affirms and strengthens our model. This
is a hypothesis of a philosophy of psychology but it still
needs to be represented formally.

Nevertheless a case with an apple is not a sign of the
principal flaw in the chosen metaphorical description of the
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framework. Both cases can actually be represented in the
thought experiment. What is more important the
experiment provide with a general tool for analyzing the
relations between propositional content of the worlds. This
will be in accordance with the multi-agency of the
blackboard theory. So as was stated earlier the
propositions from the Bob's world will be present in the
John's as claused propositions. John has an access to the
world of Bob — he knows what happens in the Bob's reality
while Bob knows nothing of the John's world. It is a
proposition "p" in John's world about Bob's — "it is raining"
or "itis true in the Bob's world that it is raining".

This is a sort of epistemological relation, which can be
applied in the multi agent system. The world of John is
higher in hierarchy of worlds and the according relation
grants John's world access to the propositional content of
Bob's in form of the list of claused propositions. This does
not seem like any of the classical relations between
modalities but it is a certain relation which can be
represented formally. It is an epistemological arrow pointing
from the Bob's world to the John's. In the case of the
cognitive system these arrows will point from the central
world to the ones representing modules. The according
arrows from the encapsulated modules will be regulated by
valid circumstances. Here we come to the line from which
the example with the brain in a vat experiments is not valid
anymore. We can of course imagine a tree of worlds when
John is a brain in a vat himself. A part from being unnatural
this example provides only with upper growing line of worlds.
This particular case requires branches in such trees — the
worlds that will relate to some central node while being equal
in relation to each other. When we try to modify the thought
experiment with some branching elements it starts to look
even more unnatural. We should admit that this metaphor
did its prior role of given philosophical interpretation of the
worlds. The picture of the mind as a set of worlds is
presented and we can move on with it.

Certain hierarchy was mentioned. Modules of the mind
create sphere surrounding pure central world, which is
defined by the accessibility relation. It may be useful for
instantiating the global relations between worlds not just
the central and the surrounding spheres. There should be
connection not only of the centered world but also between
modules especially if we keep to the idea that the central
world is a useful abstraction rather than a representation of
consciousness or other concept. In a case of classical
modal logic we have to deal with the unconstrained number
of worlds that can form the big number of spheres. In a
given case the number of worlds at least those of them that
are conceptually required is limited. The class of modules
and abilities of the individual brain is definitely finite.
However we may assume the existence of the worlds that
will play technical role and not conceptual — they can be of
big quantity and even infinite.

Awareness and modality

The further important question arises — what semantic
relation we define for outlined features and what modality
it will create. Described peculiarities and used thought
experiment seem to point that this semantic relation will
define the accessibility of the information for modules of
the mind. If we require the philosophical interpretation
then this schema will show of what propositions the mind
of the agent is conscious. As was stated earlier the
consciousness in philosophical sense is too strong to be
formalized in this way but there is a close similar notion
proposed by David Chalmers [1, p. 15]. It is psychological
awareness. The brain is aware of certain things like a red
apple on a table in front of him or the fact that he is not

dreaming etc. The notion refers to purely functional role of
the information in concerning the particular agent.
Everything of which agent is conscious of he is also
aware of. It made Chalmers to propose the conception of
the double life of mental terms. In a given case notion of
awareness means literally the accessibility of the
information encoded into propositions for the processing
of different mechanisms. This will serve as a good
philosophical interpretations and will block metaphysical
problems connected to issue of consciousness of
philosophy of mind.

The next problem is to choose a corresponding modal
operator. For this we can use the ideas from both the
classical modal logic and multimodal logic describing
planning and behavior. From the first sight it seems logical
to presume existence of the operator analogous to the box-
necessity from the classical modal logic which will define a
proposition existing in all the worlds of the sphere. But is it
a good choice? What will be the exact philosophical
interpretation of the necessity operator in the scope of the
mentalistic logic? There should be some propositions that
will be accessible both for the central world and for all the
modules of the mind but there will be very few. Brain does
not share all of the information among all of its parts. If we
return to our conception of the claused propositions this
box operator will define unclaused ones.

What processes will be represented by unclaused
proposition, which exist only in a separate module? For
example, if | see something of the relevant class it will
influence all other feelings and intellectual capacities
of my body.

Let us assume that it is possible — and indeed
psychology presents with certain examples of extremely
stressful situations that affect the whole organism of the
agent while being introduced only through some of the
feelings. The dangerous predator in the visual field of the
agent may influence processes of metabolism and indirectly
hearing and some mental states. Persisting and long term
physical or mental stress can bring hallucinations and even
serious mental disorder that will affect the whole organism
as well. However these are all extreme and borderline
cases. Formalizing them may be interesting but should not
be the main aim. Many classical psychological theories are
built while exploring the effects of the actual mental
abnormalities. But mentalistic logic is about thinking of the
regular human agent in relatively regular circumstances.

Besides, what will be the function of this operator in the
general picture if its statements will be so few? It is also
hard to imagine such propositions that will be valid for all
modules of the brain if we are taking in account cognitive
science data and relevant works of J. Fodor and other
contemporary philosophers of mind [4, p 5.]. Even if we
turn to the problem we started from — the Dennett's
metaphor — it represents mind as a blackboard but states
existing of the different distinctive agents-experts. Brain is
evidently a set of different mechanisms which while remain
cooperative are definitely separate. The things may change
if we are speaking not about brain but about mind;
presenting mind as an entity, which exists separately from
underpinning physiology and has a different main feature is
adopting metaphysical dualism.

The idea of unclaused propositions is also interesting
for the philosophical theory of reference. What are the
statements that mind is absolutely aware and which are
such for every module? We have certain analogy with
classical logic where there are such "absolute"
statements — tautologies. The statements similar in the
form to "X is X" should be a good candidate for the box-
propositions of the mentalistic logic. Mentalistic logic is in
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majority non classical calculus but thanks to assumed
box-operators we can introduce rules of the classical logic
into our system and make it an extreme case of
mentalistic logic. This is quite important and interesting as
it shows that modalities in a given case can make logic
more general rather than more specified.

As was stated in the introduction the described
structure will resemble the simplest artificial neural
networks (ANN). It can be applies both to the case of the
schema describing flow of the information between
different ANN and the case of processing of the information
in the particular ANN. The interesting question is why so?
Is ANN principal structure is intrinsic to the functioning of
the brain? Another interesting detail is that it opens the
possibility to describe higher order computational
processes of the brain tissue using formal language.

Vague notions and fuzzy logic

There exist a class of logics and formal semantics that
formalize imprecise contexts. They are called fuzzy logic.
Fuzzy logic has disadvantages from the point of view of
philosophical interpretation of the vagueness itself rather
than from particular formalism. | see vagueness as a notion
closer to the phenomenology of consciousness than to the
specific ranges of precise value.

Vagueness in the context of mentalistic logic is useful
when it is viewed differently. | see the table with an apple on
it in front of me but my sight is bad or | am tired and | do not
see it precisely. The situation is so bad that | can't say
definitely if it is even an apple. Maybe it is some kind of
another fruit. What | can conclude is that there is an object of
a certain shape resembling an apple in front of me. There
are two distinct features of the event here. First is that |
cannot say that this object is an apple and therefore |
classify it as a more general object — "an object resembling
apple". The second is that there is a possibility of confusing
the object with a similar one. Confusion is usually connected
to resemblance and forms a class of similar objects. Some of
the objects resemble apple more than others so the
probability of confusion with them is higher. These two
features are usually formalized in fuzzy logics and other
formal systems with the help of the mentioned ranges of
values. It concentrates only on the second feature and does
not represent correctly even it alone, so it is not satisfying.

In addition it should be said that range representation is
wrong from the very beginning when it starts to assert that
the mathematical range of values will represent what
happens to an agent and apple. What is fuzzy range of
values? Simple ascription of the range of values instead of
the particular value. Seeing the apple and confusing it with
something else is phenomenology and not mathematics. It is
impossible to use an exact range of the similar objects to
show how the vagueness in perception works. When we
have rough experience at hand the situation is different than
just a choice of a value on a range. It is indeed true that
most of the agents will respond with one of the presented
values but while orienting on them we are losing the
possibility to describe the real mechanism of mental process.

Conclusion

A paper deals with the classical problems of logics
connected to mental states and proposes to build a new
formal system that will represent intrinsic mental states.
Certain new methods such as many-leveled structures and
vague notions are discussed.

In general this paper is a survey of the philosophical
problems and methodology that surrounds the logic that
puts at center mental world of human beings and their
behavior.

In conclusion it can be said that introducing the box
operator in a proposed way will make formal system very
specific — it will be the logic that will represent the
awareness of the agent. It would be a step to representing
mind as the system of propositions connected by
associations rather than strict logical laws. Classical logic
than remain serving as a small core or even a separate
module of general thinking. However these are not the
presumed aims within the mentalistic logic itself.

Perhaps the better way to introduce the ideas of the
classical modal logic to the mentalistic system is by using
some kind of the synthesized variant of necessity and
possibility — the modal operator that will describe the partial
nature of the accessibility of the portion of the information for
the modules of the mind. This is especially relevant in the
context of the general vagueness of the system. The
modality will be vague if the semantics of the operator is
established as proposed. Even richer results could be
achieved if we combine the classical modality with the
modality as given in action and behavioristic logical systems.

So the other way to present the system is to use
behavioristic logics like mentioned BDI calculi, doxastic and
action logics [7, p. 355]. Naturally from this point of view
modal operators will represent the actual modules of the
mind and will be tight to the relevant worlds. So operator
BEL for example will represent the knowledge base and
IMG the ability to use imagination etc. This is simpler and
more promising but still would involve many complications.
Such operators should be connected with each other by
special modal algebra like classical necessity and
possibility are. Most logics just preserve to the classical
schema when necessity is defined through possibility and
vice versa — only the names of the operators change while
the widely known algebraic relation remains the same.

There might be brought new breath into idea of the box
operator if we connect it with these new modalities. The
box operator or the partial box operator can be the result of
the combination of the operators devoted to the modules of
the brain. This will establish a new original modal algebra
instead of the classic one. Philosophically the modality in
the system will represent the exchange of the information
between different agents just like stated in the initial
Dennett's metaphor. The brain is not omniscient because
the information is flowing in its different regions and is
processed in them separately. A part from that it explains
the contradictions in belief-reasoning.

Together with all of that we should say that there is no
formula that will adequately present the whole space of
solution of the real experience. But there are ways to
produce a more suitable version of the semantic range for
the vague cases of mental processing. It is again a field of
complex structures. Systems of ranges and particular
ranges still will be used. Each is qualitatively different from
others so they cannot be presented as members of one
range. The structure that will define the rules of switching
between such range will be a better choice for mentalistic
logic than a simple fuzzy formal system.
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A. O. MeTik
®ITOCODCHKI MPOBNEMU MEHTANICTCLKOI NOTIKU

Po3sansidarombcs ghinocogpecbki npobnemu meHmanicmcbkoi soziku. MeHmanicmcbka nozika — ye ¢gpopmanbHa cucmema, sika KOHUeHmMpye yea-
2y Ha 3aKpumux npouyecax MeHmasnbHo20 Xummsi iHougidy 3amicmb po3251s19y Aesikux 308HiWHIX demarnel payoiHanbHOI NoeediHKuU, ik po6ums
6inbwicmb nozik, wo icHyroms (1K, Hanpuknad, BDI). [fpoekm makoi s1o2iku nopieHrOeMbCs 3 no2ikamu Oii, W0 iCHyrOMb.

lonoeHa npo6bnema e ybomy po3ansndi— ye npobrnema inmepnpemauii ModanbHocmi. MeHwi npo6nemu Micmsimb 3a2anbHOOOCMYynHUlU KOHMeHM,
6acamopieHesi cmpykmypu, siki nocunaromscsi cami Ha cebe, a MaKoX Hedimkicmb. Takox OocnidKyembcsi MUCTIEHHe8UU eKcrnepuMeHm "MO30K &
6ouyi" ssk MemodosozidHuli KoHYenm. Lje docnidxeHHsi Mamume Hacnidku Ans ¢ghinocodpii noziku, wmy4Ho20 iHmMenekmy, meopii peghepeHyit.

KniouoBi cnosa: cinocodisi noriku, dinocodis cBigoMOCTi, NCUXONOriCTUYHA Norika, HapoAHas NCUXONOTis.

Jaroslav Oleksandrovych Petik
®UNOCODCKUE MPOBNIEMbl MEHTANIUCTCKOM NIOrMKKU

Paccmampueatomcs ¢punocoghckue npobnembi MeHmanucmckol no2uku. MeHmanucmckas 1o2uka — amo ¢ghopmasibHasi cucmema, Komopasi
KOHUeHmpupyem eHUMaHue Ha CKpbImbIX fpoyeccax MeHmasnbHol XU3HU uHOueuda eMecmo pPacCMOMmMPeHUsi HeKOMopbIX eHeWHux demanel
payuoHanbHO20 nosedeHusi, kak desialom 60/IbUWIUHCMEO Cyu,ecmeayroujux 1o2uk (kak, Hanpumep, BDI). [poekm makol no2uku cpagHueaemcsi ¢
cyuwiecmeyrou,umu 1o2ukamu delicmeausi.

nasHasi npobnema 8 amom uccnedosaHuu — aMo uHmepnpemayusi modanbHocmu. MeHbwue npobnemsbi eknroYarom e cebsi obwedocmyn-
HbIl KOHMEeHM, MHO20ypPOBHeeble U CaMOCChLIaroWUecss CMPYKMypbl, a maKxe He4emKocms. dma cmambsi MakKxe ulyvyaem MbIC/IUMENbHbIU
akcrnepumeHm "Mo32u 8 6oyke" kak memodosio2uyeckuli KOHYyenm. 3mo uccredosaHue 6ydem umems nocredcmeusi Ons ¢hunocoghuu s102UKU,
UcKyccmeeHHO20 UHMesIIeKma, meopuu pegepeHyuu.

KnioueBble cnoBa: dunocodusi noruku, omunocousi CosHaHusl, NCUXONOrMCTUYeckas Noruka, HapoaHast NCUXoNorus.

YOK 1(430)KaHT:141:378.4(477-25)"198"(091)
DOI:10.17721/sophia.2019.14.10
B. A. CaBu4eHKo, acn.
KuiBcbkui HauioHanbHUI yHiBepcuTteT iMeHi Tapaca LLleB4YeHka, KuiB, YkpaiHa
savchenko860@gmail.com

IAEI KAHTIBCbKOI ®1110CO®Ii B PELLENLIT YKPAIHCbKOI AIYMKM
(Y AOCNIMKEHHSAX M. KOMHIHA, B. LUIMUHKAPYKA, M. BYJIATOBA, A. CABYEHKO)

Buceimnoemscs doceid pekoHcmpykuyii so02iko-memodosoziyHoi koHyenuyii I. KaHma npo Hopmu i Nnpaeuna mocmaHoeku nNumaHb (3asdaHb,
npo6nem) y npupodo3Haecmei i 8 Haykax 4ucmozo po3ymy. BidzHayaembcs io2o enicmemosioziyHe o6rpyHmyeaHHsi npob6ieMHocmi HayKkoeo20
ni3HaHHs. OcHOBHa yeaza 3ocepedxeHa Ha o62pyHmyeaHHi peyenyii kaumiecbkoi ¢pinocogpii @ npaysx 1. KonwiHa, B. Llunkapyka, M. Bynamoea
ma A. CasyeHKo.

lMpucesyyembcs susyeHHo ghinocogpii I. KaHma e Kuiecbkomy HayioHanbHoMmy yHieepcumemi imeHi Tapaca LlleeyeHka e 80-x pokax XX cm.
Po3sansidaembcsi 3HavyeHHs1 ¢hinocodpii I. Kanma e npodgbeciliHomy yHieepcumemcbkoMy cepedoguui i lio2o ennue Ha Po38uUMoK 8im4u3HsiHoT ¢bino-
coghcbKoi AyMKuU.

Cynepeynuegicmb ¢pinocopii I. KaHma cnpusina ¢gpopmyeaHHIo pi3HUX hinocopcbKux wkKin, medil i Hanpsimie. C8OiM y4YeHHAM NpPo aHMUHOMIT
PO3yMy 8iH sidicpae eu3HayHy posib y po3eumky dianekmuku. [pozpecusHuM 6ys10 i (1020 84EHHS MPO POJIbL aHMa20Hi3Mie 8 iCmopPUYHOMY NpPo-
yeci. Tinbku 4Yepe3 ix NodosiaHHs1 MoX/luee OOCsIi2HeHHs1 Halibinbwoz2o 3aedaHHs /TIOCLKO20 Pody — 3a2asibHO20 MPasoeo20 2POMadsIHCbKO20
CcmaHy, a maKko)x eCmaHO8JIeHHs1 8i4HO20 MUPY MiX dep)xasamu.

Y nepuwiii nonoeuri XX cmonimms 2ono0eHo0 mediecro eimyu3HsiHoOi ¢ghinocogpii 6ye ideanicmuynuii Hanpsim. Micye I. Kahma e po3sumky eim-
4u3HsIHOI ¢hinocodpii, ocobnueo lioco emuyHe 84YeHHsl, 6yn0 susHayanbHUM. KaHmiecbka ceo6oda mae 8 ceoeMmy 3mMicmi yxo8Hi KOMMOHeHmMu:
ginocogcbki, ncuxonoziyHi, penizitini — i ausHavae micye I. Kauma y eim4u3sHsiHit gpinocogpii y 80-xx pokie XX cmonimms.

Takum YyuHom, po3ansid ¢inocohii I. KaHma y enacHomy camocmiliHoMy 3Ha4YeHHi i yinicHocmi, KOHKpemHocmi sik camoi no cobi yiHHocmi (He
MOJKHa i2Hopyeamu, 3po3ymisio, my o6cmaeuHy, W0 80Ha € Ck/1al080F0 YaCMUHOK HiMeUbKOI Klacu4yHoi ¢hinocogii), He minbku npasomipHul, ane
U Heo6xioHudl.

Binbwicmb po6im npucesiyeHo pi3HUM (okpemuM, iHOueidyanbHUM) npobnemam ghinocoghcbkoi cucmemu I. Kanma, knacugpikayisi sskux npoeo-
dumbcs 3a KinbKoma o3Hakamu. SIk npaeusio, 0ocniOHUKU euxodamb 3 nodiny meopyocmi . Kahma Ha dea nepiodu — QokpumMu4HuUll i KpuMUYHUU.
lMpocmexxyembcss meHAeHYisi (Moku wie crnabka) docnidxeHHs1 Ha Memodos102i4HOMY pPieHi 38's13Ky OOKpUMUYHO20 i KpUmMu4Ho20 nepiodis.

Knro4voei croea: cinocodisi, kateropmyHuii imnepaTue, yHiBepcuteTcbka (inocodis, kKaHTO3HaABCTBO.

HoBa ykpaiHcbka dinocodia dopmyBanacs i po3susa- Lwe", ke oTpMMarno BU3HaHHSA CBOET LIHHOCTI 5K y TBOpYO-

nacs B iHTenekTyanbHOMY NMpocTopi 4inocodCcbLKOro gaky-
nbteTy KniBcbkoro aepxxaBHoro yHisepcutety im. T. T, Le-
BYEHKa (Tak BiH ToAi oilinHO Ha3MBaBCs), @ TakoX AOCHi-
AHOMY cniBToBapuCTBi IHCTUTYTY dbinocodii im. I'. C. Cko-
BOpoau. TBopYa CMiBOPYXHICTb LMX YCTaHOB BUCYBa€E SK
cBoix nigepis lN. KonHiHa, a notim B. lUnHkapyka. HaBkono
HUX BUHWKAE i 3aTBepaXyeTbCcH "MeguTaTMBHE cepenoBu-

iHTeneKkTyanbHOMY, TaK i r[pOMagAaHCbLKOMY PO3YMiHHi. ToMy
B Ui cTaTTi Oyge OocnimKkeHo npobnemmn egHOCTi NOriky,
OianeKkTuku i TtHoceonorii, NPUYoOMy He Tinbku B oinocodii
I". lerens, ane y dinocodii 3aranom. OcobnmBo CLOroaHi, B
enoxy "nniopaniamy”, Konu pisHOMaHITTS Pi3HUX Tedil i Ha-
npsMIB BeAe Big UinicHoro inocodcbKoro Nornsaay Ha CBiT.
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