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BacunbeB Bagum BanepbeBuy -
OOKTOP GUNOCODCKUX HaYK,
npodeccop.

MOCKOBCKMI rocyf,apCTBEH-
HbIl YHUBEpCUTET

M. M.B. JlomoHocoBa.
Poccuiickas ®epepaums,
119991, r. MockBa, JIEHUH-
CKue ropel, 4. 1.

e-mail: vadim.v.vasilyev@
gmail.com

B cTaTbe paccMaTpuBaeTCcsi NPefbICTOPUsl COBPEMEHHBIX MeTadu-
NOCODCKUX UCCNIElOBaHUI U AaeTcst 0630p Hanbosiee BayKHbIX Ha-
npaeneHuin nocnegHux. O6CyKAaeTcsa MnoHMMaHue dunocodpum
KNAaCCUYECKUMU U HEKNACCUYECKMMU aBTOPaMM U ouvepyMBaeTcs
TpaekTopus MeTadUI0CODCKNX AUCKYCCUI B aHANUTUYECKON duo-
codun. MNMokasaHo, YTO aKTMBU3aLUMS MeTaduaocodpckux mccneno-
BaHMWI B aHA/IMTUYECKOM TPaAULLIMM OOBACHSAETCS NMOMCKaMU HOBOWM
MAEHTUYHOCTU aHauTUYecKon unocodumn nocne pasovapoBaHus
B «JIMHTBUCTUYECKOM MOBOPOTE», KPUTUKK Y. KyallHOM u ero no-
CnefoBaTeNi MU Pa3fINYHbIX acreKToB MeTofa KOHLENTYaslbHOro
aHanM3a U paclMpeHneM NpesMeTHOro Noss ucciaefoBaHui. Oue-
HUBaeTcs poab T. YUnbsMcoHa B HOBeMWKUX MeTadpuaocodckmx
nccnefoBaHusxX. PaccMaTpmBaeTcs ero KHUra «3aHumasch Guaoco-
dueit» (2018), rnaBHble MAEM KOTOPOW WM3NAratoTcs UM B CTaTbe
«KabuHeTHas ¢ounocodus», onybMKOBaHHOM B 3TOM HOMEPE XKYyp-
Hana. MokaszaHo, YTO MUCCefoBaHWUs YWU/IbSMCOHA MoAYEepPKUBaOT
3HAYMMOCTb BbIGOpa MeXay pacTBopeHueM ¢GUI0COPCKUX MeTo-
[OB B METOAO/OMMU 3KCMEPUMEHTANbHBIX HayK M 060CHOBaHMEM
NPaBOMEPHOCTM KabuHeTHON dunocodumn, nepes KOTOpbIM CTOSAT
coBpeMeHHble ¢prnocodbl.

KnroueBble cnoBa: metapunocodus, punocodpus dunocodpumm, akc-
nepumeHTanbHas ¢unocodus, Metadpusmka, kabuHeTHas punoco-
dus, KOHLLEeNTyaNbHbIN aHaNu3

METAPHILOSOPHY: HISTORY AND PERSPECTIVES

Vadim V. Vasilyev - DSc

in Philosophy, professor.
Lomonosov Moscow State
University.

1 Leninskie Gory, Moscow,
119991, Russian Federation.
e-mail: vadim.v.vasilyev@
gmail.com

In this paper | discuss a prehistory of the recent metaphilosophi-
cal research and provide an overview of its most important areas.
| review the ways of understanding of philosophy by the authors
of the Early Modernity and contemporary continental philoso-
phers and outline a trajectory of metaphilosophical discussions
in analytic philosophy of 20" century. | try to show that the re-
cent surge of metaphilosophy research in it could be explained by
a search for a new identity of analytic philosophy after wide dis-
appointment in the “linguistic turn,” as well as after criticism of
Quine and his followers of various aspects of the common
method of conceptual analysis, and expansion of the field of in-
quiry. | argue that contemporary analytic philosophy is much
closer to the classical and modern tradition than to the early ana-
lytic philosophy. And the most important question for contempo-
rary metaphilosophers seems to be a question about possible
substitutes of an old-fashioned conceptual analysis. Some au-
thors propose to get rid of armchair methods at all and follow ex-
perimental line of research. This, however, could be destructive
to the philosophy as a separate discipline. That’s why it is impor-
tant to pay utmost attention to those philosophers who try
to save armchair philosophy. As Timothy Williamson is one of
the most interesting authors working in this vein, | asses his role
in the recent metaphilosophical research. | give a brief review of

© BacwuibeB B.B.
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his book “Doing Philosophy” (2018) and draw attention to the
fact that its main ideas are briefly expressed in his paper “Arm-
chair Philosophy”, published in this issue of the journal. | claim
that the importance of Timothy Williamson’s work is best ex-
plained by its role in realizing that philosophers now have to
make a hard choice between dissolving philosophical methodol-
ogy in methods of experimental sciences and trying to find way of
justification of armchair philosophy.

Keywords: metaphilosophy, philosophy of philosophy, experimental
philosophy, metaphysics, armchair philosophy, conceptual analysis

ITOT BBINYCK XKypHasIa nocesieH Metadunocodckum auckyccusm. Cro-
BO «MeTadunocodus» Moka He OueHb MPUBBIYHO POCCHUCKUM (PHUIOCO-
(ham, XOTs caM 3TOT TEPMUH YMOTpeO/siica elje B Hauane XIX B. KaHTU-
aniem K.JI. Peitaronsgom [Reinhold, 1803, S. 208], a B 2010 . akageMuK
T.. Oii3epmaH omy0/MKOBa 00CTOSTeIbHYI0 MOHOTPA(UIO C TAKUM Ha-
3BaHueM [OiizepmaH, 2010]. Mexay TeM 5Ta AUCLUIUIMHA B ee COBpe-
MEHHOM TIOHMMaHWU O0CY’K/IaeT pa3ivuHble acreKThl BOMPOCA, C KOTO-
PbIM MHOTHE M3 HaC 3HAaKOMbI C YHUBEPCUTETCKON CKaMbU. Borpoc 3ToT
B caMoM 0011ieM Buje 3ByuMT Tak: «Uto Takoe dumocodus?» B crymeH-
yecKue rofipl, B KoHile 80-x — Hadasie 90-X I'T., ¥ CaM §1 4aCTO CJ/IbIIIAJ ero,
00OBIYHO TIpU OOCY)KJEHUH HAyUYHOCTH 3TOH JUCLIMIUIMHBL. YYaCTHUKU
3TUX CIIOPOB MOIVIM TOPSUO OTCTAaWBaTh HEHAYUHOCTb (DUIOCOGUH, KaK
Oy/ITO HEHAYYHOCTh — 3TO JIOCTOMHCTBO. Bripouem, Takue C/i0Ba BOCIIPH-
HUMaJIMCh MHOTUMH KaK BBI30B IOCITO/[CTBOBABIIIEMY B COBETCKHE BpeMe-
Ha AWajeKTHYecKOMY MaTrephau3My, A/ KOTOPOro ObUIO XapaKTepHO
MoHUMaHue (QUIoCOPUN Kak HAyKu O «Haubosee OOMUX TPUHIMTIAX
Y 3aKOHaxX ObITUSA U MO3HaHUS» [MblcuBueHko, [lentymuH, 1988, c. 11].
Bocxopsiuii k Tpygam K. Mapkca u ®. DHrenbca AuaieKThuueCKU Ma-
Tepyasu3M ObLI MHOTHUM 00si3aH TakKKe CTeKYJSTUBHOMY H/eanni3My
[.B.®. Terena. Ho Terenb mbiTancs AeAylMPOBaTh TMOAOOHBIE 3aKOHbI
Y3 YHCTOTO CIIEeKY/IATUBHOTO Pa3yMa, TOTAA KaK MapKCUCTCKHe (HI0co-
(bl geany yrop Ha MPaKTHKY, a 3HAYUT Ha OMBIT. [IpyU 3TOM OHU pefiKo
obcyanu Bonpoc 00 3MUCTeMUYeCKOM CTaTyCe YHHBepPCaTbHBIX 3aKO-
HOB OBITHS Y TIO3HAHWS, He KeJlasi MPU3HABATh UX TUITOTETHUECKYIO TPH -
pozty (UTO BBIIVISI/IENO ObI IOTUYHBIM TPH IOTYIEHUHA WX IMITUPUYECKON
6a3bl) U He BUJS TMyTed u3bexarb 3TOro [cM., Hamp., MBICHBUEHKO,
[errrynun, 1988, c. 136, 138; Becconog, 1989, c. 259].

Crowur, BIipoueM, OTMETHTb, UTO He BCé CTOPOHHUKU /IHa/IeKTUUeCKOro
MarepHay3Ma COrJiallaavich ¢ TakuM roHumannem ¢unocodun. T.M. Oii-
3epMaH B YIIOMSIHYTOM BhblIllie paboTe, K MPUMEpY, OTBEPraeT 3Ty TPAKTOBKY,
XOTSI U TIPUUKUCTSAET cebsl K JMaeKTHUecKuM Marepuanuctam [OiizepmaH,
2014, c. 245-246]. OH noHuMaeT (HUIOCOMHUI0 KaK COBOKYITHOCTH MUPO-
BO33pEeHUECKUX YOeXIeHUH 10 (hyHZaMeHTabHbLIM BOMPOCaM, UMEIOIIM
TO WM MHOE aKkcuosiornyeckoe usMepenue [Oiizepman, 2014, c. 76; cM. Tak-
>ke boromosnos, OiizepmaH, 1983, c. 62]. 3To MOHMMaHWe OH TIOAKPETLISeT
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MeTapunocopckum aHamzoM. OpUruHaILHOCTD Tioaxozaa ObizepmaHa, pas-
BuBarouiero ugen M. T'epy [cm. Kporos, 2017], HO noneMU3MpYOLLIEro
C ero TUIIOPAJIMCTUUECKUM BOCIIPUSITHEM HWCTOpUM (u1ocoduM, COCTOUT
B CB0e00Opa3HOM COBMEIEHUH MeTahH/I0COPCKUX U HCTOPUKO-(uaocod-
CKMX W3bIcKaHuii [Ouzepman, 2015, c. 24]. Takoe pellieHHe OOBSICHSIETCS
TeM, UTO TIpeAMEeTOM Kak ucTopuu ¢uiocodun, Tak U Metaduiocodunt sB-
nsietcs punocodus. Mo)KHO, KOHEUHO, BO3Pa3vTh, UTO 3TH [JUCLITUIAHEI
00CYK/IAt0T ZIAHHBINA MTPeIMET T0-Pa3HOMY: UCTOpUst GUI0COMUM TTO3BOJIS -
eT TIOHsITh, YeM Korya-To Obuia (umocodus, a Metadunocodus: posiCHsIET,
YyeM OHa SIBJISIeTCS ceiyac WM YeM OHa JIo/KHA ObITh. K ToMY >ke UCTOpuK
¢unocoduu 3aHMMaeTCsi CKopee KOHKpeTHbIMU (uiocodamu, a He Gumoco-
(el Kak TakoBOM, He uzeelt dwiocodru B oTMuMe OT Metaduiocoda.
Bripouem, Ha 3TO MOXXHO OTBETWTb, UTO MeTapuaocod B /0OOM cyuae
He MOXXeT 00OMTHCh 6e3 SMIMUPUUECKOTO MaTepuasa, Jiayke ecid OH pac-
cyxmaet o punocodu B HOpMaTHBHOM Kiroue. A uctopust puiocoduu Kak
pa3 Y MOCTaB/IsieT TAKOM MaTepyast, TIOMOTalOIIHI YBUETh 3a YaCTHOCTAMU
¢unocodckux Teopuii HeKue CYIIHOCTHBIE UepThbl, KOTOpPhIe HY>KHbI MeTa-
dutocody A1 HOpMaTUBHBIX PacCYy»KIeHuM o hunocodun, AJis paccykae-
HUI O TOM, KaKO# OHa JO/DKHA OBITh.

BepHemcsi, ofHako, K criopaM O HayyHOCTU (uocodun B COBeT-
ckuii mieprof. IIpOTUBHUKM [Ua/eKTUUeCcKOro Marepuaan3Ma Hepegko
HCKa/lu OpUeHTUpHI BO (paHIy3cKoit ¢unocodun cepeanHbl XX Beka.
@DpaHIly3CKre MBICJIUTENA TOTO BPEMEHHU TOXKe ObLIM 03ab0ueHbI MeTa-
dunocodckumu Temamu. VICTOKM MX 03a604eHHOCTH OBIIM CBSI3aHBI
C TeM, UTO 3T aBTOPHI B OO/bIlEH WM MeHbILEH CTereHu TMOpbIBaIU
C K/accuueckor ¢umocodckoit Tpaunueli, mpoboBaau HOBbIE TIYTH W,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, MCKaIX CBOIO HOBYIO MJEHTUYHOCTb. 3HAMeHHWTas pa-
6ota JK. Jenesa u ®. I'eartapu «UT0 Takoe umocodus?» aydilie BCETO
WJUTFOCTPUPYET TaKue TOWCKHU, a TTO3UIIUS ee aBTOPOB, TPAKTYIOIUX (M-
M0COGHI0 KaK «HMCKYCCTBO (DOPMHpPOBaTh, M300peTaTh, W3rOTaB/IMBaTh
KoHIlenTeI» [[esne3, I'BatTapu, 2009, c. 6] sBHO HeT Bpa3pes C ee Kaac-
CUYeCKUM TIOHUMaHUeM.

@paHiy3ckas ¢unocobus cepeauHbl XX B. Oblla caMOl KpYITHOH
BETBBIO «KOHTHWHEHTalbHOW (umocopur» U TMpou3pacTasa B OCHOBHOM
u3 ugeid M. Xaiigerrepa. VimeHHo 3ToT ¢unocod 6osiee Bcero 0TBETCTBEH
3a ycrielrHoe 3akpervieHre B (uUI0co(CKOM MPOCTPAHCTBE TMOC/IeJHEro
CTONETUSI CTUIMCTUKUA HEK/IaCCUYeCKOTo, WM KOHTUHEeHTalIbHOro, (huio-
cocTBoBaHMs. HeyauBUTE/NBHO, UTO M CaM OH Pa3MBIILISII O TIPUPO/E
dunocopun u dumocodcrroBanusa. Kak v MHOTMe Apyrue KOHTHHEH-
TaJbHbIe ¢Gunocodbl, OH He pa3essiyl HAayuyHOro BUAeHUs Gunocoduu.
Ckopee, OH CUMTaja ee TIO3TUUECKUM JIeJIOM, KOTOPOe MOXKET BBIBOJIUThH
Hac B MPOCBET MOJJIMHHOrOo ObITHs [ Xatigerrep, 1993; c. 192]. MHTyuuyu
Xatifierrepa TOB/IUSIA Ha cambIx pasHbiX ¢unocodos, ot K.IT. Captpa
mo M.K. MamapgamBumu u B.B. bubuxuna [Mamapzambeumm, 1992,
c. 30; Bubuxun, 2007, c. 243-245, 332, 374].
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Knaccuueckas ¢punocodckas TpaguLius, Mexy TeM, YCIIellHO epe-
JKU/a KPU3MCHble BpeMeHa, OXBaTHBIIME lle/ioe CTOJIeTHe C CepelUHBI
XIX B. B Haumm AHU 3Ty TPaZMLIUIO TPOAO/IKAET CaMOe MOIIHOe (HIIo-
codckoe ABWKEHHE COBPEMEHHOCTU — «aHa/MuTh4ecKass (umocodusi».
Bripouem, aHanutuueckasi puaocodus HauMHanachb BO MHOIOM C KpUTHU-
KM Ky1accuueckor umocoduu, u ee ocHoBatenu — [x.D. Myp, B. Paccen
u JI. BurreHmreiiH — cunrany cebst CKopee peBOJIIOLIMOHEpaMH, YeM KOH-
cepBaropamu. Uepes CTo /1eT, 0fHAKO, CTa/I0 OYeBU/HBIM, UTO UX PEBOJIO-
LIMIOHHBIH ML OBLT HAMpaB/IeH JIUIIb Ha HEKOTOPBIX K/IaCCUUeCKHX Tpef -
11IeCTBEHHHKOB 3THUX MBIC/UTeel. S/ipo >xe aHanuTHUeCKOU NIpOrpaMMBel,
KaK 0Ka3a/0Ch, XOPOLIO COUeTaeTcsl C Kjaccuueckoit punocodueii.

Knaccuueckue ¢unocodsr — IlnaroH, Apwucrtortens, [ekapt, HOw,
KaHT 1 fip. — pasymeeTcsi, He UTHOPUPOBA/IU BOIIPOC O NPUPO/Je (pUI0Co-
¢un. VI MHOTOBEKOBBIE AMCKYyCCHM C(HOPMHUPOBAIN Hekoe Tofobue KoH-
CeHCyca B ee TIOHMMaHuW. He cTouT, KOHeuHo, 3abbIBaTh, YTO CaMO CII0BO
«unocodus» ynorpebdssoch Nopoi oueHb LIMPOKO, U TIPU 00CYKAeHUN
TPaKTOBOK (hrocouu KmacCuueCKUMU MbICTUTEIAMU 107 hunocodueit
00bIUHO TIOApa3yMeBaeTcsi «repBasi (unocodusi», WM MeTadu3MKa.
W yxasaHHbIN KOHCEHCYC Kacascs npexzie Bcero Hee. [lon mMeTa(u3sukoi
B 310Xy ee pacugera B XVII u XVIII BB. NOHUMAa/IX HAyKy, BK/IHOUaBIIYIO
B ce0st OHTOJIOTHIO, T. €. HAYKy O CaMbIX OOIIMX XapaKTepUCTHUKAX CYIIero
Y TIepBBIX NMPUHLMIAX T03HaHUs (ee MMEHOBa/lu Takxke «obiell meTa-
(u3mkoii», metaphysica generalis), palMoHa/MBLHYIO ICUXOJIOTHIO, OOIIYIO
KOCMOJIOTHIO U eCTeCTBeHHYIO Teosioruto [Baumgarten, 1763, pp. 1-2].
Tpu nocnepHre AUCLUIIMHBI COCTABIIS/IU «UaCTHYI0 MeTaU3KKy», meta-
physica specialis. BHyTpy 3TUX JUCIUIUTMH 0OCY>KIaaMCh Takue (hyH/a-
MeHTaJIbHbIE TeMbI, KaK BOMPOC 00 OCHOBHBIX CTPYKTYPHBIX KOMIOHEHTaX
cyujero (cybcTaHLMsAX, MOZyCaX, OTHOLIEHUSIX U T. I1.), IPUPOJa U rpaHu-
1]bl YeJI0BeYeCKOro I03HaHKs, IPHpO/ia CO3HAHUS U 1pobsieMa B3auMogeii-
CTBUSI YA U Tesja, CBOOOJA BOJIM M MOpasibHasi OTBETCTBEHHOCTb, BO-
TIPOC O CYLHOCTY MaTepyy U IpaHuliax (pu3nuecKoil peajJbHOCTH, a TaKke
JloKa3aresnbcTBa ObITHsI Bora v oTHOIIeHre bora K MUpY 1 YerioBeKy.

Bce nepeunciieHHble TIPOOJIEMbI PaCCMaTPUBAIMCh B HAYUHOM KJTHO-
ye. Merta¢dusrku HoBoro BpemeHyd CTPeMUINCh K CTPOTOCTH M Jl0Kasa-
Te/JIbHOCTH CBOWX Teopuil. Henb3si Ipy 5TOM CKas3aTb, UYTO OHU UCIIO/b-
30Ba/iM eiMHOOOpasHble MeTozbl. Kakue-To Kimaccudyeckue ¢Gumocodsl,
K npumMepy /[ekapt wiu CrnnHO3a, OT/aBaay IpeANouTeHHe [efyKTHB-
HOW MeTOJ|0/IOTHH, BBICTparBasi MeTau3MKy 10 00pasily MaTeMaTHKH,
Kakue-To, B yacTHOCTH JlelibHui 1 Bosbg, oco3HaHHO mpuberanv K MeTa-
(u3nyeckuM runoresam (TakUM Kak I'MIIOTe3a IpeflyCTaHOB/IEHHOU rap-
MOHHHU MeX/y AYLIOW U TesioM). Belu U Takue, KOTOpble NbITalINCh 10 -
CTPOUTb «UCTUHHYIO MeTapH3MKy» 10 00pasly 3KCIepruMeHTaTbHOr0
ecTecTBO3HaHuA. JTO npexze Bcero . FOM. M0OXKHO BCTpeTUTh U TeX,
KTO, 1ogo6Ho U. Kanty umu I.B.®. leremto, uckamm as ¢punocoduu Ka-
KyI0-TO HOBYIO MeToposioruio. Ho ele pa3 CTOMT TMOAYEPKHYTb, UTO
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3TUX MbIC/IUTeNNel 00beAHsI0 TOHUMaHKe guaocohun Kak bosee mim
MeHee CTPOrod HayKH.

VIMeHHO 3TO 00CTOATE/TECTBO POJHUIIO C K/IaCCHUeCKUMH Gumocoda-
MM OCHOBaTeslell aHa/JMTU4YeCKOW Tpasulyu. IlepBble aHaIUTUKY, BIPO-
YyeM, HeraTHBHO OTHOCH/IMCh KO MHOTMM pasfie/iaM TpPaJULIMOHHOW MeTa-
¢m3uku. V1 OHM pe30HHO TojIarajau, uto MpoOsieMbl 3TOW JUCLIUIIIAHBI
ObLTM CBsi3aHBI C KAKUMU-TO JledeKTaMy B ee MeToZooruu. V3 Takux co-
oOpaskeHU BBIPOC/IA 3HAMEHUTAst JTMHIBUCTHYECKasi TPOrpaMMa paHHHUX
aHaymTryeckux ¢umnocodos. IIyTe K 0370poBaeHrI0 ¢uocopuu, K ee
n30aB/leHNUI0 OT CTaporo MeTausuueckoro 0Oasiacta JeXXWT, yBepsiid
OHH, B 00/1aCTH aHa/M3a BbICKa3bIBaHUU. OHUM 13 caMbIX 3((HeKTHBHBIX
TIPUEMOB TaKOTO POJIa OHU CUMTA/IM CBe/leHHe abCTPaKTHBIX TeopeTHye-
CKUX KOHCTPYKLMM K 0a30BbIM «ITPOTOKOJILHBIM TPeJI0KeHUsIM», (PUKCH-
DYIOILIMM OIBbITHbIe JaHHOCTH. JTOT IpHeM MOAy4u/ HasBaHWe MeTofa
Bepudukarmu. He mogyexxaiyie BeprdyKalii BbICKA3bIBaHUSI OOBSIBIS -
nich GeccmbicieHHbIMU. CBefleHreM K O6eccMbIC/vLle paHHYE aHaTUTHKU
MBITAIMCh OOPOTHLCS HE TOMBKO C TPAJUIMOHHOM MeTahH3UKOM, HO
U ¢ HOBbIMU Tiofxofamu Xadigerrepa [Kapuam, 1998]. Bckope, omgHaxo,
BBISICHU/IOCh, UTO MeTOo[, BeprdHKaly npobnemMaTiyeH, YTo NpH HIKMPO-
KOU TpaKTOBKe BepU(UIMPYyeMOCTH BeprUHUI[MPyeMbIM OKa3bIBaeTCs BCE,
a TMpy y3KOW U3 uKc/a BepupHULMPYyeMbIX MOJOKEHUN BBITIAJAI0T, K MPU-
Mepy, (OpPMY/IHMPOBKM BCEOOIIMX 3aKOHOB MpHpoAbl [Soames, 2003,
pp. 271-299]. Kpusuc BepugrKaljioH13Ma pa3MblBasl JUHTBUCTUUECKYHO
WZIe0JIOTHIO0 paHHed aHamuTh4deckor Guaocoduu 1 3aCTaBsisii YyCOMHUTE-
Csl B NPaBOMEPHOCTH KPUTHKH TePBBIMH aHa/JUTHUKaMu psiia obracteit
TpajULIMOHHOW MeTadu3UKU. ITocTerneHHO 3TO MpUBe/o K BO3POXK/EHUIO
VMHTepeca aHaIUTH4ecKod (prnocodyu K MHUPOKOMY KPYTY TNPUBBIUHBIX
MeTadu3ryeckux npobneM. B nocneaHue gecsatusneTysi KOJMUeCTBO UH-
TepecHBIX paboT 110 OHTOJIOTUH M STIMCTEMOJIOTHH, TI0 TpobiemMaM co3Ha-
HUsT 1 cBOOOZBI BOMU U Aaxke Mo (uIocodCKOM TeOJOTHH Pe3KO BO3POC-
710. BONBLIMHCTBO COBpeMEHHBIX aHaIUTUKOB, MeXAy TeM, UyBCTBYIOT
ceOst MpeeMHHKAMH TIepPBbIX aHaMUTU4YecKuX ¢unocodos. Ho oT HUX, KO-
HEYHO, He MOTYT YCKOJIb3HYTb Te IIyOOKHe U3MeHeHUsl, KOTOpble TTPOr30-
IIIJT 3a 9TO BpeMs C aHa/uTUUeckoit umocodueii. OHa sBHO CcTaia Jpy-
roil. U1 aTu u3MeHeHus1 3aC/y>kKUBalOT cepbe3HOro aHaausa. [1o cytu, peusb
WZeT O TIOMCKaX HOBOM WAEHTUYHOCTU aHAIUTHUeCKol ¢unocodun. Otu
TIOMCKU POZHST ee C aHaJIOTMUHBIMU, HO Ooslee paHHUMH Pa3bICKaHUSIMU
KOHTHHEHTa/IbHBIX MBIC/IUTeNIe. A aKTyaau3arys 1pobiaeMbl UIeHTUY-
HOCTH ¢uiocoguy He MOXKET He COMPOBOXKAATECS aKTyain3aleld BOIpo-
ca «Yto Takoe ¢unocodus?». VI Mbl BUAUM, UTO B MOC/IefHEE BpEMs aHa-
MUTHYeCcKWe (Guiocodbl Bce daile THMIIYT 00 3ToM. PasBuTue 3ToM
00/1acT MCCIeA0BaHUIA TIpe/TiosiaraeT M 3aKperieHre 3a Hell Kakoro-To
HasBaHUs. [71aBHBIM KaH/[M/aTOM OKAa3bIBAeTCsl TePMUH «MeTa(uI0Co-
¢usi». VI XoTs OH He BbI3bIBaeT BceoOIero of00peHHs] — HEKOTOpbIe
MPe/ITIOUNTAIOT TOBOPUTb O «punocopun ¢unocopun» [cM. 06 3ToM
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Overgaard, Gilbert, Burwood, 2013, pp. 10], — ero 1oCTOMHCTBa NepeKphI-
BalOT €ro HeJJOCTAaTKH, W TIPEK/ie BCETO TOT €ro MpobIeMaTHUHBIN acIiekT,
UYTO Ha3BaHHWe «MeTahuI0Cco(Us» HABOAUT Ha MBIC/Tb, OyATO cama 3Ta
JUCLIATI/IMHA He siBiisieTcs ¢unocodcekoid. B camom fiesnte, «MeTa-XUMUKU»
e/[Ba JIU CTaBWIU Obl XUMHUUECKHE SKCIIEPUMEHTBI, a «MeTapH3nKa», Kak
MbI [IOHUMAaeM, HUKOUM 00pa3oM He MOXKeT ObITh Ha3BaHa OfIHUM W3 pa3-
nenoB ¢u3uku. Ho mertadunocodusi kakercs: ¢hunocodhCKo AUCIUTLIN -
HoU. U Bce-Taku He CTOUT TIPEYBETUUNBATh 3HAUMMOCTH 3TOH TPOO/IEMBI:
C OTOBOpPKaMH TepMUH «MeTadunocodusi» MOKHO UCIIONb30BaTh.

Ho B KakoMm >ke HaripaB/ieHUM HUAYT TOWCKA HOBOW HAEHTUUHOCTU
aHanuTU4eckoi ¢uocopun? OOBLEKTUBHO, HAIIOMHIO, HOBeHIIas aHa/IH -
THUecKas dunocodus cOMmmKaeTcs ¢ Kaaccuueckod gunocodcekoii Tpa-
JuLeld, [y KOTOPOM XapaKTepHO TNOHMMaHWe MeTahu3nyeckoro siipa
¢dunocopun Kak COBOKYITHOCTU [AWCLIUIUIMH, B KOTODPBIX [IOKa3aTesbHO
obcyxaaroTes  (dyHaMeHTa bHble MHPOBO33peHUeCcKue Mpob/eMbl,
OT MPUPOJBI YesIOBeUeCKOro CO3HaHUs 0 cyllecTBoBaHUs bora. W ecim
MBI TIpOaHa/IM3UpyeM pernpe3eHTaThBHbIe MeTahuI0CoOPCKUe TeKCThI M0-
C/IeIHET0 BPEMEHM, TO MbI YBUJUM, UTO UMEHHO TakKasl WHTEepIIpeTalus
rpupozbl ¢hrnocodun BLIXOAUT B HUX Ha TMepBbIi 1iaH [cM., Harp., Over-
gaard, Gilbert, Burwood, 2013, pp. 21-22]. Ho He/b3s He 3aMeTUTh, UTO
OHa JIaeTCsl aHAIMTUUYEeCKUM aBTopaM He 6e3 Tpyza. [IpUurHbI UX 3aTpy/He-
HUM MOXKHO YSICHUTb, TIDUHSIB BO BHUMaHUe s, 00CToATeNnbCTB. Bo-Tiep-
BbIX, 3a4acTyl0 OHM TIPOBOJST CBOMW W3bICKAHUS, YUUTHIBasi He TOJBKO
aHA/IMTUYECKYI0, HO Y KOHTUHEHTA/IbHYI0 TPaUIMi0. 1 3TO MOXKHO T10-
HATh. Beab MX UHTEpecyeT 0O0IUi BOMPOC: UTo Takoe ¢unocodus? Eapa
1 MO>KHO OTBeuaTb Ha Hero, UTHOPUPYS KOHTHHEHTA/TbHBIX MbBIC/IUATE-
neii. Ho ecM He WUTHOPUPOBaTh WX, 0003HAUEHHOE BBINIE TIOHUMaHUe
Hesb3s OyZleT TO/MKOBaTh Kak u300pakeHre (DaKTHUECKOTO TIOIOXKeHHs
nen. B mydiieM ciiydae ero Hajio OyzieT WHTepPIIPeTHPOBATh B HOPMATHB-
HOM KJ/THOUe. A 3TO CO3[@eT AOTOJHUTeTbHBIE TPYAHOCTH, TaK KaK HOp-
MaTHBHbIe JUCKYPChI TIPEATIO/IaraloT OTChUIKUA K L[eHHOCTSIM, HO HesICHO,
ToueMy SMHCTeMUUYeCKre 11eHHOCTU (KOTOpble MOXKHO CBsI3aThb CO CTaH-
JAPTHBIMU TTpUeMaMU U MEeTOIaMH aHa/IMTHKOB) TO/DKHBI OBITh BBIIIIE XY-
JIOKeCTBEeHHBIX (KOTOpbIe KY/IETUBUPYeT KOHTUHeHTa/IbHasi MbIC/b). Bo-BTo-
PBIX, COMDKEeHHe C KIaCCUYeCKOW TpaJiUIvel mpe/ronaraeT u3MeHeHe
YCTOSIBIIIETOCSI OTHOIIIEHUST aHAJTUTHUeCKUX (pumocodor K ucropuu Gu-
nocoduu. XoTs TIpeJcTaB/ieHre O Pe3KOM HeNpUATHY PAaHHUMU aHa/IuTH -
yeckuMu (unocodaMu UCTOPUKO-PUIOCOPCKUX UCCaefoBaHMM [ Pre-
ston, 2007, p. 29, 74], HeECOMHEHHO, SIB/IIeTCSI MU(OM (XOTs ObI TIOTOMY,
YTO OCHOBATe/M 3TOro ABmxenus, )k.0. Myp u B. Paccen, 6butd B TOM
ync/ie U UCTOpPUKaMu Quiocoduu: Myp 3aluTua ABe AUCCEepTaliiu
o yueHHto 0 cBobose BosM y Kanrta [Moore, 2011, pp. 1-94, 115-242],
a Paccen erie 3a mosiBeka o cBoeii «Vcropuu 3aragHoi dumocodum»
Harmucan MoHorpaduro mo dunocodun Jletioauma [Russell, 2005];
nepBoe u3A. 1900 r.), B 1je/IOM paHHUe aHA/JUTUKU, U NpaBja, He OYeHb
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VMHTepecoBa/Mch ero. OnpaBgaHueM ux Oe3paszmmuust ObUla WX yBepeH-
HOCTb B TOM, UTO OHM 3aHMMAIOTCA UYEM-TO TPHUHI[UIIMATIBHO WHBIM.
Ho mocTereHHO KapTWHA CaMOBOCIIPUSTHS aHAUTHUeCKUX (HUIocodoB
W3MEeHU/ACh. VI3MEHUTHCS JO/DKHO OBUIO 1 MX OTHOILIEHWEe K UCTOPUU (H-
nocoduu. OT cTapbIX MPUBBIYEK, OIHAKO, HETIPOCTO U30aBUTHCS.

Ho camas Gonbiasi mpobiema, CTosiiasi mepesi HOBEMIIIMMU aHaJTH -
THYeCKUMM MeTadumocodamu, CBs3aHa C yTpaTod aHa/JIUTHUeCKOW Tpa-
UIeN YeTKUX MeETO/[0JIOTUYeCKMX OpPHEHTHUPOB. PaHHME aHATUTHKH
MpY/aBaau OOJBIIOEe 3HAUEHWe aHaM3y BbICKa3biBaHUH. PuUocodckue
WCCieOBaHus, CUMTATU OHU, JO/DKHBI HAUMHATHCS C BOTIPOCA: UTO BBI XO-
TUTUTE 3TUM CKa3ath? TTOHATHO, UTO TAaKOW BOMPOC MOXKHO aZipecoBaTh
JIMIIIb KAaKUM-TO ZIPYTHUM JIIOASIM, B TOM UKCJIE W TIPEX/e BCero (puoco-
¢am. Takoe moHuMaHve (GUIOCOPCKOTO MeToZa HEsIBHO TIPeATIosaraer,
YTO TIPEAIIEeCTBYIONINE MBICTUTEM He 3ajlaBaly MO/00HBIX BOMIPOCOB
Y TI03TOMY 3aIlyTa/lMCh B CBOMX TEOPUAX. 3a/laBasl K€ WX, Mbl CMOXKeM
pacryTaTh UX 3aTpyAHeHus. [Ipuuem fjist 3TOr0O He HaZo OyzeT obpaijars-
csi K camuM BemlaM. dunocodckue TPYIHOCTU 3aK/IIOUeHBI HE B MHpe,
a B TOM, KaK Mbl OCMBIC/ISIEM 3TOT MUP. [103TOMY ¥ pa3pemmTh UX MOKHO
MPOSICHEHWEM HaIllMX MbIC/Iel, KaOWHeTHBIM KOHLENTYaIbHbIM aHa/IA30M
[cM., Hamip., Moore, 1942, p. 14].

TpyaHOCTB, O[THAKO, B TOM, UTO KOHIIENTYa/IbHBIN aHa/THU3 TIOZBeprai-
s B TIOCJIeIHUE JIeCSITUIeTHS] KpUTHKe. Bee Hauanoch co crareu Y. Kyatii-
Ha «/[Be IOTMBI SMIMPHU3Ma», T/e MPOo0JeMaTU3UpOBaIOCh pa3/TUueHKe
aHA/IMTUYECKUX U CHUHTeTWYecKux moyiokedni [KyaiH, 2000, c. 342-
367]. AHanuTUUecKre MoaoXKeHUs (UMM Cy>KleHHUs1) TPaJUI[MOHHO TIOHHU-
Ma/IMCh KakK yTBEPKJEHUS, MPOSICHSIOIIME HAIIM TIOHSATHS, CHHTETHUE-
CKYe — Kak paciupsitorniye ux. CUHTEeTUUeCKWe WCTHUHBI TI0CTaB/ISIOTCS
HaM OITBITOM U JKCTIePUMEHTaMH, aHaIMTUYeCKHe yKe MOTYT J00bIBaThCs
arnpyuopy, B KabuHeTHOW TwiiM. KyaliH, O/JHaKO, IMOKa3biBajl, UTO Yy HAaC
HET OCHOBAHUU JOITyCKATh CYIeCTBOBaHHWE COJepKaTe/bHBIX aHaUTH-
YeCKMX WCTHH, TaK Kak Ha fie/le OHU CKPBIBAIOT B cebe TOT WM WHOM
OTIBITHBIN CUHTE3.

Kpurrka KyaitHa nmena 6osbiivie MeTaduaocopckye mocaeacTBs.
KonnernryansHbili aHamu3 BbIlLes U3 MOALL. AHamuThdeckue GUiocodbl
cTam B OOJIbIIIEN CTEreHW OPUEeHTHPOBAThbCA HA SKCIEePUMEHTA/bHBbIe
HayKH, MO0 TOJKYS1 MX pe3y/ibTaThl (00pa3lioBBEIM HUCC/Ie[JOBaTeIeM TaKo-
ro wiaHa sieysietcs: H. Biok [Block, 2007]), m160 mbITasCh yKa3bIBaTh
HayKe KaKWe-TO OPHUEHTHPhI B TEpe/IOBBIX 00/7acTsaxX (37iech B TIEPBYIO
oyepenn BcrioMuHaroTcst Tpygel . Jennera [cm., Hamp., Dennett, 1991]).
B mocnenHuve rofbpl SMIIUPUUECKUN KpeH aHaJIUTUUeCcKOM dumocodun
ObUT yCHJIEH HOBOW TIPOTPAMMOM «3KCTIEPUMEHTATBHON (Griocopum».
OkcrnepuMeHTaIbHBIE GUIOCOMEI TIpe/aratoT Gumocodam yxe He TOMb-
KO TOJIKOBaTh pe3y/bTaThl, MOMyUYeHHbIE JPYTUMH 3KCTIepUMEHTaTbHBIMU
yUeHbIMU, HO ¥ CAMUM CTaBUTh SKCIIEPUMEHTBI. BIlyMaBIIUCh B H/IEU IKC-
TepUMEHTA/TLHBIX (PrI0cohOB, MbI, OZJHAKO, 3aMETHM, UTO OHH, I10 CYyTH,
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NpeZijlaraloT IIPOBECTH [IEMOHT&X (MUI0CO(UM KaK CaMOCTOSTeNIbHOU
JUCLMIUIMHBL. TosKoBaTe/bHbIe acrekTbl (ua0coduu MOryT CTaTh CO-
CTaBHBIMK KOMITOHEHTaMH{ KOHKPETHBIX HayK.

HeyznuBrTeibHO, UTO HEKOTOPbIE aHaIUTUUeCKue (pr1ocodbl BoccTa-
JIY TIPOTUB 3KCIepUMeHTabHOM gunocoduu. Ho ycnex sToro BoccTaHust
HEeBO3MOKeH 0e3 yOeAnTebHOTO pellleHus] MeTOJ0/IOTMYeCKUX, T. e. Me-
tadunocodckux npobnem. Bekrop nofo6HBIX pellieHHi B Lie/IOM SICeH:
dunocodam Ha/lo TOKA3aTh AOCTOMHCTBA KabuHeTHOH ¢uocoduu 1 moj-
TBEPAUTE ee TIPeTeH3UH Ha CaMOCTOsITeTbHOCTh. [Ipy 3TOM HaJo Tak Wiv
VHavye pe()opMUPOBaTh TPAJWLIMOHHBIM MeTOJ, KOHLeNTYya bHOIO aHa/Iu-
3a. JJake ecyii KyallHOBCKasi KDUTHKA M MOKeT ObIThb HeHTpa/ni30BaHa,
B M3HAYa/IbHOM BU/Ie OH He Ka)KeTCsl KaKMM-TO MOLHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM:
TNIPOsICHEHHE CJIOBECHBIX KOHCTPYKLIMM efjBa /I MOXKeT CrocoOCTBOBaTh
perieHM0  (pyHZ@aMeHTa/NbHbIX MeTahHu3nyecKuX TpobieM, KOTOPBIMU
BHOBb YBJIeUeHbI aHanuTHU4YecKre (unocodsl. Begs 3T mpobsieMsr cBsi3a-
HbI He CO C/I0BaMy, a C BelljaMM, C MMPOM B ILIMPOKOM CMBIC/Ie, B YCTPOM -
CTBe KOTOPOTO XOTe/u pa306parbcsi MeTadu3uKY ¢ BpeMeH [1aToHa.

[MombITKM 3alUTUTh KabWHETHYI0 (UIOCOQUI0 OT yrpo3 3KCIepu-
MeHTa/bHOW (uiocopuy NperpuHUMAtOTCsl CaMbIMU pasHBIMM aHasu-
THYECKUMH (GuocodaMu, HO TPYIHO OTPHUIIATh, UTO HAUOOJBIINN BK/IA/
B 00Cy>K/IeHHe 3THX BOMPOCOB BHEC OKC(OPACKMIA JOTHK U punocod Tu-
MOTU YuibssMcoH (p. 1955). [TonyunBIIMiA U3BECTHOCTh CBOUMU HCCjIe-
JIOBaHUSIMU TIO 3TMCTeMOJIOrHH (TI0 UTOraM HeZlaBHero orpoca OputaH-
ckoro xypHasa Philosophy Now YWibAMCOH BOIeST B TPOHKY CaMbIX
3HaUMMBIX K3 HbIHe 3[paBCTBYyIOLMX (punocodos, Hapsay ¢ C. Kpurke
u [l. YanmepcoM), B 4YaCTHOCTU U3yueHHeM (peHOMeHa HeorlpeJie/leHHO-
CTU TIOHSATWN U yTOUHeHWeM Je(UHHULMU TIOHSTHS 3HAaHUS, OH pacrpo-
CTpaHW/1 CBOW MHTepechbl U Ha MeTadunocoduto. VIMeHHO OH sIB/seTCs
aBTOPOM CTaThbU [yl MaHeJbHOM [JUCKYCCHHM B 3TOM HOMepe >KypHasa.
Cratbsi YWIbsSIMCOHa WITHOCTPUPYET peanu3alii0 HeKOTOPBIX IYyHKTOB
ero 00JIbLIOI TPOrpaMMBbl IePeo0CMbIC/IEHHs] MeTO/|0B KabruHeTHOM ¢usio-
coduu. B Gosee ToTHOM BHle OHa pacCMaTpPUBAETCs B ZIByX MOHOTpadu-
sIx 9Toro aBTopa: «Punocodus punocopumn» [Williamson, 2007] u «3a-
HUMasicb ¢unocodueii» [Williamson, 2018]. 3TH KHUTU OT/IMUAIOTCS
Jpyr OT Jpyra CBOMMM IMOAXOJAMH K W3/I0KEHUIO Marepuana (repBast
“MeeT ropa3zio 6ojiee TeXHUUECKUN XapaKTep) U IIMPOTOM oxBaTa (BTO-
pasi mpegyiaraer ropaszgo Oosiee maciuTabHyr0 naauTpy npuemon). Cam
YUibsAMCOH peKOMeH/IyeT UCT0/b30BaTh «Pumocoduto pumocodun» ms
JleTaM3alyy HeKOTOPBIX WJel, BbICKa3aHHbIX B KHUTEe «3aHHUMasich (u-
nocodueii». Tak uTO ke Mbl BUJUM B 3TOW KHUTE?

«3aHuMasice ¢unocodueti» — 3TO pa3BepHYTHI OTBET Ha BOIIPOC
«YT0 Takoe Guaocopus?». YUIbIMCOH 0OCY)KZaeT COOTHOLIeHHe (HIO-
coduu U 3[paBOT0 CMbICIa, punocoduu U ucropuu humocoPpuu, 3Kcrie-
PUMeHTabHYI0 (UI0CcohUI0 U KOHIeNTyalbHbIA aHaiu3, MbIC/IEHHbIE
9KCIIepUMEHTBI, JeAyKTHBHbIE W abJyKTHUBHbIE NpueMbl B (unocoduu
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U ee MeXAUCLUMIUIMHApHbIE acneKThbl. Ilepeuric/ieHHble TeMbl BBIITIZSAT
JIOCTaTOUHO Pa3HOPOJHBIMHU, HO 3TO He MO3aW4HOoe cobOpaHue 3cce. Beapb
TI0 UTOTaM TPOUTEHHsI KHUTH Y unTaresieid GopMUpyeTcs LiesibHbINA 00pa3
¢dunocopun. BakHasi ero yactb — pu3eMsIeHHOCTb. Punocodus AomKHA
OTTaJIKMBAaThCS OT 37paBOTO CMBIC/IA U CBepATHCS ¢ HUM. [Ipu 3TOM OHa
Oostbllle TIOXO’KAa HAa MaTeMAaTHKYy, YeM Ha JKCIIePUMEHTaIbHOe eCTeCTBO-
3HaHUe. DTOT Te3UC HY)KeH YW/bSMCOHY, YTOObI IIPOBECTH MBIC/Ib O BO3-
MOXXHOCTA KabuHeTHOU (unocodun. KabuHeTHast JUCIUTUIMHA BIIOJTHE
MOXKET OBITb HAYKOM: HUKTO BeZlb He OTPULIAeT HayUHOCTU MaTeMaTHKH,
KaOMHeTHOCTb KOTOPOM He BbI3bIBaeT COMHeHHI. U mouemy Tak He MOXeT
ObITE C punocodpueii? [Williamson, 2018, p. 4] Koneuno, marematuka 60-
nee 3pesias Hayka, ueM ¢uocodus. 3ato dhunocodus 6osee KpUTUUHA.
O6 3TOM, 110 MHEHMIO YW/IBSIMCOHA, CBUJETE/ILCTBYET He TOJBKO TO, UTO
ee eCTeCTBEHHOW cpefioli 0OWTaHUs SIBJISIFOTCS CIIOPBl U AUCKYCCHUH, HO
Y YBIIeYeHHOCTb MHOTHX ¢unocodoB ucrtopueid ¢unocopuu. OH CBsi-
3bIBaeT TaKyl0 YBJEYeHHOCTb CO CTpeMJieHHeM (unocooB B3IVISIHYTb
Ha ce0si CO CTOPOHBI, U3 KOHTEKCTA JPYTUX 310X, — UTOObI JIyyllle MOHSTh
TIPe/ITIOCBIIKA COBPEMEHHBIX JUCKYCCHI U TIOABEPTHYTh UX KPUTHUECKO-
My aHaau3y. BripoueM, xoTs meperpoBepka COOCTBEHHBIX OCHOBAaHUM —
Ba)KHOE [IeJIo, He Ha/lo 3abbIBaTh, CYNTAET OH, U O TIOCTPOEHUH Ha 3TUX
OCHOBAHUSIX HOBBIX Teopui. U 31ech, M0 ero MHEHHIO, TIPeACTOUT elle
HeMaslo cJieJiaTh Jij1sl IPOSICHEHUsI MEeTO0I0TMUeCKUX TPUHLUIIOB UX CO-
3manus. TpaJuIMOHHBIE METO/IbI KaOWHEeTHOW (GUIoCcopUur — KOHIIETTY-
a/IbHBIA aHa/u3, AeAyKUWS ¥ MbIC/IEHHbIE SKCTIEPUMEHTBI — He JIUIIEeHbBI
npo6sieM. HaviMeHee 1epCrieKTUBHBIM K3 3THX METOJ0B YW/IbSMCOH CUM-
TaeT KOHLIeNTya/lbHbIM aHa/m3. Beney 3a KyaiiHoM OH coMHeBaeTcs B Cy-
II[eCTBOBaHMM YMCTO KOHLIeNTya bHbIX uctvH [Williamson, 2018, p. 47].
Kpowme Toro, KOHL|eNTya/lbHbI aHaIM3 BefleT Hac K Mofl00MI0 C/IOBapHBIX
nebUHUIN, HO (QUIOCO(BI XOTAT CO3/1aBaTh TeOpHHU 00 YCTpOHCTBe
MHpa, a He OTpe/esisiTh TepMUHBIL. EC/ii TOBOPUTD 0 JeAYKLMSX, TO B (U~
nocoduy X MOXKHO MCIOJ/Ib30BaTh il 0ObSCHEHUM U A/ BbIBeJ|eHHs
C/Ie[ICTBUM 13 y)Ke UMEIOIUXCsl TeOpHii, HO OHM €/iBa JIX MOTYT TPHUBO-
JUTb K UX CO3[JaHUI0. bosiee MOIIHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM JJIs1 CO3JaHUs U
0TOpPaKOBKY TEOPUM MOTYT ObITb MbIC/IEHHbIE SKCIIEPUMEHThI. YU/IbSIM-
coH ybeguTenbHO TOKa3bIBaeT, YTO pacxoykas KPUTHKA MBICJIEHHBIX
9KCIIePUMEHTOB Oe30CHOBaTebHA. MBIC/IEHHBIE SKCIIePUMEHThHI MHOT/IA
yTpeKaloT B 3KCTpaBaraHTHOCTU. Ho BeZib OHU 3aBsi3aHbl Ha Ipe/iCcTaBe-
HHe TUIOTeTUYeCKUX CUTYaL[|H, a BU3yaau3alyisi TUTIOTeTUYeCKOTo Xozia
COOBITHIT — 0ObIUHAS TIPAKTHKA MTOBCeIHEBHOM »X1U3HU. Kpome Toro, mMbIc-
JIeHHble 5KCIepUMEHThI XOPOLIO 3apeKoMeH/loBanu cebst B pyrux obsa-
cTX Haykd. UTO ’Ke KacaeTcss KPUTHMKHM MBICTEHHBIX SKCTIePUMEHTOB
CO CTOPOHBI 3KCIIEPUMeHTa/TBHBIX (HI0CO(OB, IKCIIEPUMEHTALHO 10 -
KPeIUIBILIMX ee JJaHHbIMU O TOM, YTO MHOTHe U3 HUX OIUPAOTCs Ha Ipej-
B3fITble MHTYUL[M KaOWHeTHbIX (u1ocodoB, TO YIIbIMCOH yBepsieT, UTo
VX TPOMKHe 3asiBlieHUs1 ObUTH C/IeICTBHEM TIJIOXO TIOCTABIE€HHBIX OMBITOB
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1 He TOATBepAUYCh ITPOBepPKaMHU, NIPOBe/ieHHbIMU NPodeCCOHATBHBIMU
ricuxosioramu [Williamson, 2018, p. 64]. B u3BecTHOM CMBbIC/IE 3TOTO
1 MOKHO OBIIO OXKM/IATh.

Mexnay TeM, YUIbSMCOH BOBCEe He CUMTaeT MbIC/IeHHbIE SKCIepH-
MEeHTBI JIYUIIIM MeTOJ0oM KabuHeTHOU ¢unocodun. dunocodsl, onmpa-
IOLIMeCss Ha HUX, CKJIOHHbI YMHO)KaTb WX YWC/IO, KOPPEKTUPOBATh OJHU
Y3 HUX JIPyTUMH U T. /., UYTO TIPUBOAUT K TepPeyC/I0KHEHHUI0 UX TeOopui
[Williamson, 2018, p. 81]. A BeAb MpPOCTOTA ABJSETCS OJHUM U3 T7TIaBHBIX
KpUTEpUeB TpeJIiouTeHrsi KOHKYPUPYIOIUX Hzeil. IToCKonmbKy MeTof,
MBIC/IEHHBIX 3KCIIEDUMEHTOB Be/leT K YC/IO)KHEHHIO TeOpUid, OH Hy’K/aeT-
cs1 B 6anaHCHpOBKe.

Ho uem MOXXHO ZOTONHUTbL M YPaBHOBECUTEH MBICTE€HHBIE IKCIIEPH-
MEHTBI TpU MOCTPoeHUH (GUI0CO(MCKUX TeOpUNH? YW/IBSIMCOH JaeT Io-
HSTBb, UTO 3HAaeT OTBET Ha 3TOT BOMPOC. VI 3TOT OTBeT: MOZeMpOBaHHe.
TeopeTrueckre MOJEIM — 3TO yallle BCero abCTpakTHbIe 0OBEKTHI, OMU-
ChIBAIOIIIiE COOTHOCHUTE/IbHbIe M3MeHeHMsl KaKMX-TO rapameTpoB. Uem
CTPO’Ke TakKHe OMMCaHHWs, TeM MHTepecHee KaOMHETHO «WTpaTh» C Moje-
nbt0. Mogiesib He CTPEMUTCSI K TIOJTHOMY COOTBETCTBHIO C PeabHOCTBIO.
OHa nbITaeTcsi Bbl/Ie/UTh ee CYIIHOCTHbIe YepThl. HachlljeHHOCTh peab-
HOCTHU MH(OPMALIMOHHBIM LIIYMOM, [Je/Ial0IIM MaJIOBEPOSiTHBIM OThICKA-
HUe TaKuX BbICOKOYPOBHEBBIX YHMBEPCAJBHBIX 3aKOHOB, KOTOpBIE OITH-
cbiBa/M Obl BCe HIOAHCHI TOTO WIM MHOIO THUIa OOBEKTOB, KaK pa3s
¥ 3aCTaB/sieT yUeHbIX rnpuberatb K MoziesisiM B Tex 00sacTsiX HayKH, Ize
paccMaTpyBarOTCs Pa3HOrO POfA CJIOKHBIE CUCTeMbl. K uMcy Takux cu-
CTeM, HeCOMHEHHO, OTHOCUTCS U uesioBeK. [10CKOMBKY ke, 10 YU/IbsIMCO-
HY, hunocodus Mo 6oJbIIeH YacTH TOBOPUT O UeJIOBEKe, METO/] TIOCTPOoe-
HUsI MOZeJiel BIIOJTHE MOYKET TOAXOAUTb KO MHOTHM ee pasfesaM.

BaskHOI1 0COOEHHOCTBIO MeTozia IIOCTPOeHUsT Mojiesield SIB/ISIeTCs ero
yCTOMUMBOCTb K KOHTpIpHMepaM. Mogienu He 00sITCSi KOHTPIPHUMEPOB,
TaK KaK OHM M3HA4YajbHO JOMYCKAalOT MX, He CTPeMsICb K TOUHOMY BOC-
rpousBeieHNto peasibHocTy [Williamson, 2018, p. 138—-139]. 3To cHuKa-
eT 3HaueHWe MBICTIeHHBIX JKCIIePUMEHTOB, XOPOIIO paboTaroux Ipu
OTBICKAHUM KOHTPIIPUMEPOB. BrIOOD ke MeXAy KOHKYPHPYIOLIUMH MO-
JleJIsIMA OCYILLIeCTB/ISIeTCS 110 KPUTEPHUIO MPOCTOThI, abAyKLuel K jyuliie-
My o0bsicHeHH10. [Iofi00HbIe MTpHeMbl, OTMeuaeT YUIbSMCOH, BCTPeYaroT -
Cs He TOJMBKO B eCTeCTBO3HAHMHM, HO M B MareMaTWKe TIPH OLIeHKe
TNIpe/iIIOUTUTE/IbHOCTH TOW WM/IM MHOW akcHoMaTUKU. ITosToMy oHM coBMe-
cTuMbl ¢ obpasom KabuHeTHOM ¢unocopmu [Williamson, 2018, p. 91].
YWIBsIMCOH HaXOAUT TpeLieleHTbl TaKOro MeToJa B HeJaBHeH MCTOPUH
¢unocopun, ykaspiBasi, B 4aCTHOCTH, Ha ceMaHTHueckue Mogenu P. Kap-
Harla. BMecTe ¢ TeM OH MOZUepKUBAET, YTO STOT METOJ A0 CUX IOp Majio
o0cyXasncs, v fAaeT TIOHATh, YTO OH BUIUT B HeM Oyzxyiree dunocoduun
[Williamson, 2018, p. 140].

PaccyxzeHusi YuibsMCOHa O TIOCTPOEHUM MOZesiell 3aBepIiiaioT OC-
HOBHYIO YacCTb ero oTBeTa Ha BOMpoc «YUTo Takoe ¢unocodusi?» B KHUTE
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«3aHuMasich punocodueli», MpUUeM 37eCh OH TPAaHCPOPMUPYETCS B HOP-
MaTUBHBIN Borpoc «Kakoii fiomkHa 0bITh Gunocodusa?». IMeHHO pa3en
0 TIOCTPOEHUH MoJiesiell SIB/ISIeTCs], TAKUM 00pa3oM, IJIaBHOW TeopeTHue-
CKOM KOHCTpyKIuel ero Meraduiocodckoro npoekra. HeyauBurtenbHO
M03TOMY, YTO MMEHHO 3Ta TeMa BBIXOAWT Ha TepBbIMA IUIaH TNPH pac-
CMOTPEHWH TIePCNeKTHB KaOWHeTHOM ¢uocodun B cTaThe, HallMCaHHON
YUnbsIMCOHOM IJ11 TTaHe/IbHOM JUCKYCCUY B 9TOM HOMepe >XypHasa. Oco-
OeHHOCTH ero CTaThbU W peakLUi Ha Hee NPYTUX yYaCTHUKOB OyAyT pac-
CMOTpEHBI B TIOC/ECIOBUM K JUCKYCCHH, 3Ty Ke CTaTbiO 51 3aBepLIy KOH-
crarainueli, 4yro coBpeMeHHas ¢GunI0co(rsi HAXOAUTCS Ha O4YepefHOM
nepekpectke cBoeil ucropud. I[loiifer v oHa MO MyTU JasbHeHIlero
COMMKeHNsT C IKCIIePUMEHTAIbHBIMM  JUCLMIUIMHAMH U PaCTBOPEHUs
B HUX WIM Hal/leT pecypchl [Jisi COXPaHEHUs] CBOEro YHHUKa/JIbHOTo Kabu-
HEeTHOTO cTaryca? Bornpoc ocTaeTcst OTKPBITHIM.
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The phrase ‘armchair philosophy’ is currently used, often pejoratively, to
describe philosophy done in the supposedly traditional a priori way,
by contrast with philosophy that learns from real-life experiments, per-
formed either by natural scientists or by philosophers themselves.
A video of a burning armchair was displayed on a website for the x-phi

© Timothy Williamson 19


mailto:Timothy.williamson@philosophy.ox.ac.uk
mailto:Timothy.williamson@philosophy.ox.ac.uk

@ TIMOTHY WILLIAMSON

(‘experimental philosophy’) movement, suggesting that philosophers
should stop theorizing from their armchairs about how the world must be,
and instead go and observe how it actually is. In particular, according to
some proponents of x-phi, if philosophers want to argue from what ‘we’
would say about various hypothetical scenarios in thought experiments,
they should first find out what statistically significant numbers of laypeo-
ple actually do say about those scenarios. That echoes a much earlier sur-
vey-based inquiry by the Norwegian philosopher Arne Ness (1938) into
the lay understanding of philosophically significant terms of ordinary lan-
guage, later invoked as a reproof to ordinary language philosophy.

Confusingly, the talk of armchairs goes back to the Oxford philoso-
pher J.L. Austin’s classic case for ordinary language philosophy, which
he contrasted with a less firmly grounded style of do-it-yourself armchair
theorizing [Austin, 1956-57]:

our common stock of words embodies all the distinctions men have found
worth drawing, and the connexions they have found worth making, in
the lifetimes of many generations: these surely are likely to be more nu-
merous, more sound, since they have stood up to the long test of the sur-
vival of the fittest, and more subtle, at least in all ordinary and reasonably
practical matters, than any that you or I are likely to think up in our arm-
chairs of an afternoon — the most favoured alternative method.

This methodological attitude to distinctions in ordinary language can
be traced back from Austin to the Oxford realist John Cook Wilson, who
wrote: ‘Distinctions current in language can never be safely neglected’
[Wilson, 1926, p. 46].

For Austin, armchair philosophers ignore the distinctions made by
ordinary language, available in the armchair but shaped, calibrated, and
tested by centuries of experience beyond it. For an x-phi critic, armchair
philosophers apply those distinctions, but without checking whether
they do so with ethnic, gender, or other bias. However, many experi-
mental philosophers do not subscribe to that ‘negative programme’;
they regard x-phi as a valuable complement to the armchair, not a rival.
Early experimental results supporting charges of ethnic and gender bias
have generally not been repeated under improved standards of experi-
mental method ([Sytsma and Buckwalter, 2016] surveys the state of
play in x-phi; Alexander 2012 is an introduction). To that limited extent,
the methodology of ordinary language philosophy has been vindicated.
But, of course, even if a particular verdict on a thought experiment
is a human universal — for instance, in the philosophy of perception, if
everyone agrees that the subject sees a tree in such-and-such circum-
stances — that would not show the verdict to be correct. Some innate hu-
man bias might favour a false verdict.

Such concerns are liable to degenerate into a more generic scepticism.
For our verdicts on thought experiments are really just judgments about
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hypothetical scenarios, in effect counterfactual conditionals: ‘If that sce-
nario were to obtain, the subject would (not) see the tree’. There is no rea-
son to expect our unreflective assessments of such conditionals to use dif-
ferent cognitive mechanisms from those used in assessing similar
counterfactual conditionals outside philosophy. From an evolutionary per-
spective, we often need to be reliable in assessing conditionals, for other-
wise we will make too many mistakes when choosing between options
(“Would the outcome be better if I chose option A than if I chose option
B?’). The epistemology of thought experiments is an unintended by-prod-
uct of the epistemology of counterfactual conditionals [Williamson, 2007].

Conditional judgments can be anywhere on the spectrum between
paradigms of the a priori and paradigms of the a posteriori. For instance,
‘If you were to look through my bedroom window, you would see a tree’
is clearly a posteriori, while ‘If you were to look in the middle of a for-
est, you would see a tree’ is much more a priori. ‘If you were to look to-
wards a tree n metres away, without obstructions, you would see it’ varies
in how easy it is judge from an armchair, depending on the value of ‘n’.
This continuous variation puts in question the depth of the distinction be-
tween a priori and a posteriori knowledge [Williamson, 2013a]. It is not
just variation in the role of background knowledge. Even long-forgotten
experiences play a role in moulding and calibrating our capacities to ap-
ply words of our language more or less accurately, including to hypotheti-
cal scenarios. The philosopher in the armchair, thinking about such cases,
may still benefit from such pre-armchair experiences in applying capaci-
ties for pattern-recognition to the imagined possibilities. Armchair think-
ing is far from a ‘pure’ method.

The belief that philosophy should never rely on non-armchair me-
thods is increasingly rare. Philosophers of perception often learn from ex-
perimental results in the psychology of perception; it would be foolish
not to. Philosophers of space and time must take account of theories
in physics, most obviously Einstein’s special relativity. Of course, some
philosophers insist that their interest is in our experience or concepts of
space and time, not in physical space and time, but such attempts to avoid
interaction with the natural and social sciences do not end well. Even if
they can escape physics, how can they ignore the non-armchair work of
experimental psychologists on human experience of time, or of linguists
on the semantics of tense in different natural languages? As for the al-
leged contrast between the ‘conceptual’ questions of philosophy and
the ‘empirical’ questions of the sciences, it depends on an unworkable
theory of concepts [Williamson, 2007]. In any case, contemporary meta-
physicians are less interested in our experience or concepts of space and
time than in the real nature of space and time themselves.

Such pressures may suggest that philosophy can become properly
rigorous only by adopting the ‘empirical’ methodology of the natural
and social sciences. But that conclusion is fallacious. It neglects
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the most rigorous science of all: mathematics, whose methodology is
paradigmatically armchair. Mathematicians prove their theorems with-
out relying on experiments. Logic is a branch of both mathematics and
philosophy, with an armchair methodology. Imitating physics would not
help logicians answer their questions.

A natural objection is that logic is a special case: in most branches of
philosophy, we cannot hope to answer the questions with a mathematical
proof. What relevance has the mathematical precedent to those branches?

The flaw in the objection is that the methodology of mathematics
is not purely deductive. Mathematical proofs proceed step-by-step, and
ultimately those steps are instances of first principles, which mathemati-
cians accept without further proof. For present purposes, we need not
worry whether those first principles are laws of logic, or axioms of set
theory, or something else. What matters is that their epistemological sta-
tus needs explaining. Some mathematicians and philosophers have hoped
that there is no epistemological problem about the first principles, be-
cause they are valid ‘by definition’. But that answer does not work. Defi-
nitions merely shift the burden of proof from the definiendum to the
definiens; they do not make it evaporate. Nor are the first principles of
mathematics indubitable. They have all been doubted, by heretical logi-
cians who understood their content and were still not convinced.

Bertrand Russell faced this problem over a century ago. His project
had been to base mathematics on the solid foundations of purely logical
laws, but he found that the required principles were not perfectly self-evi-
dent. He concluded that their support is inductive rather than deductive.
In a paper first delivered in 1907 [Russell, 1973], he argued:

...we tend to believe the premises because we can see that their conse-
quences are true, instead of believing the consequences because we know
the premises to be true. But the inferring of premises from consequences
is the essence of induction; thus the method in investigating the principles
of mathematics is really an inductive method, and is substantially
the same as the method of discovering general laws in any other science.

Russell’s account fits the practice of researchers on the foundations
of mathematics even today. Of course, what he has in mind is not simple
enumerative induction, because the latter only takes us to generalizations
formulated in the same terms as the data were described in, whereas
foundational theories of mathematics typically introduce new basic terms.
We are now more likely to use C.S. Peirce’s term ‘abduction’ for Rus-
sell’s method. We may also call it ‘inference to the best explanation’, on
the understanding that in mathematics the relevant explanations are not
causal [Lipton, 2004]. Rather, they unify many specific, apparently dis-
parate mathematical facts by deriving them all from a handful of more
general principles, as informative, simple, and elegant as they can consis-
tently be. Scientists may argue for a fundamental theory of physics in just
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the same way, as Russell saw. The case of mathematics shows that an ab-
ductive methodology is applicable beyond the non-armchair natural and
social sciences. It is needed for the armchair science of mathematics.

An abductive methodology makes sense in philosophy too. A clear
and well-articulated philosophical theory may consist of a few general
principles, as informative, simple, and elegant as they can consistently be.
A philosopher may then argue for the theory by demonstrating its capa-
city to provide unifying explanations of many specific, apparently dispa-
rate matters. The leading analytic metaphysician of the late twentieth cen-
tury, David Lewis, explicitly argued for his signature theories in just that
way [Lewis, 1986]. I have used it, and defended its use, in both logic and
metaphysics [Williamson, 2013b, 2016, 2017a]. In such cases, enough
constraining data may already be available in the armchair: we typically
need go no further to find counterexamples to invalid principles. Thus
mathematics constitutes a relevant precedent of an armchair abductive
methodology for philosophical theorizing.

Many branches of philosophy deal mainly with the messy, unruly hu-
man world, where informative exceptionless universal generalizations are
in short supply. Examples are epistemology, moral and political philoso-
phy, and philosophy of mind, language, and art. One might wonder how
far abduction can take us in such cases.

The problem of messy, unruly complexity is not specific to philoso-
phy. The natural and social sciences have to deal with it too. Most macro-
scopic systems are like that; so are many microscopic ones. For instance,
biologists have learned not to expect many informative, exceptionless
universal generalizations about living systems. In response, scientists
have developed a model-building methodology [Weisberg, 2013]. A mo-
del is in effect a precise description of a highly simplified hypothetical
example of the kind of system in question. Typically, the description
comprises mathematical equations defining how the system changes over
time. The behaviour of the model can be investigated by rigorous mathe-
matical means. The results help scientists understand the observed behav-
iour of real systems of the given kind. In many areas of science, progress
consists not in the discovery of new exceptionless universal laws of na-
ture but in the development of better and better models.

Sometimes the point of a model is to make quantitatively accurate
predictions. But not all cases are like that. For instance, some biologists
wonder why species tend to reproduce by two sexes rather than three.
A good way to answer the question is by exploring models of three-sex
reproduction. One lays down reasonable rules for how three-sex repro-
duction might work, and then follows the development of such a system
over time, by mathematical calculation or computer simulation. The hope
is to see what goes wrong — perhaps lack of variety in the species, making
it vulnerable to changes in its environment. That would help explain
the lack of three-sex species. It is not a matter of quantitatively accurate
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predictions. Rather, it is a qualitative role for models. One might call it
armchair biology, but not in a pejorative sense.

Models can play a qualitative role in philosophy too [Williamson,
2017b]. In some areas they already do so. Formal epistemologists study
mathematical models of situations involving knowledge and uncertainty,
using the frameworks of Bayesian probability theory and epistemic logic.
For example, we are easily confused by statements like ‘John knows that
Mary knows that John knows that Mary knows that John is unfaithful’.
The best way to reason rigorously about them is to use mathematical mod-
els of knowledge and ignorance developed by armchair philosophers [Hin-
tikka, 1962]. Such models are applied extensively in computer science and
theoretical economics [Fagin et al., 1995]. Similarly, using precise meth-
ods developed in logic, armchair philosophers of language have developed
formal semantic frameworks for calculating the literal meaning of sen-
tences from the literal meanings of their constituent words. Those methods
are widely used in linguistics to study meaning in natural languages [Heim
and Kratzer, 1998]. However much they simplify the linguistic phenom-
ena, they provide deep insight into the structural basis of language, with-
out which the more complex phenomena cannot be properly understood.
In moral and political philosophy, the mathematical methods of game the-
ory and decision theory have been used to build models of complex
choices. For example, they help explain why, if everyone acts rationally,
the outcome is sometimes worse for everyone.

According to a common stereotype, there is progress in natural sci-
ence but not in philosophy. The contrast depends on an obsolete view of
scientific progress as consisting in the discovery of universal laws. Philo-
sophers have not discovered many of those, at least outside logic. But
once we realize that much scientific progress consists in the development
of better models, we should realize too that philosophy has also made
much progress of just the same kind. The formal models available in epis-
temology and the philosophy of language are far better than those avail-
able in 1950; they provide deeper and more sophisticated insight into
the underlying structure of knowledge and meaning. Those models have
been developed almost entirely in the armchair. But most philosophers, even
many of those who in effect engage in model-building, do not think of
their methodology in those terms. As a result, they grossly underestimate
how much progress their own discipline has made.

Philosophy is far less different from the rest of inquiry than many
philosophers like to think. Much of it is more similar to the most theo-
retical parts of the natural and social sciences than they are to the most
experimental and observational parts of the same sciences. But that should
not lead us to expect a gradual convergence in methodology between phi-
losophy and those sciences, for philosophy also has much in common
with the foundational parts of mathematics, the most armchair science of
all. As long as there are armchairs, they will be good places to think.
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Timothy Williamson is mainly right, | think. He defends armchair
philosophy as a variety of armchair science, like mathematics, or
computer modeling in evolutionary theory, economics, statistics,
and | agree that this is precisely what philosophy is, at its best:
working out the assumptions and implications of any serious
body of thought, helping everyone formulate the best questions
to ask, and then leaving the empirical work to the other sciences.
Philosophy - at its best - is to other inquiries roughly as theo-
retical physics is to experimental physics. You can do it in the arm-
chair, but you need to know a lot about the phenomena with
which the inquiry deals.
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ABTOp B Lie/IOM cornaceH ¢ nosvumen T.YWnbsMcoHa. YUIbSIMCOH
3alymiLaeT KabuHeTHyro punocoduio, CTaBs ee B OAUH paf C Ma-
TEMATUKOMN, KOMMNbIOTEPHBIM MOAENNPOBAHNEM B IBOJIHOLMOHHOW
TEopun, SKOHOMUKE U CTaTUCTUKE. ABTOP COINaceH, YTo KabuHeT-
Has ¢unocodus cBs3aHa C OQHUM U3 NyULIMX NPOSIBAEHUIA duUo-
codumn BoobLLE - BbISIBNEHWMEM NPEANOCHIZIOK U OLLEHKOW pesyb-
TaTOB TEX WJIM UHBIX CNOCO6OB MbilwneHUs. dunocodus nomoraet
TEM CaMbIM CTaBUTb NPaBUJ/IbHbIE BOMPOCHI, HE BMELUMBAACh NpU
3TOM B 3MMUPUYECKUE UCCNELOBaHUSA, KOTOPbIMU 3aHUMAIOTCS
KOHKPETHbIE HayKu. B 3ToM cMbice posib dunocodun cornoctasu-
Ma C po/Nbl0 TEOPETUYECKON OM3MKM MO OTHOLWIEHUIO K dU3mnKe
3KCNnepuMeHTaNbHON. Bbl MOXeTe 3aHMMATLCS elo, cuaa B Kpec-
e, HO Bbl JO/MKHBI 061a8aTb AOCTAaTOYHbIM 3HaHWMEM O ¢eHo-
MeHe, KOTOPbI Bbl U3yyaeTe.

KntoyeBble cnoBa: kabuHeTHas dunocodus, MeTos, ayTo-aHTPOmMo-
norus, metapunocodus

Williamson acknowledges that “Armchair thinking is far from a ‘pure’
method,” and goes on to make some important observations:

The belief that philosophy should never rely on non-armchair methods is
increasingly rare. Philosophers of perception often learn from experimen-
tal results in the psychology of perception; it would be foolish not to.
Philosophers of space and time must take account of theories in physics,
most obviously Einstein’s special relativity. Of course, some philosophers
insist that their interest is in our experience or concepts of space and time,
not in physical space and time, but such attempts to avoid interaction with
the natural and social sciences do not end well. Even if they can es-
cape physics, how can they ignore the non-armchair work of experimental
psychologists on human experience of time, or of linguists on the seman-
tics of tense in different natural languages?
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How can they indeed, but they often do. That is not philosophy at its
best, but it still passes as good work in all too many quarters. He goes on:
“In any case, contemporary metaphysicians are less interested in our ex-
perience or concepts of space and time than in the real nature of space
and time themselves.” His parade case is David Lewis:

A clear and well-articulated philosophical theory may consist of a few
general principles, as informative, simple, and elegant as they can con-
sistently be. A philosopher may then argue for the theory by demon-
strating its capacity to provide unifying explanations of many specific,
apparently disparate matters. The leading analytic metaphysician of
the late twentieth century, David Lewis, explicitly argued for his signa-
ture theories in just that way [Lewis, 1986].

Yes, David Lewis, my friend for four decades, was a master of
the method, but I think these two assertions by Williamson can be easily
misread as endorsing a blinkered approach that Lewis himself eschewed.
They provide a near-perfect expression of the position I have called “naive
naive axiomatic auto-anthropology” [Dennett, 2013]: thinking that the roy-
al road to truth is to attempt to axiomatize, with your companions, your
shared intuitions. I contrast it with sophisticated naive axiomatic auto-
anthropology, exemplified by Patrick Hayes’ (1978) ambitious, if failed, ef-
forts to axiomatize the naive physics of liquids. The difference is this: so-
phisticated Hayes knew full well that naive physics — the physics of
the manifest image, approximately — is full of flaws (siphons and pipettes
are impossible, no sailing upwind, ‘centrifugal force’,...), but still an intel-
lectual structure worth getting clear about. Why bother? One good — philo-
sophical — reason is to clarify the manifest image so that we can better exe-
cute Wilfrid Sellars’ definition of philosophy’s task, explaining “how
things, in the broadest sense of the term, hang together, in the broadest
sense of the term.” Some of Lewis’s work can be seen, in fact, to be a fine
contribution to Judea Pearl’s (2009) seminal work on causality, not because
it succeeded in getting at the “real nature” of causation but because it gave
Pearl, as an engineer/philosopher, something to fix.

If David Lewis and his many disciples thought that his methods,
taken without deep knowledge of science, would yield “the real nature of
space and time themselves,” as Williamson put it, they were committing
themselves to naive naive axiomatic auto-anthropology, using their own
coterie as their “native informants” and taking their intuition-pumped con-
sensus as a sure path to “the real nature” of whatever they were talking
about. That this presumption has been common for decades is nicely pre-
saged in Williamson’s quotation from Austin. Right in the middle of his
apologia for ordinary language philosophy Austin helps himself to a tell-
tale word, “surely”, which I have argued [Dennett, 2013] is such a reli-
able, if fallible, marker of the weak link in any persuasion that we should
all, as scrupulous thinkers, inculcate the mental habit of interrupting our

27



@ DANIEL C. DENNETT

train of thought with a “surely” alarm — ding! — whenever we en-
counter it. Austin may well have been right that his perspicuous and imag-
inative methods of examining ordinary language were better than the neo-
logistic fantasies of some metaphysicians back then, but this passage
misdirects our attention and our energies if it is read as a complacent as-
surance that the time-honored, well-honed home truths of the manifest im-
age are the last word on anything.

I thank Williamson for drawing our attention to the wonderful pas-
sage from Russell, which describes a sort of feedback loop between ven-
tured premises and encountered results. What we philosophers have
learned in recent decades is that if our feedback loops are myopically con-
strained by our ignorance of advances in the other sciences, they are, at
best, perceptive accounts of the lore of idiosyncratic tribes of ill-informed
opinionators. That might be useful anthropological ground-clearing, a nar-
row investigation of a particular tiny subset of WEIRD subjects (Western,
Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic — see [Henrich et al, 2010]),
useful grist for the Sellarsian mill, along with the contributions of properly
conducted x-phi. But it wouldn’t be good philosophy.
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ever, the actual empirical work within experimental philosophy
seems to point to a very different sort of metaphilosophical
question. Specifically, what the actual empirical work suggests
is that intuitions are surprisingly robust across demographic
groups. Prior to empirical study, it seemed plausible that unex-
pected patterns of intuition found in one demographic group
would not emerge in other demographic groups. Yet, again and
again, empirical work obtains the opposite result: that unex-
pected patterns found in one demographic group actually
emerge also in other demographic groups. | cite 30 studies that
find this sort of robustness. | then argue that to the extent that
metaphilosophical work is to engage with the actual findings
from experimental philosophy, it needs to explore the implica-
tions of the surprising robustness of philosophical intuitions
across demographic differences.
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YCTONUMBbI K LEMOIPAGUYECKUM PA3INYMAM

Ixowya Hoy6 - fokTop B coBpemeHHOI MeTadunocodpckoin nutepatype no 3Kcnepu-
$unocodpum, npodpeccop. MeHTanbHoM ¢unocodpun 6onblIOe BHUMAHWE yaenseTcs Te3ucy
Menbckuin yHusepeuTer. 0 TOM, 4YTO Y NpeACTaBUTENEN PasANYHbIX AeMorpaduyecKkux
Hbto-XelBeH, KOHHEKTUKYT rpynn HabalAalTCs CylecTBeHHbIe pPasanyus B GUAocopCKmx
06520, CLLUA. MHTYMUMAX. Hekotopble dunocodbl yTBEPXKAALOT, UTO 3TOT TE3UC
e-mail: joshua.knobe@ MMeeT 6osblioe MeTadpunocodckoe 3HayeHue, Apyrue oTpuua-
yale.edu 10T 3T0. OAHAKO peasibHble 3MMUPUYECKME UCCAE[0BAHNSA B IKC-

nepuMeHTanbHoM dnunocodmm yKasblBatoT Ha NPOTUBOMOJIOXKHYIO
TEHAEHUMIO: UHTYMLMU OCTAlOTCA YAUBUTENBHO YCTOMYMBBIMU
OT rpynnbl K rpynne. [1lo NpoBefeHNs 3MNUPUYECKUX UccaeaoBa-
HUI Kasanocb NPaBAOMOAOGHLIM, YTO YHUKa/ibHble WHTYULUW,
XapaKTepHble A4S OfHOM AeMorpaduyeckoi rpynnbl, He Npo-
ABATCA B Apyrux Aemorpacduyeckux rpynnax. OgHako 3ta rurno-
Te3a He noaTBepanaack. ABTOp cTaTbu UMTUPYeT nopsigka 30 mc-
CNefoBaHUM, YKasblBalOWMX Ha YCTOMYMBOCTb MHTYMUMIA. OH
YTBEPXKAAET, 4TO MeTadpMNoCOGCKUIN aHaNn3 pe3ynbLTaToB pa-
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60Tbl B 3KCNEPUMEHTaNbHON dunocodpun fomKeH 6bITb Hanpas-
JIEH Ha BbISIBNEHME TEX CNEACTBUIN, KOTOPbIE BAeYeT 3a cobol 3Ta
HabtogaeMas TEHAEHUMNS.

KntoyeBbie cnosa: metadunocodus, sKcnepuMeHTanbHas Guaoco-
dus, peMorpaduyeckme pasanums, UHTYULUK

When we make frequent use of a method, it is only natural to ask whether
the method is a reliable one. Suppose, for example, that we are using
a method that is supposed to be 95% accurate. If this method indeed turns
out to give us the wrong answer only 5% of the time, then there is no
problem — the method is working exactly as it should. By contrast, if we
discover that the method gives us the wrong answer 35% of the time, we
would be faced with a very serious issue.

The situation in armchair philosophy is no different from anywhere
else. On one popular characterization, armchair philosophy makes use of
a method that relies on intuitions. Even the most ardent defenders of this
intuition-based method do not describe it as infallible. Clearly, intuition
sometimes gives us the wrong answer. A question arises, however, as
to whether this method has an acceptable level of reliability. If we discover
that its reliability is more or less what we thought it was, this discovery
would not point to a major problem. By contrast, if we find that it yields in-
correct answers far more often than we thought it did, we would have rea-
son to begin reevaluating this whole approach to philosophical research.

As Timothy Williamson notes in his target article, early research in
experimental philosophy argued that we might be faced with precisely that
sort of difficulty. One argument for this conclusion started out with
the claim that people’s intuitions show a strong impact of demographic
factors (gender, ethnicity, age, etc.). On this view, the intuitions of older
men from the United States could be radically different from, say, the intu-
itions of younger women from Hong Kong. Though the metaphilosophical
issues here are complex, one can at least see how this empirical claim
might have implications for questions about the reliability of intuition.

Williamson nicely summarizes a widely-shared narrative about
the fate of this argument. According to this narrative, early experimental
philosophy studies seemed to suggest that demographic factors had a large
impact on people’s intuitions, but more recent studies suggest that the im-
pact of demographic factors is smaller and more circumscribed. Taken as
a whole, then, the empirical literature simply does not indicate that demo-
graphic factors have a greater influence than we would have expected.

To the extent that we accept this narrative, it might seem that that we
should also accept a rather bleak assessment of the metaphilosophical im-
portance of research on demographic effects. The assessment would go
something like this: early studies seemed to be pointing to a surprising
phenomenon that at least had the potential to have important metaphilo-
sophical implications, but in the end, this research program simply failed
to pan out.
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I will argue that this assessment is mistaken. The main problem is
that discussion of experimental philosophy within the metaphilosophical
literature has been excessively shaped by the chronological order in which
experimental philosophy studies happened to come out. Early studies
seemed to suggest that demographic factors had a large impact on philo-
sophical intuitions. These studies led to a sense that it was somehow built
into the very nature of experimental philosophy that it aims to find dif-
ferences between demographic groups. Thus, the metaphilosophical lite-
rature implicitly privileged findings that involve differences between de-
mographic groups over those that involve robustness across demographic
groups.

But of course, the aim of experimental philosophy is not to argue for
any preconceived view about people’s intuitions. Rather, the aim is to
find the truth about people's intuitions. This obvious fact is vividly on
display in the actual body of experimental philosophy research, where
the very same philosophers who show that certain intuitions differ be-
tween demographic groups (e.g., Machery et al., 2004) can often be
found arguing that other intuitions are robust across demographic groups
(e.g., Machery et al., 2017).

If we ignore the existing metaphilosophical literature and just look
directly at the body of empirical research, we naturally arrive, I think, at
a very different assessment. This assessment focuses on findings of ro-
bustness. Work in experimental philosophy is often concerned with intu-
itions about seemingly abstruse issues, such as the nature of the true self
or whether the universe is governed by deterministic laws. There was ev-
ery reason to expect that such intuitions would differ radically between
demographic groups. Yet actual research on this topic has yielded a sur-
prising result. Again and again, studies find that effects observed within
one demographic group can also be found in a variety of others.

Of course, this is not to say that philosophical intuitions do not differ
at all between groups. (Researchers have identified specific cases in
which they clearly do.) Still, when one examines the body of research as
a whole, it is impossible not to be struck by the extraordinary degree to
which philosophical intuitions are robust across demographic differences.
This is an important finding that promises to have profound implications
for metaphilosophical questions.

To make a case for this more optimistic assessment, I review exist-
ing research in reverse chronological order. I begin with more recent
findings and argue that they point to something extremely surprising
and important. Then, only in the final subsection, I turn to the early
findings that did so much to shape the narrative within the metaphilo-
sophical literature.
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Cross-Cultural Studies

A series of studies have taken experimental paradigms originally used
with participants in Western cultures and used those same experimental
paradigms with participants in a variety of different cultures. Strikingly,
the results tend to show that effects obtained with Western participants also
emerge among participants from other cultures.

More specifically, studies do find cross-cultural differences in intui-
tions about moral responsibility (Hannikainen et al., 2018), but they
find cross-cultural robustness for the Gettier intuition (Machery, et al.
2017), the Gettierized epistemic side-effect effect (Yuan & Kim, 2018),
metaethical intuitions (Beebe et al., 2015; Sarkissian et al, 2011), liber-
tarian intuitions about free will (Sarkissian et al. 2010), the striking lack
of impact of stakes on epistemic intuitions (Rose et al., in press), and
the tendency to regard morally good mental states as falling within
the “true self” (De Freitas et al., 2018).

Developmental Studies

Other studies have asked whether the effects obtained in research on
adults also emerge in children. Obviously, there are bound to be impor-
tant differences between children and adults, but the most salient result of
this research has been the degree to which children do show many of the
effects obtained in research on adults. Children have been shown to ex-
hibit some of the surprising patterns of intuition that adults show about
free will (Nichols, 2004), metaethics (Heiphetz & Young, 2016; Nichols
& Folds-Bennett, 2003), generics (Tasimi et al., 2017), trolley problems
(Pellizzoni et al.,2010), the side-effect effect (Leslie, et al. 2006), and
causation (Samland, et al. 2016).

Replication Studies

Finally, a series of recent studies have replicated studies from earlier
papers on demographic effects. In other words, researchers have simply
rerun studies from these earlier papers, using precisely the same proce-
dure but a larger sample size. The results of replication studies are some-
times framed in terms of what they suggest about whether previous pa-
pers were right or wrong, but in my view, this framing fails to bring
out what is most important about them. To get at the most philosophically
important implications, it might be best just to look at the results of
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the replication studies themselves and see what they show about patterns
in people’s intuitions.

In research on epistemic intuitions, replication studies found no cul-
tural differences in intuitions about Gettier cases, Truetemp, the cancer
conspiracy case, or the zebra case (Kim & Yuan, 2015; Nagel et al. 2013;
Seyedsayamdost, 2015a). In research on gender differences, replication
studies did find a gender difference in intuitions about the brain in a vat
case (original study: Buckwalter & Stich, 2014; replications: Adleberg
et al., 2015; DeRose 2018), but they found no gender difference in intui-
tions about Gettier cases, compatibilism, dualism, Twin Earth, the vio-
linist case, causal deviance, the trolley problem, the Chinese Room,
the Plank of Carneades, or the magistrate and the mob (Adleberg et al.,
2015; Seyedsayamdost, 2015b). In other words, even when we look just
at cases in which philosophers were specifically concerned that there
might be differences between demographic groups, the majority of stud-
ies find robustness.

Interim Conclusion

I have been suggesting that one surprising finding coming out of the
experimental philosophy literature is the shocking degree to which demo-
graphic factors do not impact people’s philosophical intuitions. In support
of this claim, I have cited 30 studies, by 91 different researchers, com-
prising a total sample size of 12,696 participants. Many of these results
would be highly surprising even in isolation. Taken together, they are
downright shocking.

These findings raise important questions both empirically and
metaphilosophically. At an empirical level, the key question is how to ex-
plain the surprising robustness of philosophical intuitions. One possible
answer would be that the capacities underlying people’s philosophical in-
tuitions have an innate basis. In mentioning this answer, I don't mean to
suggest that it will necessarily turn out to be correct. Rather, the point is
that this is the kind of hypothesis we should be investigating.

At a more metaphilosophical level, the question is what this result
teaches us about the methods used in philosophy. Presumably, we will
only be able to engage in a serious way with this metaphilosophical ques-
tion to the extent that we can formulate plausible answers to the empirical
question. So, for example, if we answer the empirical question by sug-
gesting that philosophical intuitions have an innate basis, we will be
faced with a new and difficult metaphilosophical question: What do we
learn about the reliability of people's intuitions when we learn that they
have an innate basis? Similarly thorny metaphilosophical questions arise
for other plausible answers to the empirical question.
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To be honest, I don’t have a good sense of how to go about answer-
ing these metaphilosophical questions. The reason is in part that exist-
ing metaphilosophical research has almost entirely neglected them. In-
stead, it has focused on another, very different issue.

Reevaluating The Implications Of Early Studies

Let’s now go back in time to the very earliest studies in experimental
philosophy. As we noted above, some of the early studies that appeared to
show demographic differences have failed to replicate, but that does
not mean that none of them were real. The most important exception is
the classic Machery et al. (2004) study indicating a difference in intui-
tions about reference between Western and Asian participants. Subse-
quent studies confirm that there is indeed a real demographic difference
here (e.g, Beebe & Undercoffer, 2015; Machery et al., 2009; but see Cova
et al.,, 2019). This is a beautiful and deeply important result, which has
been justly celebrated.

Unfortunately, this deeply important early study has led to a wildly
inaccurate portrayal of the field of experimental philosophy within the
metaphilosophical literature. Within that literature, it is often suggested
that experimental philosophy research on demographic factors is basi-
cally about differences between demographic groups. It is then assumed
that metaphilosophical discussions of this research should be concerned
almost entirely with such differences. In some cases, it is argued that de-
mographic differences have metaphilosophical implications; in others
(as in Williamson’s work), it is argued that they do not. Either way,
though, the discussion is always about the differences.

In general, I am reluctant to criticize the work of other philosophers,
but I have to say that this framing of the issue is completely wrong. Any
reasonable review would have to conclude that many of the most surpris-
ing results are not about differences but about robustness. To the extent
that the metaphilosophical literature continues to ignore these results, it
will simply be failing to engage with some of the questions that most
need answering.
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“According to a common stereotype,” Timothy Williamson writes (p. 24),
“there is progress in natural science but not in philosophy.” One should
reject this stereotype, he says, because it

... depends on an obsolete view of scientific progress as consisting
in the discovery of universal laws. Philosophers have not discovered
many of those, at least outside logic. But once we realize that much
scientific progress consists in the development of better models, we
should realize too that philosophy has also made much progress of
just the same kind. (5)
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I agree with Williamson that one should reject the stereotype and in-
deed for the reason he gives. But I think one should reject it for a more
general reason as well. My aim here is to set out this more general
reason.!

We may begin with what is at first sight an unrelated issue: David
Lewis’s view on causal explanation (see Lewis 1986). As I understand it,
Lewis’s view has four main theses. The first thesis is that the world con-
sists in or contains causal histories, vast systems of events standing in
various causal relations. This thesis is intended to be an abstract meta-
physical thesis, not tied to any particular theory of causation. The second
thesis is that to explain an event is to provide some information about its
position in this system; in addition, to explain a type of event is to
provide information about the position of events of that type in the sys-
tem.? The third thesis is that to provide information about causal histories
is a special case of providing information about anything. When you
provide information about a train system or a university, for example, you
generally aim to maximize various virtues, such as truth, relevance, clar-
ity, novelty, and reasonableness, and to minimize various vices, such as
falsity and abstraction.3 The same is true, Lewis thinks, when you provide
information about causal histories. The fourth thesis is that, beyond
the fact that causal explanations provide information about causal histor-
ies and conform to the general canons of information provision, there is
no special form or content that they must have; Lewis puts this by saying
that there is no ‘unit of explanation.” What he mainly has in mind is
Hempel’s view that explanations must take the form of an argument
among whose premises is a canonical statement of a universal law (see
Hempel, 1965). Lewis accepts that causal explanations may on occasion
be Hempelian; his point is that they need not be, and in particular need
not be in order to be good explanations.

Lewis’s view of explanation does not apply directly to the issue
of philosophical progress; philosophers are not typically interested
in the causal explanation of particular events or types of events. But it is
possible to generalize the approach so that it does apply.

We may do this by taking advantage of a point emphasized by a num-
ber of contemporary philosophers: that causal histories are one example
of a more general type of structure, which I will call here a ‘dependency

For further discussion of this general reason, and of philosophical progress more ge-
nerally, see [Stoljar, 2017]; see also [Williamson, 2018].

2 As I understand him, Lewis intends (what I am here calling) the second thesis to pro-
vide necessary and sufficient conditions on what explaining an event is. The necessary
part of this is controversial but I will ignore this issue here.

3 The list in the text is taken from Lewis’s paper. It is interesting question whether it

captures the virtues and vices of providing information; compare [Williamson, 2007,

chapter 8]. But I will not try to clarify this here.
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structure.”* Another kind of dependency structure is a constitutive hier-
archy, avast system of facts standing in various synchronic relations of
grounding or necessitation. The thesis of materialism, for example, entails
that the world contains or is a constitutive hierarchy, since according to it
every fact is grounded in, or necessitated by, some physical fact.

A version of Lewis’s approach generalized to dependency structures
may be formulated this way. The first thesis is that the world is or con-
tains dependency structures, systems of causal relations among events or
grounding or necessitation relations among facts. Once again we may ad-
vance this thesis as an abstract metaphysical thesis, not tied to any parti-
cular theory of grounding or necessitation. The second thesis is that to ex-
plain an item in a dependency structure is to provide information about
the position of that item in the structure; mutatis mutandis for types of
items. The third thesis is that providing information about dependency
structures is a special case of providing information about anything.
The fourth thesis is that there is no unit of explanation. We have seen
what this amounts to in the causal case, namely, a rejection that explana-
tion must be Hempelian. Something similar is true in the constitutive
case. In order to provide information about the position of a fact or type
of fact in a constitutive hierarchy, it is not necessary to provide a bridge
law or an a priori entailment of the fact or facts in question. Once again,
constitutive explanations may on occasion have these forms; but they
need not, and need not in order to be good explanations.

Once Lewis’s approach is generalized in this way, we may use it to
state the mistake in the stereotype that there is progress in science but not
in philosophy. In Williamson’s formulation, the stereotype depends on two
ideas: (a) that progress in science consists in the discovery of universal
laws, and (b) that no such universal laws are discovered in philosophy, set-
ting aside logic. Generalized Lewis, and indeed even Lewis’s original ac-
count, tells us that (a) is false. Progress in science may in some cases in-
volve the discovery of universal laws. But it does not in general consist of
that. Rather it consists in the provision of information about dependency
structures. Indeed, to link universal laws and progress in the way the
stereotype does is to be in the grip of the very idea Lewis thinks is mis-
taken: the unit of explanation idea.

A friend of the stereotype might seek to defend it against this criticism
by conceding that progress in science consists in the provision of information
about dependency structures — and then denying that in philosophy we ever
provide such information. But this denial is implausible. When the moral
philosopher says that rightness in an action is at least partly constituted by
the expected outcomes of that action, they are providing information about

4 See [Bennett, 2017] and [Skow, 2016] in particular here. For background, see [Fine,
2000], [Schaffer, 2009] and [Rosen, 2010]; and for criticism see [Wilson, 2014].
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dependency structures. So too is the philosopher of mind, who says that con-
sciousness in a mental state is at least partly constituted by the subject of the
state attending to its intentional object to a sufficient degree.

I said this criticism of the common stereotype about philosophy is
more general than the one Williamson offers. I have two things in mind
here. First, Williamson says that (a) is false because science sometimes
consists in model building of the kind described by Michael Weisberg
among others (see [Weisberg, 2013], see also [Williamson, 2017]).
He goes on to point out that in philosophy we engage in model building
as well. T don’t disagree with this. But in the light of the picture I have
been describing, we may see the idea about models as an instance of
something more general: providing models that resemble target systems
is one way of providing information about dependency structures.

Second, the criticism I have offered brings out that the stereotype
about philosophy Williamson is responding to is similar to once-com-
mon stereotypes about other fields, and is mistaken in a similar way.
In the 1950s and early 1960s, for example, there was a flourishing dis-
cussion in analytic philosophy about the nature of history (a good exam-
ple is [Dray, 1964]). One strand in that literature might have been for-
mulated Williamson-style as follows: “According to a common
stereotype, there is progress in science but not in history: in science,
progress consists in the discovery of universal laws, but no such laws
are discovered in history.” Lewis on causal explanation provides a good
reason to reject this stereotype about history.> Historians do provide
causal explanations and do make progress, even if they do not discover
any laws of history. Lewis generalized provides a way to reject a similar
stereotype in the case of philosophy.

I will end by responding to two objections, each of which concern
the apparent limits of the idea that philosophy is concerned with depen-
dency structures.

The first points out that constitutive hierarchies involve relations
among facts, and according to many philosophical positions, no facts of
the relevant sort exist. Expressivism about morality, for example, at least
in its simplest version, denies that there are any moral facts; hence it de-
nies that there are any moral facts that stand in dependency structures.
How then could moral philosophy be concerned with such structures?

One reply draws on an idea Lewis emphasizes in his paper: that in-
formation can often take a negative form. If the simplest version of ex-
pressivism is correct, the whole truth about dependency structures involv-
ing moral facts may be provided quite easily, viz. there are no such
structures. A different, compatible, reply is that, while (if the simplest

5 Of course, Davidson’s papers from the early sixties are the classic texts here; see es-
says 1 and 11 in [Davidson, 2001]. But Lewis’s framework is somewhat easier to
work with than Davidson’s as far as the application to progress goes.
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expressivism is true) there are no dependency structures involving moral
facts, there are nevertheless related structures involving psychological
facts — facts about us judging things to be right or wrong, for example.
It is consistent with expressivism that moral philosophy is concerned with
structures of this related type.

The second objection is that, while we are sometimes concerned in
philosophy with dependency structures, this is not always true. Often we
are interested, for example, not in what grounds moral rightness, but in
what it is. If so, it is at best an exaggeration to say that philosophy con-
cerns dependency structures.

My reply draws again on an idea Lewis emphasizes. Explanations for
him are answers to ‘why’-questions, and ‘why’-questions are in turn re-
quests for information about causal histories. If Lewis’s approach is ge-
neralized, we may say instead that ‘why’-questions are requests for infor-
mation about dependency structures. From this point of view, this second
objection is that, while philosophers are sometimes interested in ‘why’-
questions, they are just as often interested in ‘what’-questions: what are
moral facts, what is a conscious state, and so on.

Once we have the issue in this form, however, it is reasonably easy to
see how we might meet it, at least in outline. For ‘what’-questions are re-
quests for information too: when we ask what something is, we are re-
questing certain sorts of information about it. If so, versions of the third
and fourth theses mentioned above apply: providing information as an an-
swer to a ‘what’-question is likewise a special case of providing informa-
tion in general, and here too we should reject the unit of explanation idea,
or to put it more generally, the unit of information idea.

What does rejecting this idea amount to in the case of a ‘what’-ques-
tion in philosophy? Well, consider the question ‘What is a conscious
state?’ If you accept there is a unit of explanation or information, you
may well expect the answer to this question to come in a certain form, for
example, in the form of a reductive definition of consciousness. If so, you
are likely to be disappointed. You may even express your disappointment
by adopting the pessimistic view that philosophy makes no progress.
If you reject that idea, on the other hand, you may well expect the answer
to this question to consist in good information about conscious states—
information about their functional and rational roles, for example, or their
intentional structure. If so you are likely not to be disappointed. It is in
this way that the Lewis-inspired approach to explanation encourages
an optimistic view about progress in philosophy.
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Throughout the target article, Williamson defends armchair philosophy
by likening it to armchair science, in which a priori methods play are sub-
stantive. This enables the reader to consider scientific inquiry and results
from an unusual viewpoint. From this panorama, scientific inquiry does
not only generate laws, but also new models. Moreover, using mathe-
matics as an exemplar of armchair science, one can see that a priori meth-
ods are not exclusively deductive: instead, they are largely inductive. This
kind of “armchair induction” pervades both philosophy and science, and
both boast model building and conditional analysis as their key forms of
armchair practice. Thus, we can achieve scientific results via a priori
methods. Additionally, if we understand that the primary results of
the philosophical inquiry are not laws, but, instead, models that are ob-
tained by a priori methods, then we get the rationale of armchair philoso-
phy. Here, armchair philosophy is a part of armchair science.
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However, the significant role that armchair methods play in science
does not give establish armchair philosophy, otherwise it significantly
weakens its notion.

I can find criticism via two objections:

1. Mathematics and philosophy are significantly different — the onto-
logy of formal systems is known without a trace: we know all
the basic laws of these systems. There is no such thing either in
philosophy (except logic) or science.

2. Model building in science relies on empirical results and is medi-
ated by them, while the pathos of the armchair philosophy is that
its results do not need to be justified by empirical data.

Thus, the justification of the armchair methods by pointing to
the model building does not answer the question of why we should trust the
models of armchair philosophy itself (again, let’s spare logic). The arm-
chair methods of obtaining such models are not in doubt: but why do these
models have explanatory potential, even though they are not connected
with empirical research? This is the main question for the armchair phi-
losophy. If this question is not asked, then there is a significant change in
the notion of armchair philosophy, which is understood as the study of
philosophical theories, concepts and intuitions through a priori methods.
Here, we are interested in the justification of a priori methods, not in
the status of their results in relation to empirical data.

Based on the above, there can be formulated strong and weak notions
of armchair philosophy:

Weak notion: Armchair philosophy is the study of philosophical
problems via a priori methods.

Strong notion: Armchair philosophy is the study of philosophical
problems via a priori methods, where the philosophical problems are in-
dependent of empirical ones and, therefore, the resulting philosophical
theories are independent of empirical ones.

None of these notions appears to be correct. According to the former,
the problem of armchair philosophy is justifying a priori methods. How-
ever, most likely, this is only part of the problem since the mere fact of
using a priori methods doesn’t specifically refer to armchair philoso-
phy. This continues from the fact that so-called armchair science and non-
armchair philosophy exist. The latter could use armchair methods but op-
pose itself to armchair philosophy. One of the most striking examples is
the philosophy of Daniel Dennett, who uses the methods of armchair phi-
losophy, but whom is its active critic [Dennett, 2010: 81-84]. Hence,
the notion of armchair philosophy is not only in the use of armchair
methods. So, the concern is also about a special kind of independence
that armchair philosophy has from empirical science, which does not just
concern itself with the method.

I agree with Williamson that a “pure” armchair philosophy, as a phi-
losophy completely divorced from everything empirical, is impossible.
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However, my point is more general — there is no cognitive practice com-
pletely divorced from any experience. Thus, if we take the strong notion
of armchair philosophy as “pure”, then it is not viable. However, as I'm
trying to show, some independence of philosophical theories and prob-
lems from empirical science is necessary for armchair philosophy. Other-
wise, the notion of armchair philosophy would disappear.

One of the ways to answer the question may be that there are special
philosophical intuitions that support philosophical inquiry. These intui-
tions are, to some extent, universal and need special philosophical train-
ing. Roughly speaking, this view is taken by Williamson in a dispute with
early experimental philosophers [Williamson, 2007] [Weinberg, Nichols,
Stich, 2001: 429-460]. If such defense is successful, then it is possible to
postulate some independence of philosophical intuitions from empirical
data. However, this still cannot serve as a defense of armchair philosophy.
Rather, it can be considered as a defense of philosophy and the philo-
sophical profession, but not armchair philosophy itself, since non-arm-
chair philosophers also possess these intuitions and philosophical skills.

If this is correct, then we should recognize that Williamson’s reason-
ing did not reach its goal. Otherwise the very idea of armchair philosophy
should be substantially revised and talking about separating armchair phi-
losophy from non-armchair philosophy makes sense only when we want
to defend philosophy from the attack of experimental philosophers and
some scientists and laypeople. Here, all philosophers are one way or an-
other armchair philosophers, even though some would never recognize
themselves that way.
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Daniel Dennett, Joshua Knobe, Anton Kuznetsov, and Daniel Stoljar have
made thoughtful responses to my position piece on armchair philosophy,
identifying many points of agreement and some of disagreement. This re-
ply deals mainly with the latter.

1. ‘Philosophical Intuitions’

Knobe’s title is ‘Philosophical Intuitions are Surprisingly Robust Across
Demographic Differences’. He writes that ‘the aim of experimental philoso-
phy [...] is to find the truth about people’s intuitions’. He takes for granted
that a central issue can be neutrally articulated in the question: how reliable is
‘a method that relies on intuitions’? According to Kuznetsov, my view in The
Philosophy of Philosophy is (‘Roughly speaking’) ‘that there are special
philosophical intuitions that support philosophical inquiry’ which ‘are, to
some extent, universal and need special philosophical training’. In their
pieces, neither Knobe nor Kuznetsov makes any attempt to explain what they
mean by an ‘intuition’, or by describing one as ‘philosophical’. Dennett
characterizes ‘naive naive axiomatic auto-anthropology’ as ‘thinking that
the royal road to truth is to attempt to axiomatize, with your companions,
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your shared intuitions’, though he is careful not to ascribe that methodology
to me. He too does not say what an ‘intuition’ is. Stoljar is the only one of
the four not to use the ‘i’-word.

In ‘Armchair Philosophy’, I simply avoided the ‘i’-word. Given
the limitations of space, I preferred not to use any of it explaining my rea-
sons for avoidance. Since my 2004 article ‘Philosophical “Intuitions” and
Scepticism about Judgment’ (the clue is in the scare quotes), I have been
arguing that the debate about the reliability of ‘philosophical intuitions’ is
ill-posed, because the extension of the quoted phrase is quite unclear.
The point is not just that there are borderline cases; we cannot eliminate
all vagueness from our vocabulary, and at the margins is usually does
little harm. With the term ‘intuition, it is much worse: most human judg-
ments are in the disputed territory. Let me explain.

Psychologists distinguish between ‘intuitive’ and ‘reflective’ judg-
ments. Roughly, reflective judgments are those based on conscious rea-
soning; intuitive judgments are those not based on conscious reasoning
(for simplicity, I concentrate on judgments, but the distinction can be
extended to inhibited inclinations to judgment and the like). Some
philosophers use the word ‘intuition’ with explicit reference to the psy-
chologists’ distinction. An example is Jennifer Nagel’s excellent paper
‘Intuitions and Experiments: A Defense of the Case Method in Epis-
temology’ (2012). However, as Nagel emphasizes, one consequence of
so defining the term is that normal perceptual judgments (and many oth-
ers) count as intuitions. Thus relying on normal perceptual judgments
would count as relying on intuitions. That is not what the metaphilo-
sophical debate was supposed to be about. Indeed, in that sense of the
term, avoiding reliance on intuitions is not an option. For all judgments
based on conscious reasoning rely on judgments not based on conscious
reasoning. For instance, when you do a complex arithmetical calcula-
tion in your head, your final answer is based on conscious reasoning,
but you did not go through an infinite regress of conscious reasoning: at
some point in the calculation you made a judgment not based on con-
scious reasoning.

Can one finesse the problem for philosophical purposes by stipulat-
ing that ‘intuitions’ are based neither on conscious reasoning nor on per-
ception? That too would wrong-foot the metaphilosophical debate. For
our judgments about thought experiments are typically made by using
offline, in imagination, the very cognitive capacities we use online, in
perception. For example, the proposed stipulation would allow us to side-
step reliance on intuitions in Gettier cases by making judgments based on
perception of real-life Gettier cases. We observe someone at 3 o’clock
setting his watch by a clock that happened to have stopped at 3 o’clock,
and judge that he does not know that it is 3 o’clock. Our judgment that he
lacks knowledge is not an ‘intuition’ in the stipulated sense, since it is
based on perception, but critics of the case method in epistemology will
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be just as uneasy about it as they are about the verdict on the correspond-
ing thought experiment — as I have put to the test by tricking audiences at
my lectures into real Gettier cases. Thus the proposed restriction miscon-
strues the metaphilosophical debate.

In my paper ‘How deep is the distinction between a priori and a pos-
teriori knowledge?’ (2013), I used this easy exchangeability between on-
line and offline judgements to argue that the distinction between the a pri-
ori and the a posteriori is epistemologically superficial. Kuznetsov uses
the traditional distinction to characterize my account of armchair philoso-
phy. That is bound to be misleading, given how little I think of the tradi-
tional distinction.

As for the problem of defining ‘intuition’, an alternative strategy is
to concede that ordinary non-reflective judgments based on perception
are intuitions, but deny that they are philosophical intuitions. That too
is unpromising. For what is distinctively philosophical about the judg-
ment ‘He doesn’t know that it’s 3 o’clock’? ‘Know’ is one of the com-
monest verbs in the English language. If such an everyday judgment
counts as philosophical, it is hard to guess what would count as unphilo-
sophical. Virtually any judgment can be used in a counterexample to
some suitably wrong-headed philosophical theory.

To vary the example, for most adults the judgment ‘2+2 = 4’ counts
as intuitive in the psychologists’ sense, since they do not base it on con-
scious reasoning. They also do not base it on sense perception. Moreover,
‘2+2 = 4’ is philosophical in the sense that many philosophers of mathe-
matics rely on the truth of such arithmetical equations in their arguments.
I have certainly heard experimental philosophers define ‘philosophical in-
tuition’ in a way that makes ‘2+2 = 4’ a philosophical intuition. When
the method of relying on‘philosophical intuitions’ is debated, are elemen-
tary arithmetical equations to be included?

The moral is this: do not use the word ‘intuition’ in debates on philo-
sophical methodology unless you have properly clarified what you mean
by it. Such clarification requires, at a minimum, answering the questions
raised over the past few paragraphs.

2. Abductive Philosophy

In ‘Armchair Philosophy’, I characterized a broadly abductive metho-
dology for philosophy. To emphasize that this need not give philosophy
the character of a natural science, I cited the example of foundational in-
quiry within mathematics. Kuznetsov objects: ‘Mathematics and philo-
sophy are significantly different — the ontology of formal systems is
known without a trace: we know all the basic laws of these systems’.
But that is not true of foundational mathematics. As Kurt Godel and Paul
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Cohen proved, neither Cantor’s Continuum Hypothesis (CH) nor its ne-
gation is derivable from standard set theory (given the consistency of
the theory). If CH is true, it is a basic law of set theory. If CH is false, its
negation is a basic law of set theory. Either way, there is a basic law of
which we are ignorant. Of course, on some views there are many set-the-
oretic universes, with CH holding in some and failing in others. Then the
more basic framework is that in which we investigate the space of all set-
theoretic universes. But then we do not know all the basic laws of that
more general framework, for reasons connected with Godel’s incomp-
leteness theorems. Although there are many obvious differences between
mathematics and philosophy, whether our knowledge has limits is not one
of them.

Dennett’s main concern with philosophers’ use of an abductive
methodology is that if they take intuitions as the input, the abductively
derived outputs will be no more reliable than the inputs — unless the out-
puts are recycled as a theory about the content of the implicit folk theory
which generated the intuitions, not as a theory about whatever the intui-
tions themselves are about. The radical unclarity of ‘intuition’ discussed
in §1 clouds that concern too. Dennett mentions David Lewis in connec-
tion with an ‘intuition’-based abductive methodology, but Lewis spoke of
‘intuitions’ just as our opinions, in describing something like the method
of reflective equilibrium in philosophy, with no intention to exclude natu-
ral scientific opinions.

Dennett seems a little unfair to advocates of an ‘intuition’-based ab-
ductive methodology when he describes them as ‘taking their intuition-
pumped consensus as a sure path to the “real nature” of whatever they
were talking about’. His words‘a sure path’ suggest that they expect
something like certainty from their methodology. But many of them
would settle for a much weaker epistemic status, such as high rational
credence. Dennett also flirts with a reading of a passage I quote from
Austin as ‘a complacent assurance that the time-honored, well-honed
home truths of the manifest image are the last word on anything’, but in
that discussion Austin explicitly proposes that ordinary language should
just be the first word on some things; he offers no candidate for the last
word.

In my view, the conception of philosophical methodology as directed
towards reflective equilibrium suffers from the usual defects of internalist
and coherentist epistemology. It ignores crucial questions about where
our evidence comes from. To discuss the methodology of natural science
as directed towards reflective equilibrium without mentioning our inter-
actions with the external world through observation and experiment
would, rather blatantly, be to miss half the picture. Although the omission
is less obvious when philosophical methodology is described in terms
of reflective equilibrium, it is still there. Our knowledge of the world
includes many findings of natural science; it also includes much else
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besides. In principle, our evidence base for abduction in philosophy com-
prises all of that knowledge. In practice, parts coming from natural sci-
ence are highly relevant to some philosophical questions; to ignore them
would be foolish. But, again in practice, not all philosophical questions
are like that. For example, the findings of natural science often have no
distinctive relevance to abductive arguments for first principles of logic
or mathematics, though there is no ban in principle on appeal to them
even there. Sometimes, common sense knowledge is enough; sometimes,
high-powered mathematical knowledge is needed. When things go well,
we acquire knowledge (not just high rational credence) in the form of
the abductive conclusions. It does not follow that the conclusions are
the last word on anything. That something is known does not imply that
no one is allowed to question it.

3. Models and Dependency Structures

In ‘Armchair Philosophy’, T proposed that philosophy, like much of
natural science, often makes progress by constructing better models of
matters of interest, rather than by discovering new universal laws of those
matters. Of course, models in philosophy are usually not geared to making
testable quantitative predictions, but the same applies to some models in
natural science. For example, a model of evolution with three-sex rather
than two-sex reproduction need not aim at making quantitative predic-
tions: instead, its purpose may be to help explain why three-sex reproduc-
tion tends not to occur. Similarly, the purpose of models in philosophy
tends to be explanation, not prediction. Kuznetsov seems to have an over-
ly predictive conception of models when he writes ‘Model building in sci-
ence relies on empirical results and is mediated by them’.

Daniel Stoljar agrees that the conception of progress as the discovery
of new universal laws is far too narrow for both philosophy and natural
science, but he argues that it is for a more general reason as well: ‘pro-
gress in both science and philosophy consists in the provision of better in-
formation about dependency structures’. Such structures may involve re-
lations of either causal or constitutive dependence.

I was certainly not suggesting that discovering new universal laws
and constructing better models are the only forms that progress in either
philosophy or natural science can take. Nor have I anything against
progress in either case by providing better information about dependency
structures. However, I do not see what is so special about dependency
structures. Progress in philosophy or natural science might be made by
providing better information about almost any general kind of relational
structure, whether they involve dependency relations or relations of some
other sort.
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Dependency relations typically involve an ordering, irreflexive
(x does not depend on itself), asymmetric (if x depends on y, then y does
not depend on x), and transitive (if x depends on y, and y depends on z,
then x depends on z). But many relations of philosophical and natural sci-
entific interest are not dependency relations. Logical relations, such as
entailment, are an example. That p entails g tells us nothing about
whether p depends on g, or g depends on p, or neither. For a start, the en-
tailment may be mutual. Of course, we can rig up an irreflexive, asym-
metric, and transitive relation of one-way entailment, where p one-way
entails g just in case p entails g but g does not entail p. But it still implies
nothing about dependency. For example, “This is red and square’ one-way
entails ‘This is red’, where the temptation is to say that the entailer de-
pends on the entailed, but ‘This is red’ one-way entails ‘This is red or
square’, where the temptation is to say that the entailed depends on the
entailer. Nevertheless, better information about entailment is often highly
explanatory, in both philosophy and natural science. Something similar
goes for mereological relations: to say that x is a proper part of y is not
yet to say whether x depends on y, or y depends on x, or neither. Yet better
information about parthood can be explanatory. In philosophy, better in-
formation about the existence, identity, and distinctness of things can also
be explanatorily crucial, yet it is not naturally understood as information
about a dependency structure.

The significance of progress by building better models is not that it is
the only alternative to progress by discovering new laws, but that it is
a different, widespread, and theoretically very powerful form of progress,
distinctive of advanced natural science and, as it turns out, advanced phi-
losophy too. How much progress in advanced natural science really con-
sists of finding out more about dependency structures?
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Ob6cyxpaetcs ctatbs T. YunbsimcoHa «KabuHeTHas dunocodus»,
BO3PaXKEHUSA YYACTHUKOB MaHENbHOM [MCKYCCUU U Apyrue BO3-
MOXHble peakuun Ha Hee. [OKa3aHO COOTBETCTBUE COAEPMKAHUA
CTaTbl YWNbSIMCOHA OCHOBHbIM TEMaM €ro KHWrM «3aHUMasiCb
dunocoduer». OTMeveH GONbLUNIA aKLLEHT CTaTbM HA METOAE MO-
[eNNpoBaHuS, C KOTOPbIM YUIbAMCOH CBA3bIBAET byayliee Kabu-
HeTHON ¢unocodun. AHanM3 OTBETOB Ha CTaTbl YWUAbSIMCOHA
co cTopoHbl [I. Ctonmkapa, [xx. Hoy6a, [l. leHHeTa u A. Ky3sHelo-
Ba MOKa3bIBaeT, OAHAKO, YTO MpeaJsioXKeHHbIN YIbSMCOHOM Ba-
pUaHT KabuHeTHON PpunocodPpum He Bbi3biBAET GONBLUNX BO3paXe-
HWUIA Y NPUHLMMNNANBHBIX NMPOTUBHUKOB KaBUHETHOro noaxona u,
TaknM 06pasomMm, Mo CyTU He 3alUMLLAET TY anpPUOPHYIO METOA0/10-
rMo, KOTOpYI OH cobupancs 3awmwate. s 6onee apdekTne-
HOW 3alWmMTbl NoTpeboBanocb Gbl UCMNOAL30BAaHWME METOAA KOH-
LenTyasbHOro aHanu3a, OGeLLatoLLero MoJslydeHWe anpuopHbIX
KOHLIeNTYasIbHbIX WCTUH. YWNBbAMCOH, OfHAaKO, COMHeBaeTCs
B NepcnekTuBax NPOAYKTUBHOIO KOHLLENTYasIbHOro aHanusa. AB-
TOp MOCNECIOBUS, MEXAY TEM, MbITaeTCs NOKa3aTb, YTO TPAAULMU-
OHHOe MNpeAaCcTaBAeHNE O KOHLLENTYa/IbHOM aHaan3e MOXeT 6bITb
YCOBEPLUEHCTBOBAHO, B pe3y/ibTaTe Yero oH CMoXeT 3GdeKTUBHO
BbIMOJIHATb BO3/IOXEHHYIO Ha Hero GyHKLMIO 3alMTbl KabuHeT-
Hol dunocodum.

KnroueBbie cioBa: metapunocodus, dpunocodus dunocodun, kabu-
HeTHas dunocodus, KOHLUENTYaNbHbIN aHAU3
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In this paper | discuss Timothy Williamson’s panel paper “Armchair
Philosophy”, the objections of the participants of the panel dis-
cussion and other possible reactions to it. The correspondence of
the content of Williamson’s paper to the main themes of his book
“Doing Philosophy” is shown, as well as the greater emphasis of his
paper on the method of model building, upon which he bases
his hope for the future of armchair philosophy. The analysis of
the responses to the paper by Williamson received from Daniel
Stoljar, Joshua Knobe, Daniel Dennett, and Anton Kuznetsov shows,
however, that the version of the armchair philosophy proposed by
Williamson does not raise much objections among principal oppo-
nents of the armchair approach and thus does not promote
an a priori methodology that this kind of philosophy is supposed to
defend and promote. More effective defense would require the use
of a conceptual analysis that promises getting a priori or conceptual
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truths. Williamson, however, doubts the prospects for productive
conceptual analysis. Nevertheless, the author of this afterword tries
to show that the traditional conceptual analysis can be improved
and that it is possible that such an improved analysis would per-
form its function of promoting the radical armchair philosophy
much more effectively. Instead of clarifying some more or less inte-
resting concepts conceptual analysis might aim at clarifying our na-
tural beliefs, such as belief in causal dependance of ordinary events,
in independent existence of the objects of our experience, in iden-
tity of some objects, in other minds, etc. In the process of such
a clarifying we can also try to understand some non-trivial relations
between our natural beliefs. The author provides an example of
such an analysis, resulting in getting a truth which has all the marks
of necessary conceptual truth, claiming there are a lot of similar
truths to be found.

Keywords: metaphilosophy, philosophy of philosophy, experimental
philosophy, armchair philosophy, conceptual analysis

Heuacro ObiBaeT, uToOBI Ha CTpaHWIAX OTeUeCTBEHHBIX (HI0COMCKUX
’KYPHAJIOB pPa3BOpPaYMBaIMCh JUCKYCCUU C yUaCTHEM BeyIUX 3arajHbIX
¢unocodos. Ho obcyxaeHne B 3TOM HOMepe KypHasia «DIUCTeMOIOTHS
U unocobus HayKu» MPoO/IEM U TepCHeKTHR KaOuHeTHOH (unocohuu
MMEHHO TaKOBO. 3arjiaBHasl CTaThs HANMCaHa OJHUM W3 BeAYIUX CO-
BpeMeHHBIX TMMCTEMOJIOr0B, OKChopacKkuM npodeccopoMm TUMOTA Yiiib-
sMcoHOM. Ha Hee OTK/IMKHY/IUCH: 3HAMEHUTBHIA (QUI0CO(-HATypasUCT
Houven [leHHeT, O[lUH W3 co3Jaresell sKCliepuMeHTanbHOMN (runocodum
Ixoritya Hoy0 v BeIZ@roIuiics aBcTpanuiickuii punocod daumen Cros-
kap. B mucKyccuy Takoke TIPUHS yyacTHe OJUH W3 ee OpPraHu3aTopoB,
COTPYAHUK MOCKOBCKOTO TIEHTpa MCCIe0BaHUs CO3HAHUS TIpH (punocod-
ckoM ¢akynbTete MI'Y AHTOH Ky3HeroB.

O3HAaKOMUBILIKCHL CO CTaTbed YWIbSIMCOHA, UATATeNd MOTYT 3ame-
THUTb, UTO OHA KPaTKO BOCITPOM3BO/IUT COZIEPYKAHUE €T0 KHUTH «3aHUMasiCh
¢dunocodueii», KoTopast 06Cy>Kanach B peJaKTOPCKOM CTaTbe K 3TOMY HO-
Mepy >KypHana. Kak u B KHUre, YWIbAMCOH Pa3MbILUISET O Pa3IAYHbIX
bunocopckux MeToax, MPUMEHsIT KOTOpble MO>KHO TIPaKTHKOBaTh Kabu-
HeTHyI0 ¢unocodpuro. OCTpoTa 3TOTO BOTMPOCAa OOBSACHIETCS KPUTHKOMN
TPaZAULIMOHHOTO TIOHUMaHUsl GUIocodru Kak KabWHEeTHOW AWCLIUM/IMHEBI
CO CTOPOHBI 3KCTIEPUMEHTAIBHBIX (GUI0CO(OB U CTOPOHHUKOB Oojiee Tec-
HOTO CO103a (hHUI0COGUU C IMITUPHUE CKUMU HayKaMu. Ba>kHBIM 000pOHM-
Te/ILHBIM PecypcoM YW/IbsSMCOHAa OKa3bIBAeTCS aHaiorus ¢umnocohun
C TakoH yCrenrtHoW KabWHeTHOH JMCIUITIMHON, KaK MaTeMaTHKa, a Takxke
TPUBHAIN3aLIUs SKOObI COMHUTEBHBIX KAOMHETHBIX TIPOLIEAYP, TaKMX KakK
MBIC/IEHHBIE 3KCMepuMeHThl. HO cambiM TepCrieKTUBHBIM METOAOM Ka-
OvHeTHO! ¢uocodu OH TIPU3HAeT MOJe/NMpoBaHHe. VIHTepecHO, 4To,
HECMOTPsI Ha KPaTKOCTh TeKCTa YW/IbSIMCOHA, HEKOTOPBIE acIeKThl 3TOTO
MeTOZla PacKpBITHI 3[ieCh fake Oosiee TIOAPOOHO, YeM B YIIOMSIHYTON KHU-
re 2018 r. OH npuUBOAXT OOJIbLIIE KOHKPETHBIX TIPUMEPOB HUCII0/Ib30BAHUS
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MeTozia NoCTpoeHUs1 Mojenelt B ¢unocoduy, pacckasbiBasi, B YaCTHOCTH,
0 33/1eMCTBOBAaHUY DalieCMaHCKOW MOJIe/Td BEPOSITHOCTH B SMTUCTEMOJIOTH -
YeCKUX UCC/Ie[0BaHMUSX, a TaKXKe O MPUMeHeHUH B MOPaJbHOU U TIONMUTH-
yeckol ¢unocoduu Mozeneld, 0CHOBaHHbBIX Ha MareMaTHueCKUX MPUHLIY-
rax TeOpUH WIp U NpUHATHS pelieHuid. U eirje Gomee ofHO3HAUHO, UeM
B KHUTe, OH CBSI3bIBaeT 37leCh rporpecc B (umocodun C co3aaHueM Bce
Gonee yaauHbIX MoOfeseld, ONMUCBHIBAIOLIMX H3yyaeMble B HeM SIB/IeHUs.
OumboyHoe MPOTHBOIOCTaB/eHHe (HHI0COMUN U eCTeCTBO3HAHUS B 3TOM
TUlaHe OOBSICHSIeTCS, C €r0 TOUKHM 3peHHs], TeM, UTO MHOTHe TPHBBIK/IH
CYMTaTh, YTO CTPEMUTE/ILHO MPOrpeccUpyolliee ecTeCTBO3HAHUE OTKpbI-
BaeT yHUBepCa/lbHbIe 3aKOHBI — UeM He MOXKeT TI0XBaCTaTbCsi (rmocopus
(3a ucK/IFOUEHHEM ee JIOTHUECKOM dactv). Ho Ha camom pere mporpecc
eCTeCTBO3HAHHMSI BO MHOTOM COCTOWT B M300peTeHUH yueHbIMU Bce Oosee
yCIelliHbIX Moziesieii. I B 5ToM mjiaHe ¢unocodusi Mano OTCTaeT OT Hee:
«@DopmasnbHbIe MOZENH, JOCTYITHBIE B STIUCTEMOJIOTHN U GUI0COQUH SI3bI-
Ka, HAMHOTO TIPEBOCXO/ST Te, KOTOpble ObUTM AOCTYymHBI B 1950 I.; OHU
TI03BOJISIIOT Ooee TIyOOKO U JeTaM3UpoBaHo MOCTUTaTh (yHjaMeHTaslb-
HYIO CTPYKTYDPY 3HaHWsI U 3HaUeHHs». YUIbSIMCOH He 3a0bIBaeT Takxke OT-
MEeTUTh, UTO «yKa3aHHble MOZie/I TIOUTH Bcellesio OblIM CO3JaHbl B Kabu-
HeTax».

Kakyto ke peakUuio BbI3Bajia CTaThsl YH/IBSIMCOHA y yUaCTHUKOB
puckyccun? 1. Cronipkap HeJjaBHO OIyO/MKOBa/l KHUTY O Iporpecce
B unocodbun [Stoljar, 2017], rae of0OpUTENBHO CChLTANCT Ha YHTBSAM-
coHa. [ToaToMy MOXXHO ObIJIO ObI 3apaHee TPEATIONIOXKUTh, UTO OH TIOf -
JepkuT ero uzen. UTo ke KacaeTcs SKCIepUMeHTa/lbHOro ¢uocoda
k. Hoyba ¥ ofHOTO M3 I7IaBHBIX MPOMAraHAMCTOB Coro3a (unocoduu
Y 3KCIIepUMeHTaNbHOro ecTecTBO3HaHus [I. [leHHeTa, TO OHM, Ka3aaoCh
Obl, O/DKHBI PAaCKPUTHKOBaThb €ro. OTH NpeJIIo/IoKeHHsI OTYacTH I0f-
TBEp)KAAIOTCs, HO JIMIIb oTdacTH. CTo/pKap, K TpUMepy, CUMTAeT, UTo
orMcaHve Tporpecca ¢uiocopuy uepe3 yiyulleHHe Mofened Cy)KaeT
ero ropusoHTHL. [l mporpecca, M0 ero MHEHHIO, [JOCTaToO4yHO Jit060ro
YTOUHEHHs] COOTHOLIEHHWs MCC/efyeMbIX TlapaMeTpoB, Heobs3aTenbHO
B KOHTEKCTe MO/e/IMPOBaHusl. V1 Mbl, pasymMeeTcsi, CMO>KeM HalTh Hemasio
NpUMepOoB Mof00HBIX yTOuHeHUH B uctopuu unocoduu. Hoyb Gomblie
03a00YeH He KPUTHKOM BBICTPAUBAEMOT0 YUbAMCOHOM 00Opa3a KaOuHeT-
HoM ¢unocodum, a JOKa3aTebCTBOM TOTO, UTO IKCIIepUMeHTasibHast Gu-
nocodus BoBce He ObUla M3HA4Ya/bHO Halje/leHa — KaK CUMTalT MHOTHe,
B TOM 4YHC/le YWIbSMCOH — Ha OClapuBaHve UHTYUIM ¢uiocodoB
Ha TOM OCHOBAaHWH, YTO OHU He Pernpe3eHTHPYIOT B3IVISIAbI BCEX JHOAen
(Ha 4TO Te TIpeTeHAYIOT), TaK KaK CpeAHeCTaTUCTH4YeCKui ¢umnocod —
3pernblii 6enblii My>XurHa U3 GoraToil 3amafHou crpaHbl. YToOBI rocrio-
puth ¢ Hoyb6oMm, 10CTaTOYHO B3I/ISIHYTh Ha €ro COOCTBeHHbIN «MaHudecT
JKCIIepUMeHTalbHOU Guiocodur» Gosiee uem JiecATUIETHEH JAaBHOCTH.
ManudecT HauMHaeTCsi UMEHHO C pacCy»XJeHui 0 pa3nuuusax ¢uiocod-
CKMX UHTYyMUMH B pasHbeix KyaeTypax [Knobe, Nichols, 2008; p. 3].
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U mepBbIe 3KCMepUMeHTHI BpoJe Obl MOATBEPXK/IA/N 3TO MPeATooKeHHe.
Ho 6oee TouHble MO3qHEMIIHE SKCIIEPUMEHTBI [T0Ka3a/v, HalpOTHB, COB-
nazieHust PUI0COPCKU 3HAUMMBIX WHTYHLIAHN Y JTIOfiell pa3HbIX BO3PACTOB,
MoJIOB U KyAbTyp. HoyO He OTpHLIaeT 3TH HOBBbIE [JAHHBIE, HO TTHITAETCS
TIPe/ICTaBUTh MX KaK YMBUTEIBHOE OTKPBITHE OOMbINON 3HaunMocTH. Ka-
OuHeTHBIe (PUITOCO(BI MOT'YT 3aMETUTD, UTO OHO YAUBUTEILHOE TOBKO JI/Is
CaMUX 3KCTIepUMeHTabHBIX (PUIOCOMOB U UTO XapaKTepUCTHKA ero Kak
VAVBUTEHLHOTO TTOATBEPXK/IAET, UTO SKCTIEpPUMeHTaTbHbIe (PUI0COMBI 0XKU-
Jla/Ti 4ero-To JPyroro, B IPOTUBOIIOIOKHOCTE cyioBaM Hoyba.

Ho, moxany#, camyro HeOXXHMJaHHYIO PeaKLMIO Ha CTaTbi0 YHIIbSIMCO-
Ha jiaeT JlerHeT. OH C TOTOBHOCTBIO MO//IePXKUBAET TOT 00pa3 KabWHeTHOH
¢dunocodry, KOTOpBIM pUCYET YWIBSIMCOH, M PACXOAWUTCS C HUM JIHIIh
B JleTasnsiX, MpefocTeperasi OT TIOHUMaHWsl CJIOB YW/bIMCOHA Tak, OyaTo
TOT TIpe/ijlaraeT BLICTPaMBaTh (GUIOCOPCKUE TEOPUU B aKCHOMAaTHUeCKOM
Kmodye (Uero OH, KOHEYHO, He mpepsaraet). Ho kak ke [IeHHeT MoxeT
B TIPMHLIMIIE COT/IAIIATLCS C YW/IbIMCOHOM? Pa3Be OHM He HAaXOASATCS
Ha MPOTHBOIIONIOKHBIX TIomocax unocodckoit metogonorud? [IpuunHa
3TOTO COIVIacHsi, [yMaeTcs, B TOM, UTO YW/IbSMCOH BOBCe He OTpHULaeT Ha-
JIAYUST SMITUPUUECKON 06a3bl y Tex Mojiesield, MOCTPOeHNEM KOTOPBIX /I0JDK-
Ha 3aHMMarbcs punocodus. la ¥ Kak 37ech MOXKHO ObIsIo Ob1 060MTHCH
6e3 Hee? He MCK/TIOUEHO, KOHEYHO, UTO OH TPAKTYET ee He TakK LIMPOKO, KaK
HeHHet, cuuTarouii HeOOXOAUMBIM BKJIFOUeHHe B 3Ty 6a3y Kak MOXKHO
Gosbiliero Habopa JJAHHBIX IKCITEPUMEHTATBHBIX HAyK, TOT/a KaK YUTTbsM-
COH flefaeT yrnop Ha ¢yHJaMeHT 3[paBOro CMBIC/IA, HO 3TO YKe JeTasl.
Mo cytu ke cam [leHHeT TOTOB Ha3BaTh cebs kabuHeTHBIM (umocodom
B YUJIbSIMCOHOBCKOM cMbIcie. Kazanock 6bl, KabuHeTHbIe GUIOCOGhBI MO-
T'YT TOP>KeCTBOBaTb, HO BCe He TaK OAHO3HAuyHO. Beib Ha 3Ty cUTyaLUio
MO)KHO TIOCMOTPETB U C [IPYroi CTOpOHBL. Ecy fake Takod 3MIUPHK, Kak
ITeHHeT, TOTOB TMpU3HaTh Ce0s1 KAOMHETHBIM (GUIOCOGOM B YUTbIMCOHOB-
CKOM CMBICJIe, TO He SIBJIIETCS JIM 3TOT CMBIC/ BhIXo/oLieHHbIM? He Oyzer
7Y Takasi KabuHeTHast prsocodusi KaOMHETHOM TOBKO Ha CIOBax?

Kak 6bl HM OTBeYaTh Ha 3TW BOMPOCHI, FCHO, UTO YW/bIMCOHA Hesb3s
Ha3BaThb PaJMKaJbHBIM KabuHeTHbIM (huocodom. ITo 06CTOATENBCTBO OT-
MeudaeT B cBoeM OoTK/MKe A. B. Ky3HerjoB. C ero Touku 3peHusi, KabuHeTHast
(buocodus B CTpOroM CMBIC/IE CJIOBA JI0/DKHA OBITh B COCTOSTHUM He TOJIBKO
B arpHOPHOM peXxuMe 00pabaTbiBaTh SMITMPHUUECKH MaTepuast (310 fiesiaeT
mobast hunocodust), HO ¥ GOPMY/THUPOBATh TaKre MPOOIEMbI M PEIIeHHs, KO-
TOpbIe ObUTH ObI HEIOCTYTTHBI TP 9KCTIEPHMEHTA/TbHOM TIOXO/e.

ITpuurHa HeOCTaTOUHOH paguKaabHOCTH T. YulbsMcoHa HaMm, cob-
CTBEHHO, y>ke n3BecTHa. OHa COCTOWT B TOM, UTO OH OTBEpraeT MeTo[
KOHI[ENTYa/IbHOTO aHamu3a. A Be/lb UMEHHO KOHIIENTya/lbHBIA aHain3
Mor ObI pe3ko 000Co6/sATh KaOUHETHYI0 (UMOCOMUI0 OT SKCTIePUMEH-
TaNbHBIX AUCHUTIIVH. [I71s1 €To MpoBe/ieHUs] Mbl He HYXKJJa/IUCh ObI B 9KC-
MepyuMeHTaX, TakK Kak OH Harpap/ieH Ha y)Ke UMEIOIIUecs: Y HaC KOHI[er -
Tel. Kpome TOro, oH ob6eljaer Ham ToOjydyeHUe HEeOOXOAUMBIX MCTHH
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(Tak KaK pacKphITHe COZiep>KaHHsl STUX KOHLIENTOB WU TOHATUN MPOMC-
XO[IUT TIO 3aKOHY TOXKJECTBA), HETUITUYHBIX [Ji SKCTIepUMEHTaTbHBIX
HayK, TIPeTeH/YIOIIUX JIUIIThL Ha KOHTUHTeHTHbIe 000011eHusI.

YUNBSIMCOH CUMTaET, uTo obelaHusl KOHIIeNTyalbHOTO aHa|3a OCTa-
I0TCS BCETro JIMINb obeljaHusMU. B 3ToM cBoeM yOeX/IeHUd OH CrefyeT
uzpeonoruu Y. Kyaiina. Ho fefiCTBUTENILHO /I OHa HE MOXKET OBbITh TMOKO-
nebsena? KpUTHWKa KOHIIENTYa/JbHOTO aHa/iM3a OObIYHO COCTOMT JIMOO
B yKa3aHWU Ha TPYJHOCTH OTIpefie/ieHUst TIOHSATHS aHaJIUTUUYeCKUX YTBep-
JKIeHu! (He CBOASIIMXCS K TaBTOJIOTUSM), Uepe3 BhICKa3bIBaHME KOTOPBIX
OCYIIeCTB/ISIeTCS KOHLIENTYabHbINA aHaau3, MO0 B OTCHUIKaX K TOMY, UTO
TaKoW aHa/lM3 MMeeT OTHOIlIeHHe CKOpee K CI0BaM U TpaBWaM UX yTIO-
Tpebenus, a He K (hakTaM O BelllaX, KOTOPbIMU MHTEPeCYIOTCS (QHUI0COMHI.
Ho uaymuii ot KyaiiHa aprymeHT oT TpyAgHocTelt B Aedunuium [KyaiiH,
2001] enpa i1 oueHb omaceH. /laBath JeUHUTIMK BOOOIIE HEPOCTO, HO
13 TPYJHOCTEH B OMpe/ie/ieHNH, K TIPUMepY, TPUBHALHOTO TIOHATHS CTOJIa
eBa JI1 MOXXHO [le/laTb BBIBOJ, O HENpPaBOMEPHOCTH ero yroTpebsieHust
wi 06 orcyTcTBUsi Takoro moHsaTHs [cp. Williamson, 2007, p. 50-51].
Yro ke KacaeTcs BTOPOTO MOMEHTA, TO JIyUIIM OTBETOM, Ha MOU B3IJIsA[,
Obuia Obl He abcTpakTHasi 00OpOHUTe NbHAS MTPOTrpaMMa B TPAZMLIMOHHBIX
rpaHuIlax TIOHMMaHHMSl KOHI[eNTyaJbHOTO aHajam3a [cp., Hamp., Strevens,
2019], a oThiCKaHue [/ Havasia XoTs Obl OfIHOTO YOeAuTeIbHOTO IpHUMepa
¢unococky 3HAUMMOro ¥ HeTaBTOJIOTUYHOTO YTBEPIKAEHUsI, UCTUHHOCTh
KOTOPOTO MOXXHO OBIZIO OBbI Y/[0CTOBEPUTH aliPUOPU HAa OCHOBE MMEIOITHX -
Cs1 Y Hac Tipe/icTaB/ieHu. B KauecTBe KpUTEPHS ero JJOCTOBEPHOCTH MOXK-
HO WCIIOJTb30BaTh HEBO3MOXKHOCTb MBIC/UTE O€3 MPOTHBOPeUHs I0JI0-
>KeHHue [iefl, TIPOTHBOIIOIOKHOEe TOMY, KOTOpOe KOHCTAaTHPYeTCs B HeM.
Ba)kHOo Takke, UTOOBI STOT TIPUMED He CBOJWJICSA K UMCTO C/IOBECHBIM /[ie-
(UHULYSM, BPOZE TOTO, UTO «/AeHCTBHE — 3TO COOBITHe, BBI3bIBAEMOE TPHU -
yrHOW». TT0/100HbIe BLICKA3bIBAHUSI CAMU TT0 cebe He UMEIOT OTHOIIEHUS
K (paKTHUeCKOMY YCTPOUMCTBY MHpa.

[ns oTbiCKaHWsI HY)KHOTO HaM TIpMMepa MOXXHO BOCIT0J/Ib30BaThCsl
OJJHOM W3 AWCTUHKIMM YWIbsIMCOHA B KHUre «3aHUMasiCh dunocodueii».
OH pasrpaHWUMBaeT TaM MOHATUS W KoHIenThl [Williamson, 2018,
pp. 44-45]. IloHsaTus (concepts) — 3T0 TO, UTO (GUKCUPYETCS B CJIOBAPHBIX
OTIpe/ie/IeHHsIX, OHU OOITIM JI7Is BCEX JIFOfleH, MPU3HAIOIINX aBTOPUTET CO-
OTBETCTBYIOLUX cJIoBapel. KoHLenThI (conceptions) >ke — 3TO UHUBU[TY-
a/IM3MPOBAHHbBIE TIOHSTHSI, COTIPSKEHHBIE C YOEXKIeHNUSIMH, UMEFOILUMUCS
y uHauBHA0B. CKaXkeM, y BCeX uuTaresiell 3TOro HoMepa >KypHasia UMeeT-
Cs1 IPUMEPHO OJJMHAKOBOE MOHSATHE PHICH, HO s, K TIPUMepY, YOeXK/eH, uTo
pbicu BogsTcs B [1oAMOCKOBbe, a KTO-TO MOXKET AymMaTb O HUX HHaue,
U T. TI. YOeXX/IeH!s], BK/TIOUeHHbIE B KOHI[ENThI, MOTYT OBITh, MEX/Y TEM,
He TOJIbKO MapTUKY/IIPHBIMH. HeKoTOphle M3 HUX MOTYT pa3fie/sThCs BCe-
MU pa3yMHbIMU JitofAbMU. CKakeM, € TOHATHEM (pr3nuecKol peaqbHOCTH
(KaK COBOKYITHOCTH UyBCTBEHHO JAHHBIX MPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BpPeMeHHbIX
MPeZIMETOB) Y BCEX pa3yMHBIX WHAWBUOB CBS3aHO YOEXIEHHE O TOM,
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YTO OHA CYIIEeCTBYeT He3aBHUCHMO OT HaIlllero BOCHpUATUs. JTO ybexze-
HHe, TaKUM 00pa3oM, BCTPOEHO B ee KOHLIENT. B Hero BCTpoeHsI U pyrue
y6exxnenus. K mpumepy — 1o KpakiHeii Mepe Ha OObI[eHHOM YPOBHE — MBI
yOeXkZieHbl, UTO W3MeHeHUs, TIPOUCXO/SIIHe B (U3NUECKON peanbHOCTH,
TIPOMCXOASAT He TPOCTO TaK, YTO OHU BCeryla YeM-TO BBI3BAHBI, U/IH, UHbI-
MU C/IOBaMH, UTO Y HUX BCErZa eCTb KaKhe-TO MPUUHHBI.

3asiyMaeMcsl Terepb, Hesb3s JIU peajn30BaTh MMPOrpaMMy KOHLIeT -
Tya/JIbHOTO aHajM3a, u3ydasi COOTHOIIIeHUE MOI00HBIX YHUBEPCATbHBIX
ybexxieHnid, CONPsDKeHHBIX C TAKUMH (UI0CO(PCKH 3HaUMMBIMU TTOHS -
THSMMU, KaK MOHATHe (r3uUecKoil peaqbHOCTA. OTMETUM, UTO BOIIPOC,
CBSI3aHO /U Haille yOeXkJieHWe B He3aBUCUMOM CYIIleCTBOBAaHUM (HU3M-
YeCKO# peaslbHOCTH C HALIMM yOeXX/ieHHueM, UTO U3MeHeHHs B 3TOU pe-
ambHOCTA TIPOMCXOASAT He 0e3 MPUYMH, He KaKeTCS PUTOPUYECKHM.
Bepa B He3aBUCHMOe OT Hac CyIlleCTBOBaHUe (PU3nUeCcKod peasbHOCTH
npe/rioyiaraeT YBePeHHOCTb B TOM, UTO MBI He sIB/IsSieMCsl IPUUMHAMH,
Mo/ilep>KMBaIOLLMU ee CyllleCTBOBaHHe, HO B 3a/laHHOM BOIIpOCe O/ -
pasymeBaetcsi 6osiee IIMPOKUI Kay3aabHbIM KOHTEKCT. DTO 3HAUMT, UTO
3/leCb ecThb TOjie [Jjisi WCC/efOBaHWM, AJis aHanu3a. M TakoW aHanm3
MOJKeT TIPUHeCTH KOHKPeTHbIe pe3y/bTarhl. Benb ecin ObI MBI He Be-
PWIN B IPUUHMHHOCTh, 8 UMEHHO €CJTU ObI MBIl CUMTA/I BLICOKOBEPOSIT-
HbIM OeCITPUUMHHOE HMCYe3HOBEHWE UYBCTBEHHBIX TMPEAMETOB, TO MbI
He MOT/IM OBl BEepUTh, UTO MPeAMEeThI, MOKUAIOIINe TI0je Halllero BOC-
TIPUSITUS], COXPaHSOT CBOe CylljecTBoBaHKe. Ho 3Ta Bepa M KOHCTUTYU -
pyeT ybexxJieHre B He3aBUCHMOM OT Hac CylLeCTBOBaHUM (hH3UUeCKON
peanbHOCTU. VIHaue roBOpS, He/b3sl OTUETIUBO Tpe/CTaBUTh WH/VBU-
Jla, CUMTAIOIET0 OYeHb BEPOSTHBIM, UTO OOJIBIITMHCTBO [JaHHBIX €MY
B OMBITE TMPEeJMEeTOB He MCUe3HYT IMpPH MNpeKpalleHUH ero BOCIPHUSATHUS
3TUX TPeJMeTOB, T. €. CYMTAIOL[er0 OUeHb BEPOSTHBIM, UTO 3TU Tpef-
MeThI CyII[eCTBYIOT He3aBHCHUMO OT Hero, ¥ BMecCTe C TeM IloJiaratoiie-
rO BBICOKOBEPOSTHBIM OeCIpUUMHHOE WCUe3HOBeHHe JIIOOBIX UyB-
CTBEHHBIX TIPeMeTOB. JTU yOeXAeHUs JIOTUUeCKH HeCOBMeCTHMBI.
Beab ecsid Bbl CUMTaeTe BBICOKOBEPOATHLIM OeCTPUUMHHOE HCYe3HO-
BeHUe TpeJMeTOB KaK TaKOBBIX, TO Bbl CUHMTaeTe BbICOKOBEPOSITHBIM
Y YTO /laHHbIe BaM B UYBCTBEHHOM OTbITe MpPeAMEThI UCUe3HYT Moc/e
NpeKpallieHus] UX BOCHPUATUS BaMU. Y Torja Bbl He MOXKeTe CUUTATh
BEpOSITHLIM, UTO JaHHbIe BaM B UyBCTBEHHOM OIIbITE TIPeAMETHI He UC-
ye3HyT TOC/e MpeKpalljeHus UX BOCIIPUATHS, He BIajjas B IPOTHUBOpe-
yMe. A MOCKOJIbKY peyb 3/ieCb UfeT 0 IPOTUBOpPeUrH, TO HeCOBMECTH -
MOCTb pacCMaTpUBAaeMbIX yOeK[eHU BBISBI/ISETCS HE IMIUPHUUECKUM
yCTaHOB/EHWEM Koppensiuii (pa3pbiB KOPpPeISTUBHBIX CBSI3el MOXeT
MBIC/IUTLCSA O3 TPOTUBOPEUHS ), a KOHIIENTyalTbHBIM aHa/THA30M.

TaknM 00pa3oM, yTBep)KIeHHe O CBsI3U Halllero yOeXK/1eHusl B He3aBH-
CHMOM CYILIeCTBOBaHWM (DM3MUeCKOW peasibHOCTW W Halllero ybexaeHuUst
B CyII|eCTBOBaHWH IIPUYMH y COOBITHI — KOHL{eNTyabHasl ucthHa. U Tpyz-
HO OTpuLaTh ¢HuI0coO(CKyI0 3HAYMMOCTh 3TOTO BHIBOJA, BeJb B HEM HUJET
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peub O HallMX TpPeACTaB/leHUsIX O (yHJaMeHTalbHbIX XapaKTepUCTUKax
cyiiero. PasymeeTcs, 3TO /ML OfWH NPUMeEp, YKas3bIBaIOLIWN Ha Lieyioe
T07Te UCCTIeA0BaHUM, B TVIOCKOCTH KOTOPOTO MO>KHO BBICTPanBaTh KOHLIEI-
Tya/IbHble aHa/M3bl allpUOPHOrO THIIA, MO3BOJISOIIME peanu30BaTh paju-
Ka/IbHYI0 BepCHI0 KabuHeTHOW dunocodun. Tak MHe CaMOMY XOTeIOCh ObI
OTpearupoBaTh Ha MOCTPOEHUs] YW/IbsIMCOHA U Ha MeTaduiocoqckrie BbI-
30Bbl HalMX AHed. Ho, pasymeeTcs, Ha 5TU BbI30BbI MOXKHO pearnpoBaTh
¥ MHOYKECTBOM /IPYTHUX CII0CO00B. U MHTepecHefIIast TIaHebHas JUCKYC-
CUSl B 9TOM HOMepe >XypHasla «DMUCTeMOJIOrys U (punocodust HayKu» jaeT
BCEM HaM MMITY/IbC K HOBBIM U3bICKaHUSIM B 3TOM Ba)KHOM 00/1aCTH.
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BEYOND THE ‘NULL SETTING’:
THE METHOD OF CASES
IN THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF TESTIMONY

Axel Gelfert - PhD Epistemologists of testimony have tended to construct highly stylized
in Philosophy, professor. (so-called “null setting”) examples in support of their respective philo-
Technische Universitat Berlin. sophical positions, the paradigmatic case being the casual request for
StraBe des 17. Juni 135, directions from a random stranger. The present paper analyzes the
10623 Berlin, Germany. use of such examples in the early controversy between reductionists

e-mail: a.gelfert@tu-berlin.de and anti-reductionists about testimonial justification. The controversy
concerned, on the one hand, the source of whatever epistemic justifi-
cation our testimony-based beliefs might have, and, on the other
hand, the phenomenology of testimonial acceptance and rejection.
As it turns out, appeal to “null setting” cases did not resolve, but in-
stead deepened, the theoretical disputes between reductionists and
anti-reductionists. This, it is suggested, is because interpreters ‘fill in’
missing details in ways that reflect their own peculiarities in perspec-
tive, experience, upbringing, and philosophical outlook. In response,
two remedial strategies have been pursued in recent years: First, we
could invert the usual strategy and turn to formal contexts, rather
than informal settings, as the paradigmatic scenarios for any prospec-
tive epistemology of testimony. Second, instead of “null setting” sce-
narios, we can focus on richly described cases that either include, or
are embedded into, sufficient contextual information to allow for edu-
cated judgments concerning the reliability and trustworthiness of the
testimony and testifiers involved. The prospects of both of these ap-
proaches are then discussed and evaluated.

Keywords: social epistemology, testimony, reductionism, anti-reduc-
tionism, method of cases, social context

3a MPEAENAMU «HYNEBOI HACTPOMKU»:
CUTYALIMOHHbI METO/, B 3NMUCTEMO/IOMUYA
CBUAETENBLCTBA

Akcenb lendeprt - gokTop ONUCTEMONIONN  CBUAETENbCTBA CKJIOHHbI K pa3paboTke ouveHb
dunocodum, npodeccop. M30LLPEHHbIX MPUMEPOB (TaK Ha3blBaeMbIX HY/IEBbIX YCTaHOBOK)
TexHUYeCKnt yHUBEpCUTET B NOAAEPXKKY COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX GUNOCODCKMX MO3ULMIA, MPUYEM
BepavHa. OCHOBHOE HarpaBJ/ieHWe 34eCb 33a€T OPUEHTUP HA «C/Ty4alHOro
StraRe des 17. Juni 135, He3HaKoMUa». B AaHHON cTaTbe aHa/M3UpyeTcs MCMOoJb30BaHUE
10623, bepauvH, fepmaHus. TaKMX MpUMEepoB B MNoneMmke o6 06OCHOBaHWMM CBUAETENLCTBA
e-mail: a.gelfert@tu-berlin.de MeX[ly peayKLUMOHUCTaMM U aHTUpeayKTuBUcTamu. MNpoTneopeyumns

34€Cb BO3HMKAIOT, C OLHON CTOPOHbI, MO NMOBOAY 3MUCTEMUYECKUX
OCHOBaHMI1 BepOBaHMWIA, OCHOBaHHbIX Ha CBMAETE/NLCTBAX, a C ApY-
roii CTOPOHbI, B CBSA3U C peHOMEHONOTMEN NPU3HAHUS U OTPULLAHMS
CBUAETENLCTB. ABTOPY NPEACTABASETCS, YTO ane/iaums K ciyqasm
C «HY/NIeBOWM YCTAHOBKOM» He TONbKO He CrocobCTByeT paspelue-
HUIO CMOPOB MEeX[y PeAyKLMOHUCTaMU U aHTUPEAYKLMOHUCTAMMU,
HO, HaNpPOTMB, AULWb YCYyrybaseT ux. Mo-BMAMMOMY, 3TO CBSI3aHO
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C TEéM, YTO MHTEPNPETaLMs OKa3bIBAETCS «AOMOHEHA» CAMUM UH-
TEprpeTaTopoM - €ro MMPOBO33PEHUEM, OMbITOM, BOCMUTAHUEM
n punocopckumn B3rsAamMu. B 3ToN CBA3M B nmocsefHue rofapl
6b1IM pa3paboTaHbl ABE CTPATErMM KOPPEKLIMKM TaKoM UHTepnpeTa-
umn. MNepeas npegnaraet BMecTo HepopMasbHbIX YCI0BUIA 06pa-
TUTLCS K GOPMabHBIM KOHTEKCTaM C LLE/IbIO BbISIBNIEHUS Mapajmr-
Ma/lbHbIX CLEHapUeEB S BCSKOM 3MUCTEMOIONMU CBUAETENLCTBA.
Bropas TpebyeT OTKa3aTbCsi OT CLEHapUsi «HYJIEBON YCTAHOBKW»
M COCPEOTOMUTLCS Ha XOPOLLO OMMCAHHBIX KEMCaX, KOTOpble BK/IHO-
yaloT B cebs [OCTaTO4HY MHGOPMALLMIO O KOHTEKCTE, YTO NO3BO-
naer chopMyMpoBaTb OBOCHOBAHHbIE CYXAEHUS OTHOCUTENbHO
HaJEXKHOCTU U [LOCTOBEPHOCTU CBUAETENBCKMX MOKa3aHWin. ABTOp
aHaM3NPYET NEPCNEKTUBHOCTb KX A0M U3 Ha3BaHHbIX CTpaTEruid.

KntoyeBble c10Ba: coupanbHas anmMcTeMoNOorus, CBUAETENBCTBO, PefyK-
UMOHU3M, aHTUPEOYKUMOHU3M, CMTyaLLMOHHbIl‘;I MeToa, COLI.Ma,ﬂbeIl;I
KOHTEKCT

1. Introduction

Philosophical methodology, in recent years, has undergone something
of a revival, in that it has moved beyond the confines of a specialist pursuit
and has actively been taken up in various corners of philosophy. The pre-
sent paper offers one such application — a fairly narrow one, it should be
added - to the field of social epistemology. In particular, it discusses
the method of cases, and its limitations, in the epistemology of testimony.
Much of the early work in contemporary epistemology of testimony was
based on the assumption that cases should be sufficiently ‘stylized’ (i.e.,
should abstract from empirical detail), so as to allow for generalizations
about all, or at least most, of the testimonial information we receive. How-
ever, far from eliciting stable intuitions about when it is rational to trust
someone’s testimony, this emphasis on the so-called “null setting” [Adler,
2006] deepened the divide between (in the early phase of the debate) re-
ductionists and anti-reductionists about testimonial justification, or so
I shall argue. In recent years, alternative approaches have emerged that aim
to sidestep various methodological issues, by looking beyond the null set-
ting towards, on the one hand, empirically rich descriptions of socially situ-
ated practices and, on the other hand, examples from literature and film
which offer contextual information and narrative unity.

The remainder of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, the relevant
meta-philosophical background is sketched, including the controversy over
whether certain philosophical methodologies, such as the method of cases,
can be defended by appeal to a specialist notion of ‘philosophical expertise’.
Section 3 offers a sketch of contemporary epistemology of testimony, paying
special attention to the argumentative dialectic between reductionists and
anti-reductionists about testimonial justification. On the basis of a much-dis-
cussed example due to Tony Coady [1992], it is shown how cases that
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conform to the “null setting” fail as arbiters between the two opposing
camps. Section 4 looks at how contemporary scholars in the epistemology of
testimony have moved beyond the early emphasis on stylized examples,
turning instead to an analysis of socially situated practices and to literature
and narrative for inspiration. While the “null setting” may still have a role to
play for the analysis of certain types of testimony, its oversize influence
in early epistemology of testimony has rightly diminished, or so I conclude.

2. Meta-Philosophical Background:
Intuitions And Expertise

Metaphilosophical considerations tend to enter philosophical dis-
course at crucial junctures in the formation, or consolidation, of a sub-
discipline or nascent tradition. Examples from twentieth-century Western
philosophy might include the rise of logical empiricism, and its subse-
quent disintegration (and partial absorption) into a variety of subfields
and approaches. Similarly, the divide between, say, analytical and phe-
nomenological traditions within Western philosophy has, on occasion,
given rise to methodological and metaphilosophical reflection, yet with
the deepening of the divide over time, occasions for productive ex-
changes have diminished. In recent years, metaphilosophical discus-
sions have flourished within what may be called ‘mainstream analytical
philosophy’, and this, too, may be considered a side effect of the pro-
liferation of methodologies and approaches, along with the erosion of
tacitly shared philosophical commitments.

At the heart of recent metaphilosophical controversies within main-
stream analytical philosophy has been the method of cases and concep-
tual analysis, where this refers to the dual strategy of, on the one hand,
conjuring up particular cases (in the spirit of philosophical ‘thought ex-
periments’) and, on the other hand, attempting to dissolve any disagree-
ment through careful — and competent — attention to the contituent con-
cepts at issue. This overall approach spans the various subdisciplines,
ranging from metaphysics and the philosophy of mind all the way
to epistemological projects such as demarcating the applicability of
the term ‘knowledge’. In fact, one of the most spirited defences of
the philosophical utility of conceptual analysis, by Frank Jackson, is en-
titled From Metaphysics to Ethics: A Defence of Conceptual Analysis
[1998], thereby signalling the appeal, and near-universal ambition, of
conceptual analysis as a philosophical methodology. At the same time,
criticisms and challenges abound, much of which has traditionally cen-
tred on the tacitly assumed analytic/synthetic distinction (usually con-
sidered to have been undermined by Quine [1951]) and on the undue
emphasis on language and concepts [Williamson, 2004].
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The power of the method of cases resides in its ability to prompt
powerful intuitions, for example concerning the extension of certain con-
cepts (e.g.,’knowledge’), which help adjudicate philosophical questions
and demarcate conceptual boundaries. As Jennifer Nagel notes,
“[a] well-constructed case can elicit a powerful intuitive verdict,” even if
“the power of intuitive responses is somewhat mysterious” [Nagel, 2012,
p. 495]. Part of the mystery is due to the lack of immediate transparency
and the lack of a phenomenology of deliberation. Typically, in philo-
sophical argumentation, cases are so constructed as to either illustrate
an already accepted point or sway the hearer/reader, by bringing about
an alignment between her intuitions and those of the speaker/author.
As Nagel rightly notes, this failure of transparency may lead “us, as self-
conscious epistemologists, to wonder about the epistemic legitimacy of
the method of cases” [ibid.]. Extending this line of thought further, one
could harbour the suspicion that, perhaps, the method of cases amounts
to nothing but a careful manipulation of an audience’s seemingly intu-
itive responses. Even when intuitive responses appear to be unanimous,
this may well turn out to be an artefact of irrelevant influences that have
unduly skewed a particular audience’s response — or so the objection
goes.

Most recently, proponents of so-called experimental philosophy have
issued just such a caveat with respect to the probative force of case-based
intuitions. Joshua Alexander and Jonathan Weinberg, in a survey article
on the relationship between experimental philosophy and mainstream an-
alytic epistemology, characterize as one type of concern the “restric-
tionist” worry that “experimental evidence seems to point to the unsuit-
ability of intuitions to serve as evidence at all” [Alexander & Weisberg,
2007, p. 63]; on this view, intuitions in general are too unreliable and
temporally unstable to serve as any sort of durable foundations of philo-
sophical practice. This contrasts with the “proper foundation” view,
which holds that we should empirically ascertain which intuitions (re-
garding the types of examples and thought experiments philosophers tend
to devise) are stable and durable enough to serve as a basis of theorizing.
Crudely speaking, restrictionist views are pessimistic, proper foundation
views optimistic about putting intuitions on a firm empirical footing, yet
both entail a revision of the standard practice of assuming, without fur-
ther analysis, that philosophical intuitions have probative force. A further
issue concerns the differences between what one might call ‘raw’ vs. ‘ed-
ucated’ intuitions. As Nagel notes, it should be “possible to have theory-
driven epistemic intuitions, for example, after becoming very well-re-
hearsed in applying the verdicts of some particular analysis” of a given
philosophical concept (e.g. ‘knowledge’). On the one hand, this relates
to the worry that even seemingly uniform intuitions may still be sub-
ject to cultural modulation; on the other hand, it opens up the possibility
of insisting on there being expert intuitions, i.e. intuitive — that is, instant
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non-deliberative — responses by properly educated experts well-versed in
the correct underlying theories.!

Timothy Williamson has forcefully pushed back against the experi-
mentalists’ challenge to the ‘traditional’ way of doing philosophy. First,
philosophers need not accept the tacit premise that evaluations of particu-
lar cases amount only to the pitting of one set of intuitive seemings
against another. In his The Philosophy of Philosophy [2007], he offers an
alternative account of philosophical thought experiments “as employing
deductively valid arguments with counterfactual premises that we evalu-
ate as we evaluate other counterfactuals, using a mixture of imaginative
simulation, background information, and logic” [Williamson, 2011,
p. 215-216]. Couched in these terms, philosophical thought experiments
no longer appear so radically different from, say, the experimental
method in the sciences. When constrained in the right way, by logic and
background knowledge, our intuitions may well track objective counter-
factual relationships in the world. Furthermore, philosophers may be es-
pecially well placed to engage in such reasoning, given that even experi-
mentalists concede that “philosophical training does typically bring
a mastery of relevant literatures both contemporary and historical, and
even specific technical skills such as argument evaluation and construc-
tion” [Weinberg, Gonnerman, Buckner & Alexander, 2010, p. 334].
Hence, Williamson argues, we should “not regard philosophical training
as an illegitimate contamination of the data, any more than training natu-
ral scientists how to perform experiments properly is a contamination of
their data” [Williamson, 2007, p. 191]. To be sure, philosophical inquiry
needs to be conducted responsibly and in accordance with disciplinary
standards, yet when these are in place, it is entirely defensible on the ba-
sis of the well-earned expertise of its practitioners. No expertise is with-
out bounds, of course, which is why Williamson demands that “[p]hiloso-
phy students have to learn how to apply general concepts to specific
examples with careful attention to the relevant subtleties, just a law stu-
dents have to learn how to analyze hypothetical cases” [Williamson,
2007, p. 191]. Elsewhere, he insists that the gulf between the thought ex-
periments of philosophy and the real world of lived experience may not
be as deep as the experimentalist critics have tended to assume: “Ciritics
of ‘armchair philosophy’ tend to forget that there are real life analogues
of some philosophical thought experiments” [Williamson, 2011, p. 217].

If the continuity between the imaginary scenarios of philosophical
thought experiments and the real world of lived experience is a desidera-
tum for the method of cases in general, it is especially so for the method-
ology of social epistemology. This can easily be shown via a brief consid-
eration of the dominant approaches to social epistemology, each of which
reflects a distinct methodological orientation. Alvin Goldman [2010]

1 Much, obviously, hinges on what counts as ‘correct’ and ‘proper’ in this context.
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helpfully gives a taxonomy of such approaches and distinguishes between
three global ways of doing social epistemology, which he calls revision-
ism, preservationism, and expansionism, respectively. The guiding ques-
tion, which he borrows from William Alston [2005], is that of whether so-
cial epistemology is “real epistemology” — where the latter is, quite
obviously, itself a contested notion. Those approaches that take an overtly
descriptive approach, such as the sociology and psychology of knowl-
edge, may indeed fall outside the scope of “real” epistemology since they
do not normally concern themselves with core epistemic notions such as
justification and warrant, or so Goldman argues. To the extent that they
are sometimes included under the heading of “social epistemology”, they
reflect revisionism — they quite literally constitute a change of topic.
By contrast, preservationism and expansionism actively seek continuity
with traditional epistemology, differing mainly on the extent to which
they are willing to include new concerns and considerations alongside the
familiar notions of (individualist) epistemology. To a first approximation,
preservationism acknowledges the existence of “social evidence” (Gold-
man’s term) for individual reasoners, whereas expansionism is open both
to the consideration of collective epistemic agents (e.g., groups as know-
ers) and to normative questions concerning how epistemic systems can be
improved. The latter concern gives rise to an ameliorative conception of
social epistemology, which goes well beyond the normative dimension of
traditional (individualist) epistemology.

Yet all the major approaches to social epistemology agree on the need
for establishing contact with the real world of lived, socially situated expe-
rience. Even ‘revisionism’ does not intend to sever this connection; if any-
thing, it is willing to sacrifice some of the core tenets of traditional episte-
mology in order to maintain this continuity. The ameliorative conception,
likewise, does not — and cannot legitimately — abstract away from actual
existing epistemic practices, even as it seeks to improve them. Social-epis-
temological theorizing, thus, inevitably takes place under constraints, not
least the requirement to maintain empirical plausibility in the light of facts
about human cooperation and sociality.

3. Cases And Intuitions
In The Epistemology Of Testimony

One of the central debates within social epistemology concerns
the status of testimony-based beliefs. “Testimony’ here is to be understood
as an umbrella term, covering face-to-face conversations, formal declara-
tions (e.g., in court), educational instructions, written notes, books, media,
and the like. As such, it is the chief source of knowledge by which we
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learn about the empirical world outside of our narrow realm of immediate
experience, about the society we live in, and our place within both. Func-
tionally, it is the main means by which people exchange information, it is
crucial to the division of epistemic labor, and it is instrumental in securing
the continuity of cultural tradition. No wonder, then, that among all the
“social operations of the mind” — to use Thomas Reid’s phrase — testimony
has received perhaps the most sustained attention from (social and main-
stream) epistemology. The epistemology of testimony, therefore, provides
fertile ground for an exploration of the method of cases in the context of
social epistemology — including of its limitations. (For a survey of the
field as a whole, see [Gelfert, 2014].)

It has become standard to introduce the epistemology of testimony
via one of its core disputes, between reductionists and anti-reductionists,
who have clashed on the issue of what grounds testimonial justification.
Anti-reductionists treat testimony as on a par with perception and mem-
ory, that is, as a sui generis source of epistemic justification; on this ac-
count, a hearer can acquire justification for a belief simply in virtue of ac-
cepting the requisite testimony and making the corresponding belief their
own. Reductionists reject any such suggestion that testimony is a funda-
mental source of epistemic justification. Whatever justification a hearer
might have for a belief they acquired from someone else’s testimony,
must ultimately derive from other, more basic epistemic sources: first-
hand observation, memory, inference. We cannot expect to be able to ver-
ify first-hand every statement of fact we receive, but even when testi-
mony gives us access to no longer directly verifiable states of affairs, our
epistemic justification must be based on other, non-testimonial sources —
such as inductive evidence of a witness’s track record, in conjunction
with independent background knowledge. This dispute over the source of
justification for our testimony-based beliefs maps on to — but is, strictly
speaking, separate from — the doxastic question of how we should react
when we encounter a new testimonial claim: should we accept what we
are told, or should we reject the testimony (or perhaps suspend judgment
for the time being)? Arguably, anti-reductionists should be expected to be
more open towards a default stance of acceptance, whereas reductionists
will likely hold off on acceptance until such a point as independent (non-
testimonial) evidence has been obtained.

It is precisely this need to square general philosophical commit-
ments — to reductionism and anti-reductionism, respectively — with
the situational demand of, here and now, having to decide whether to
(tentatively) accept or reject a given piece of testimonial information, that
renders some particular (imaginary) cases hotly contested. What is also
interesting, and perhaps different from other philosophical disputes,
is the fact that virtually all contributors to the debate — reductionists and
anti-reductionists alike — agree on certain basic constraints. For example,
no serious contributor to the debate denies that (some) testimony-based
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beliefs should count as knowledge. Even Elizabeth Fricker, one of
the most vocal reductionists, calls this the “Commonsense Constraint”:
“that testimony is, at least on occasion, a source of knowledge” [Fricker,
1995, p. 394]. As we shall see, this means that both reductionists and
anti-reductionists use particular cases — sometimes, the same cases —
in order to bolster their position; as a result, even where reductionists and
anti-reductionists agree on the outcome (e.g., that a given testimony
should be deemed acceptable and the corresponding belief justified), they
often go out of their way to emphasize that only their own preferred the-
ory of testimonial justification is able to account for this outcome. In or-
der to illustrate this point, I shall discuss one such case in some detail,
demonstrating how each camp — represented by Fricker (reductionism)
and Tony Coady (anti-reductionism) — highlights (purported) aspects of
the case that suit their theoretical position.

In his 1992 book, Coady argues for a form of defaultist ‘fundamen-
talism’2 about testimony. As the starting-point of his argument, Coady
adopts a broadly Davidsonian perspective. Where Davidson [1984] tries
to refute the possibility of global error at the level of beliefs, by introduc-
ing a hypothetical ‘omniscient interpreter’ into his framework of radical
interpretation, Coady extends — problematically, it should be added! — this
framework to testimonial utterances, thereby attempting to show that tes-
timony, in general, cannot be radically mistaken. This, Coady supposes,
results in a (defeasible) prima facie justification for claims received via
testimony. Furthermore, we have a presumptive right to accept testimony
unless there are specific reasons not to do so. In the absence of defeaters,
we can acquire knowledge directly, simply by accepting what we are told,
or so Coady argues. The anti-reductionist story about epistemic justifica-
tion, thus, translates into a doxastic recommendation in favour of a stance
of default acceptance. By contrast, Fricker argues that any presumptive
right thesis is radically misguided: “Does not mere logic, plus our com-
mon-sense knowledge of what kind of act an assertion is, and what other
people are like, entail that we should not just believe whatever we are
told, without critically assessing the speaker for trustworthiness?”
[Fricker, 1995, p. 400] This ties in with the reductionist demand that testi-
monial justification must eventually be reducible to non-testimonial evi-
dence, acquired first-hand.

Whereas Coady argues that testimonial knowledge typically is direct,
Fricker insists that it must be inferential: “the hearer must always be scru-
tinising the speaker for telltale signs [of insincerity and incompetence],
and she must be alert to the presence of such signs.” [Fricker, 1995,
p. 405] When contrasted in this way, the two positions could hardly seem
more antagonistic. The purity of the contrast, however, comes at the price
of plausibility: In its unmodified form, Coady’s position would seem to

2 The term ‘fundamentalism’ in this context is due to [Kusch, 2002, p. 37].
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suggest that mere say-so could turn even the most implausible claim into
knowledge, whereas, on Fricker’s account, even the most innocent claim
would have to be subjected to close scrutiny. Yet, as recipients of testi-
mony, we are neither gullible fools nor epistemic detectives; rather, while
we often trust what people tell us without close examination, we also fre-
quently reject testimony for all sorts of reasons. In order to maintain em-
pirical plausibility — in the sense discussed towards the end of the previ-
ous section — Coady and Fricker must both modify their accounts: Coady
must make room for instances of rejection, whereas Fricker must account
for the non-inquisitive nature of everyday acceptance of testimony.
Coady does so by adding a ceteris paribus clause to his presumptive ac-
ceptance thesis, as in the following case (which subsequently came to
play a significant role in the unfolding controversy between anti-reduc-
tionists and their critics):

I ring up the telephone company on being unable to locate my bill and
am told by an anonymous voice that it comes to $165 and is due on
15 June. No thought of determining the veracity and reliability of
the witness occurs to me nor, given that the total is within tolerable lim-
its, does the balancing of probabilities figure in my acceptance. [...]
There is nothing hesitant or suspicious about the unknown communi-
cant’s responses and I entirely believe what he says without adverting to
the premisses about reliability etc. [Coady, 1992, p. 143f.; italics added]

As Fricker sees it, the italicized passages in the quotation from Coady
point to “precisely the active sub-personal monitoring of the speaker by
the hearer for signs of lack of sincerity or competence” [Fricker, 1995,
p. 405] that she herself regards as essential to any rational attitude towards
testimony.

While it is certainly compelling to argue that, unless caveats of some
sort are added to Coady’s account, his position is in danger of collapsing
into a stance of credulity, he is hardly alone in being forced to modify his
account so as to restore plausibility: Fricker, too, must supplement her
position of inferentialism with an account that makes sense of the appar-
ent lack of any inferentialist phenomenology in everyday instances of ac-
cepting testimony. Fricker’s solution is to allow for “automatic and un-
conscious” monitoring [Fricker, 1995, p. 404], which takes place at
the “sub-personal” level: “It is quite inessential that assessment be con-
scious; it may occur automatically, without the subject’s attention being
directed to it.” [Fricker, 1995, p. 405] This move, however, is problematic
for two reasons. First, Fricker motivates her project at least in part as
a defence of the critical powers of the epistemically autonomous subject;
yet, as | have argued elsewhere, “sub-personal monitoring, strictly speak-
ing, does not amount to any critical assessment at all, since critical judg-
ment requires that the mechanisms and standards by which we judge be
open to scrutiny — which, a fortiori, is not the case if they operate
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‘at an irretrievably sub-personal level’.” [Gelfert, 2009, p. 177] Second,
Fricker’s critique of testimonial fundamentalism is based on the premise
that there is a significant difference between perception as a ‘direct’ epis-
temic source and testimony, in that the former, but not the latter, can be
relied upon as a default source of knowledge. Yet, once “sub-personal”
processes are sufficient to render an account inferentialist, the contrast
dissolves, since perception, surely, also depends on all sorts of subcon-
scious inferential processes. Rather than establish an asymmetry between
‘direct’ pathways to knowledge and ‘indirect’ testimony, an account in
terms of subconscious inferences would seem grist on the mill of those
who, like Coady, argue that testimony, in every epistemically relevant re-
spect, is on a par with other epistemic sources.

This is not the place to adjudicate between reductionism and anti-re-
ductionism as theories about the nature of testimonial justification, nor
between their attendant doxastic recommendations of default acceptance
and inferential monitoring, respectively. What is significant for our pur-
poses is the fact that both camps, though overtly opposed to one another
on nearly every issue of philosophical significance, are able to recruit
the same case — the hypothetical scenario of someone ringing up
the phone company to ask about an outstanding bill and accepting what
an anonymous voice tells him — to their cause, and confidently assert that
it bolsters their preferred position. Where Coady holds the example to
show that in our “ordinary dealings with others we gather information”
without any “concern for inferring the acceptability of communications
from premisses about the honesty, reliability, probability, etc., of our
communicants” [Coady, 1992, p. 143], Fricker explicitly claims that
the case, as described by Coady, suggests “precisely the active sub-per-
sonal monitoring of the speaker by the hearer for signs of lack of sincer-
ity or competence described above.” [Fricker, 1995, p. 405] To bring out
just how extraordinary the coexistence of these conflicting interpretations
is, consider that Fricker demands no modification or amendment of
the case as described by Coady — even though Coady had deliberately
constructed the scenario with the intention to illustrate, in paradigmatic
fashion, the character of non-inferential, default acceptance, in line with
his anti-reductionist stance. The method of cases, far from settling
the matter by eliciting strong unanimous intuitions, appears to be all but
impotent in the present case. Coady’s phone bill example, thus, does not
serve as a clear-cut thought experiment — in the sense of a philosophical
experimentum crucis — but rather as an ambiguous fictional vignette, onto
which conflicting theoretical commitments can be projected with aston-
ishing effortlessness.
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4. Challenging The ‘Null Setting’

What, if anything, has ‘gone wrong’ in the dispute sketched in
the previous section, and why is the method of cases unable, if not to set-
tle the matter, then at least to elicit stable intuitions of the intended kind?
Recall that Coady’s phone bill example was not meant to reflect
a ‘messy’ real-life situation, where competing factors are always to be ex-
pected, but was devised precisely in order to illustrate a paradigmatic
case of non-inferential testimonial acceptance. Fricker, in spite of her
confidently co-opting Coady’s specific case and claiming that it is “pre-
cisely” what supports her story, not Coady’s, in her general remarks on
the issue acknowledges the (special?) volatility of our intuitions concern-
ing testimonial acceptance:

I find my own intuitions about testimony wildly volatile: consider
some cases, and it seems obvious that we must have a default position
of trust in what others tell us [...]; but consider others, and it seems
equally obvious that our attitude to others must be critical and skeptical
[Fricker, 1995, p. 406].

While Coady’s and Fricker’s conflicting interpretations of the pho-
ne bill example may be seen as an illustration of this volatility, it is
the fact that this volatility persists even for cases that are specifically
designed to support one side of the conflict, not the other, which de-
mands an explanation.

On the face of it, there is nothing unusual about Coady’s example;
it is just the kind of stylized description — an easily imaginable scenario
that abstracts somewhat from the messy complexities of the real world,
but not so much as to strike one as contrived — that one would expect in
this context. After all, it is intended to be illustrative, aimed at lending
plausibility to a position, not at providing, say, a far-fetched counterex-
ample. And yet, upon closer inspection, it turns out to be far from trivial.
This is because, given the stylized nature of the description, we — as read-
ers of the text — inevitably ‘fill in’ the details, thereby importing social
background knowledge and projecting our own peconceptions and preju-
dices onto the (imaginary) encounter with the anonymous voice on the
other end of the line. Indeed, as Tim Kenyon has noted, Coady’s example
as described could not serve its intended argumentative purpose, if it
weren’t for the importation of our deeply ingrained social expectations.
When Coady takes our acceptance of the stated answer (“the bill comes
to $165”) as evidence that, in general, we accept testimony without any
thought of “determining the veracity and reliability of the witness”
[Coady, 1992, p. 143], he ignores that a significant portion of the facts
pertaining to the veracity and reliability of the testimony “have indeed al-
ready been substantially determined in the example as written” [Kenyon,
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2013, p. 76]. After all, as the case has been constructed, Coady has made
the conscious decision to ring up his telephone company — not just any-
one — to ask about the outstanding amount.

[A] vast amount of justificatory information is packed into the phrase,
‘I ring up the telephone company.’ [...] That the person who answers
does not provide a name is practically irrelevant. Given the aim of
the phone call, the name of the telephone company worker pales in
evidential significance compared to the fact that they work at the tele-
phone company. [Kenyon, 2013, p. 76]

If one were to focus merely on what is explicitly stated about the im-
mediate testimonial exchange — an anonymous voice telling Coady to pay
a seemingly random amount of money — Fricker’s conclusion that we
should not take such testimony on blind faith, seems quite plausible. Yet,
once we factor in the (entirely implicit) causal history of how the en-
counter came about — with Coady looking up the phone company’s toll-
free customer service number, perhaps choosing from a range of options
(“Press ‘1’ for inquiries about your bill, ‘2’ for...”), giving the customer
service representative his account details, etc. — trusted acceptance of
the resulting testimony seems entirely warranted. All the evidence that
was utilized by Coady to seek out this particular source of information
should legitimately also count as evidence in support of what he is told.
Once one recognizes the evidential significance of testimonial contexts
and histories, Coady’s and Fricker’s dispute over what may, or may not,
be read into Coady’s claim that no thought of questioning his interlocutor
occurred to him because there was “nothing hesitant or suspicious about
the unknown communicant’s responses” — whether it indicates a default
stance of trust or whether, on the contrary, it is the outcome of inferential
monitoring — almost becomes a side issue.

At the heart of the matter is a more general question concerning
which level of detail we should aim for in the description of exemplary
cases in the epistemology of testimony. Jonathan Adler has stated that
the setting that is “the proper one for investigating the epistemics of testi-
mony” is the so-called “null setting” [Adler, 2006]. As the name suggests,
the null setting abstracts from essentially all specifics that, in any actual
situation, might be expected to make a difference. Specifically, Adler
[ibid.] states five conditions: First, testimony in the null setting must be
“limited to brief assertions to avoid internal support due to coherence”;
second, “corroboration or convergence of a number of testifiers [...]
should be set aside”; third, testimony must be the “sustaining source” of
the belief in question; fourth, “we set aside cases of a hearer’s attribution
of expertise to a speaker on certain topics, as well as a speaker’s acting
under professional or institutional demands for accurate testimony”; and-
fifth, the hearer “has no special knowledge about the speaker” (i.e., must
be a stranger in some sense). While it seems plausible that limiting
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oneself to cases that conform to the “null setting” may help ‘isolate’
the specifically testimonial contributions to our epistemic situation, it is
equally clear that most real-life scenarios are radically unlike it. Even
Coady’s phone bill example would, strictly speaking, not qualify since, as
discussed, the hearer (that is, Coady) implicitly relies on the institutional
contraints imposed upon the (anonymous) speaker, thereby violating con-
dition four. Virtually the only real-world scenario that comes anywhere
close to the null setting is the — perhaps for this reason, ubiquitously
cited — case of asking local directions from a stranger.

Paula Olmos draws an interesting parallel between this demand for
“null setting” scenarios and the equally influential distinction between
‘formal’ and ‘informal’ testimony in the epistemology of testimony,
where ‘formal testimony’ typically refers to highly constrained contexts —
as in the case of eyewitness testimony before a court of law — while ‘in-
formal’ testimony is the catch-all term for the more “relaxed exchange”
[Olmos, 2008, p. 59] of information, e.g. between casual interlocutors,
where formal conditions do not apply (or are not enforced). No wonder,
then, that social epistemologists have tended to regard formal testimony
as too restrictive, given that only a small portion of our testimonial en-
counters — though, no doubt, an important one — takes place in formal
contexts. Instead, the focus has been on informal testimony, which is gen-
erally taken to reflect the “so-called natural, allegedly basic, practices
(and settings)” [ibid.] associated with learning from others, and for which
the only requirement is “that it be a statement of someone’s thoughts or
beliefs, which they might direct to the world at large and to no one in par-
ticular” [Sosa, 1991, p. 219]. In part, this follows from analytic episte-
mology’s treatment of testimony as a catch-all for all non-individualist
sources of belief and justification, as a result of which opting for the more
comprehensive definition — by taking the term ‘testimony’ to refer pri-
marily to informal testimony (with its greater extension than formal testi-
mony) — seems the way to go. Doing so, however, comes at a price. Pre-
cisely because informal testimony is so diverse, it is virtually impossible
to come up with meaningful generalizations that would allow one to esti-
mate (in even the most qualitative fashion) the reliability or trustworthi-
ness of the claims and testifiers one is likely to encounter. This leaves
only the most bare-bones description of a testimonial encounter — the null
setting — as the target for general theorizing in the epistemology of (in-
formal) testimony. Yet, as we have seen, any case that approximates
the null setting — if perhaps only imperfectly, like Coady’s phone bill ex-
ample — is hostage to the importation of (tacit) background expectations,
which undermine its probative force.

It appears, then, that the usual method of constructing stylized cases
that can serve as ‘intuition pumps’ faces special challenges when applied
to the domain of social epistemology, and to the epistemology of tes-
timony in particular. Precisely because testimony, as a general category,
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includes an extremely heterogeneous range of sources, cuts across all
sorts of content, can be used both to inform and to obfuscate, and is
heavily context-dependent, any stylized cases that omit relevant details
are at risk of being ‘up for grabs’, waiting to be hijacked for specific the-
oretical agendas. The closer a case description is to the null setting,
the more it underdetermines the kinds of intuitions it elicits; as a result,
tacit background assumptions and prejudices will guide our interpretation
and assessment. One might argue that this is simply to be expected:
In the absence of sufficient detail, any ‘underdescribed’ case will in-
evitably engage our pre-theoretical intuitions, which in turn will influence
how we ‘fill in’ the missing bits in our subsequent theorizing and analy-
sis. Isn’t this precisely how philosophical thought experiments are sup-
posed to function? Yet, in the case of examples drawn from the social
sphere, the ease with which we — entirely unreflectively — import pecu-
liarities of our own outlook, experience, upbringing, and even tempera-
ment into the assessment and analysis of such cases, means that we can-
not legitimately expect them to dissolve disagreement, but merely to
illustrate it. And, indeed, this is precisely what we found in the earlier
controversy between Coady and Fricker.

Two remedial strategies suggest themselves: First, we could invert
the usual strategy and turn to formal contexts, rather than informal set-
tings, as the paradigmatic scenarios for any prospective epistemology of
testimony. Second, we could give up on the idea that considering highly
stylized “null setting”-type examples offers any sort of specific insight,
focusing our attention instead on richly described cases that either in-
clude, or are embedded into, sufficient contextual information to allow
for educated judgments concerning the reliability and trustworthiness of
the testimony and testifiers involved. Both strategies have been pursued
in recent years, and I shall close by sketching examples of each. Olmos
herself adopts the first strategy, by focusing “on paradigmatically proce-
dural instances” such as “courtroom witnessing, religious rituals,
speeches in the public assembly, public or scientific controversies etc.,
in which the rich variety of social conditions, normative constraints [...]
and concrete configurations of authority, explain many features that tend
to become‘transparent’” — and hence invisible — “in apparently less rule-
governed instances” [Olmos, 2008, p. 59]. In doing so, she adopts Fred
Kauffeld’s and John Fields’s view that formal testimony “makes explicit
much that is assumed or goes unremarked upon in ordinary conversa-
tional settings” and therefore “can give us guidance as to where we
should be looking” [Kauffeld & Fields, 2003, p. 3] in cases of informal
testimony, too. Recognizing the empirical richness of the multiplicity of
co-existing (and sometimes intersecting) formal contexts is key
to the plausibility of this project. For, it is simply not the case that the
courtroom is the only formal setting that is highly constrained, with ex-
plicit rules on how testimony is to be conducted. Negotiating a contract,
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receiving financial advice from one’s bank, conducting a parent-teacher
consultation, debating an issue in the local council — these are not, or at
least not in most cases, casual encounters conducted in the absence of
contextual information; on the contrary, they are saturated with back-
ground knowledge, procedural rules, and social conventions. Being able
to ‘place’ a testimonial encounter within this spectrum of situated social
practices, thus, goes a considerable way towards alleviating any justifica-
tory worries one might have about when, and whom, to trust. This,
in turn, reduces the need to impute theoretical significance to the “null
setting” in the first place.

Not all testimony, however, will fit neatly into one of the well-estab-
lished social practices just discussed. How are we to treat such instances
of testimony? This is where the second strategy becomes relevant. This
strategy holds that, for a well-considered judgment to be possible, each
case needs to be imbued with sufficient ‘intrinsic’ meta-information —
concerning the reliability and motivations of the testifier, the causal an-
cestry of the testimonial encounter etc. — so as to avoid the kind of ‘un-
derdetermination’ that would then have to be filled, in a haphazard way,
by each interpreter’s particular outlook. On this view, relying on uncon-
strained intuitions about underdescribed cases would be bound to result
in an account of testimony that could not, as a matter of principle, be
“revealing with respect to real, complicated testimony”. It is only
“through examining real and complicated cases of testimony,” Lisa
Bergin argues, that we can recognize “the fundamentally social nature of
knowledge that is not necessarily apparent when examining simplified
cases of testimony” [Bergin, 2002, 210-211]. Part of this recognition in-
volves cultivating an awareness of the malfunctions and resistances that
often stand in the way of successful actual communication. A similar
point has been made in the recent literature on the topic of epistemic in-
justice, a central tenet of which is the need to think of interlocutors not
as isolated individuals “in abstraction from relations of social power
(as they are in traditional epistemology, including most social epistemol -
ogy) but as operating as social types who stand in relations of power to
one another” [Fricker, 2007, p. 3]. One way to achieve the requisite level
of empirical richness and social situatedness in one’s philosophical ex-
amples is to draw on literature and narrative fiction. Often, though of
course not always, novels and films are, as Miranda Fricker puts it,
“most centrally about how we live our life, how we make sense of our
own life, in a narrative way, through highlighting and backgrounding dif-
ferent events” [quoted in Kodsi, 2018]. It is through this integration of
(no doubt selective!) background descriptions into a narrative form that
literary examples come equipped with contextual information that is ab-
sent from the traditional ‘bare-bones’ descriptions of testimony that ap-
proximate the null setting.
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5. Conclusion

In the previous section, I have discussed two strategies that aim to re-
solve the indeterminacy of intuitions in the face of “null setting” examples
by proposing ways of enriching the descriptions of testimonial cases, yet
they do so in different ways. Whereas the first strategy relies on our fine-
grained background knowledge of the social world and its various distinct
situated practices, the second promises more informationally rich case de-
scriptions by tapping into a stock of well-articulated narratives which, of-
ten enough, have already been checked for coherence and psychological
plausibility by their non-philosophical audiences. By anchoring our intu-
itions in social experience and narrative coherence, they open up new
ways of thinking systematically, and productively, about how we give and
receive information in our testimonial encounters with others. The “null
setting” that has been so dominant in the epistemology of testimony may
still have its place — we all, on occasion, need to rely on a random stranger
for local directions! — yet its stranglehold on the philosophical imagination
has diminished in recent years, and rightly so.
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A number of philosophers argue that because of its history of sys-
tematic disagreement, philosophy has made little to no epistemic
progress - especially in comparison to the hard sciences. One ar-
gument for this conclusion contends that the best explanation for
systematic disagreement in philosophy is that at least some, po-
tentially all, philosophers are unreliable. Since we do not know
who is reliable, we have reason to conclude that we ourselves are
probably unreliable. Evidence of one’s potential unreliability in
a domain purportedly defeats any first-order support one has for
any judgments in that domain. This paper defends philosophy.
First, accepting that science is rightfully treated as the benchmark
of epistemic progress, | contend that a proper conception of epis-
temic progress highlights that philosophy and science are rele-
vantly similar in terms of such progress. Secondly, even granting
that systematic disagreement is a mark of unreliability and that it
does characterize philosophy, this paper further argues that evi-
dence of unreliability is insufficient for meta-level, domain-wide,
defeat of philosophical judgments more generally.
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Pap dunocodoBs yTBEpKAAET, UTO M3-3a CUCTEMATUYECKUX pa3-
Hornacui nporpecc B ¢unocodun, ocobeHHO B CpaBHEHUMU
C eCTeCTBEHHbIMW HayKaMu, GaKTUYECKM oTcyTcTBYeT. OAHUM
M3 CNeAcTBUI TaKOW MO3MLMKU SBASIETCS T€3UC O TOM, 4TO
HEKOTOPbIE - a BO3MOXHO, U BCe - GUAOCOPbI HE 3acayKUBa-
10T foBepus. MOCKO/IbKY Mbl He 3HaeEM, KOMY MOXHO JoBe-
pATb, Mbl UMEEM OCHOBaHWS Nojarath, YTO Mbl HE MOXEM A0-
BepATb M cebe. CBUAETENLCTBO O YbeN-TM60 NOTEHLMANLHOM
HEHAAEXHOCTU $KOObl Ae3aByMpyeT BCsAKOe OOOCHOBaHHOe
cy)xgeHue. ABTop 3Tol cTatbM 3awmwaet ¢unocoduto. Bo-nep-
BbIX, MPW3HaBas, YTO HayKa MO NpaBy CYMTAETCA 3TaSIOHOM
3MUCTEMUYECKOTO Mporpecca, aBTOp YTBEP)KAAaeT, yTo mnpa-
BWUJIbHOE MOHUMaHWE 3NUCTEMMUYECKOrO Nporpecca ykasbiBaeT
Ha TOo, YTo dpunocodmsa U Hayka OTHOCUTENLHO CXOXW. Bo-BTO-
pbIX, aBTOP YTBEPXKAAET, YTO, AAXKe €C/M JOMNyCTUTb, YTO CU-
cTemMaTUYeCcKoe pasHornacue SBASETCA MPU3HAKOM HEHAAEX-
HOCTU M YTO OHO AENCTBUTENLHO XapakTepusyeTt ¢punocoduio,
CBUAETENbCTBA HEHAAEKHOCTM HeA0CTaTOuYHO AN MeTaypoB-
HA - ANa guckpegmtaunm GUaocobCKnX CyXXaeHum B LENOM.
KntoueBble cnoBa: pasHoriacue, 060CHOBAHME BbICLIETO MOPSAKA,
3NMCTEMUYECKMIN Nporpecc, MeTadunocodus
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Introduction

There is much ado concerning the epistemic status of philosophical
judgments and philosophy’s epistemic progress in general. A troubling re-
ality a propos theoretical inquiry, of which philosophy is a paradigm do-
main, is that consensus is difficult to come by, even amongst putative ex-
perts. This purported feature of philosophy has prompted a series of
related theses. The first, which is notably moderate, suggests that due to
a lack of convergence on answers to its biggest questions, philosophy has
made little epistemic progress.! Building from this conclusion, some the-
orists contend that the lack of convergence in a domain is best explained
by some, perhaps most or all, participants to that domain being epistemi-
cally unreliable.2 Such evidence of general unreliability, as we have
no means of adjudicating who is reliable, serves to defeat any first-order
evidence one has supporting their philosophical views. It follows, then,
that no philosophical judgments are justified. All philosophical judgments
are subject to defeat.

We can characterize the above theses as progress pessimism and reli-
ability pessimism respectively.3 The former applies to the collective state
of philosophy overall. Using convergence on correct responses to our big-
gest questions as the standard, philosophy has made little to no epistemic
progress. The latter applies to the epistemic condition of individual
philosophers, primarily based on disagreement-based, higher-order, de-
feat. I am suspicious of each of these pessimistic conclusions. My goal,
then, is twofold. First, I want to pressure the collective convergence the-
sis in favour of philosophy’s epistemic progress, specifically as compared
to science, which is often offered as an epistemically progressive domain
par excellence. Secondly, I argue that even if philosophy is epistemically
inert due to a persistent lack of convergence, or systematic disagreement,
it does not follow that such disagreement defeats all philosophical judg-
ments. I consider each of these challenges in subsequent sections below.

I. Collective Convergence as Epistemic Progress?

To begin, let us formulate an argument consistent with the progress
pessimist’s contention that collective convergence is the mark of epis-
temic progress:

1 See especially [Chalmers, 2015].

2 See especially [Goldberg, 2009, 2013a, 2013b] and [Kornblith, 2010, 2013].

3 As discussed below, the reliability pessimist thesis is based on what [Beebee, 2018]
refers to as the disagreement challenge.
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PP

1. A domain D makes epistemic progress to the degree that it pro-
duces collective convergence to true or correct responses to its
biggest questions.*

2. Philosophy has little to no collective convergence in response to
its biggest questions.

3. Philosophy has made little to no epistemic progress.

Sympathizers of PP often appeal to the purported progress made in
the hard sciences to support their thesis. David Chalmers, e.g., suggests
that epistemic progress is measured by “collective convergence
to the truth,” and “the benchmark [used] is comparison to the hard sci-
ences” [2015, p. 4]. Hillary Kornblith suggests likewise: “the field of phi-
losophy in general...simply does not have anything like the epistemic
standing of the empirical sciences” [2010, p. 44]; philosophy’s problem is
“not that [it] has failed to yield explanations or predictions of physical
phenomena, let alone that it has failed to produce exciting technological
innovations,” because, of course, “philosophy does not aspire to such
things.” The problem, instead, is that despite philosophy’s long history
and brilliant practitioners, “we have made little if any progress in answer-
ing philosophical questions” [Kornblith, 2013, pp. 260-261]. By contrast,
then, science is purported to have made progress in answering scientific
questions in ways that philosophy has not been able to answer philosoph-
ical questions. A notable mark of this progress is the level of agreement
amongst scientists not found amongst philosophers.> Scientific inquiry,
then, is the paradigm and benchmark of collective epistemic progress.

Let us consider the conception of epistemic progress as collective
convergence to truth in response to a domain’s big questions. I suggest
that this standard is stronger than progress pessimists intend, as it seems
to deny that even the hard sciences make progress on questions where
they clearly have. Consider two scientific research areas: life in evolu-
tionary biology and gravity in theoretical physics. Biologists seek expla-
nations for the diversity, complexity, and origins of life. Theoretical
physicists seek to understand what gravity is, how it applies in different
parts of the universe, and how we might be able to answer these ques-
tions. Let us suppose that the big questions for each field concern the on-
tology and explanations of their candidate topic. They ask: What is life/

4 This premise echoes David Chalmers’ [2015] measure of epistemic progress, dis-
cussed below.

5 There are many points garnering suspicion here. That consensus indicates reliability
has obvious counter examples. Consensus amongst Stalinist scientists under state in-
fluence should confer no increased epistemic confidence in the content of their agree-
ment. Further, what degree of consensus is needed for reliability? And, it’s unclear
what science is? Addressing these concerns is beyond the purpose of this paper. These
concerns and the argument to follow nevertheless seem to indicate a question-begging
account of science as the ideal for epistemic progress.
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gravity? What explains life/gravity? If the claim that a domain’s epis-
temic progress is evidenced by converging judgments, or widely accepted
theories, by the majority of practitioners in response to their fields biggest
questions is accurate, then we might be concerned that evolutionary bio-
logy’s and theoretical physics’ epistemic progress are no better off than
philosophy’s.

In response to the question of what life is, “astrobiologists will tell
you honestly that this question has no simple or generally accepted an-
swer” [Tyson and Goldsmith, 2005, p. 235]. There is certainly conver-
gence on evolution by natural selection and the role genetics play in
life’s evolution. Nevertheless, few (probably no) biologist would claim
that there is a generally accepted answer on how life began on Earth. In-
deed, there is virtual consensus that life had to have emerged in the first
third of Earth’s existence, pre-oxygen. However, even the time period at
which life emerged has a hundreds of millions, possibly a billion, year
margin of error. And this convergence says nothing of how life emerged
here. Possibly life was transplanted from space dust traveling from
other galaxies or solar-systems; perhaps life was sparked and dimin-
ished many time over due to cometary bombardment in Earth’s early
period; perhaps an electrical storm produced a chemical reaction spark-
ing life. Nevertheless, there is no widely accepted answer to what we
might think are some of biology’s biggest questions. We might conclude
with the progress pessimists that there has been no epistemic progress in
this branch of biology.

Few (probably no) physicists would claim that there is an accepted
answer to the question of gravity. There is certainly consensus over
the success of Einstein’s general theory of relativity (GTR). However,
there is also consensus that GTR is presently incompatible with quantum
mechanics, the accepted model of the subatomic. So the best theory of
gravity we have to date, GTR, is inconsistent with our best theory of
the subatomic — which some might argue is fundamental. A number of
hypotheses seeking to account for quantum gravity that jibe with GTR
are on offer.5 None has gained anything close to consensus. The gravity
question remains unanswered. We might conclude therefore that there has
been no epistemic progress on this issue in this domain.

Of course, the above conclusions are absurd. To say that the genetic
revolution has not progressed past basic Darwinian Theory, which was
a monumental shift beyond teleological explanations of life, is simply
false; to say that GTR has not progressed past Newtonian gravity, which
itself progressed beyond Galilean gravity, is simply false. I suggest that
the problem emerges when convergence is demanded of responses to
a domain’s big questions. We might think that the above examples of two

6 See [Joshi, 2009], [Moffat, 2008], [Randall, 2005], and [Smolin, 2001] for general ac-
counts of this challenge.
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of the biggest questions in two of the most established hard sciences are
offside. First, because I am highlighting the empirical and theoretical lim-
its scientists face in those two fields, and secondly, because the examples
ignore the significant convergence on the models that have allowed scien-
tists to reach these limitations. If indeed these examples are offside for
these reasons, then we might wonder what is meant by biggest questions
in the context of the hard sciences. I suspect that convergence on GTR
and the genetic explanation for life’s evolution qualify as the type of con-
sensus that progress pessimists have in mind when appealing to science’s
success. If this suspicion is correct, then we might cash out convergence
in terms of theory or model acceptance.” Notice also, however, that if this
suspicion is correct, then it becomes unclear what to do with competing,
equally plausible, paradigms, and furthermore, why we would conclude
that philosophy has not made similar progress.

One way to address the above puzzle is to remove the biggest ques-
tions condition, thereby reformulating epistemic progress.8 Under such
a reformulation, epistemic progress is also demonstrated when we have
a better understanding of the target concept, its application, where further
investigation is needed, and what no longer works or is no longer needed
for one’s theory. This latter conception of progress may not produce con-
vergence on a single theory in response to our big questions, even while
there is convergence on these additional considerations; it seems like
epistemic progress nevertheless. We can accept, then, that both wide-
spread theory acceptance and a refined understanding of the relevant is-
sues concerning a target concept or theory seem to signify epistemic
progress and are not mutually exclusive. Acknowledging this point ac-
counts for why we think there is scientific progress on the problems
of life and gravity, despite the current lack of consensus on some
of the major points in these domains. We can also note that issues in epis-
temology, e.g., have advanced in relevantly similar ways, despite the re-
maining open, admittedly large, questions. Some examples: most epis-
temologists accept that there are important internal and external
components to knowledge; few, if any, epistemologists defend the coher-
ence theory of truth, truth tracking as a theory of justification, or the con-
textualist account of knowledge. While many of the questions remain,
questions as old as the debate, it is wrong to conclude that no progress
has been made in this domain — just as it is wrong to conclude that
no epistemic progress has been made concerning gravity or life’s origins.

7 This interpretation of convergence muddies the truth or correctness condition, but for
the sake of argument we can assume a realist thesis concerning scientific models ap-
proximating truth.

8  Chalmers [2015: §3] acknowledges that under various conceptions of epistemic
progress, philosophy indeed has progressed.
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We might think that even if progress is made in more piecemeal
ways in philosophy, that disagreement remains ubiquitous is a sign of
epistemic inertia. I propose that this disagreement, if not overstated, is
at least ignoring that the philosophical scrutiny that produces disagree-
ment often occurs within an (or even many) underlying agreement(s).
A fortiori, there is significant agreement at work in the dialectic to begin
with. The disagreement is in the details. Here is an example: Political
philosophers John Rawls and Robert Nozick have very different views on
distributive justice, the role of government, and a citizen’s civic responsi-
bility.? They have also garnered a number of defenders for their respec-
tive systems who continue to debate these issues nearly 50 years on —
we will refer to these two camps as the Socs and Narcs respectively.
If we were to focus solely on the differences between the Socs and Narcs,
we might conclude that their disagreement is systematic — indeed, they
are continuing in the millennia old debates concerning justice and cen-
turies old debates concerning the social contract. Noteworthy, however, is
the significant agreement between these two camps. Each endorses
the tenets of the liberal democratic tradition, each champion the individ-
ual as a free and rational agent amongst equals, and each seeks to mini-
mize the role of government within these parameters. There is therefore
significant agreement between the Socs and Narcs and at least some evi-
dence that a degree of convergence has occurred amidst or prior
to the disagreements.

One may contend that this is still a case of the type of persistent dis-
agreement characteristic of epistemic inertia. The Socs-Narcs debate con-
cerns justice, which is a debate as old as philosophy itself. So the big
questions on justice remain unanswered. There have not been any monu-
mental or ubiquitous adoptions of any one theory of justice. The progress
pessimist may contend, then, that the Socs-Narcs example actually brings
into sharper contrast philosophy’s lack of progress. Nevertheless, this
contention fails to appreciate the significant agreement. So, we have
an example of a disagreement that rests on a broader agreement.
At the very least, then, we can conclude that not all propositions relevant
to a theoretical domain like philosophy diverge. The democratic frame-
work accepted by the majority of political theorists today serves as an ex-
ample.19 Moreover, if agreement is a sign of progress, then we also have
an example of progress. What is more, justice and democracy also pro-
vide analogues to gravity. Justice and democracy are concepts as old as

9 See [Nozick, 1974] and [Rawls, 1971].

10 Indeed, a number of theorists working within different, at times opposing, traditions
adopt the liberal-democratic framework. In the pragmatic tradition see [Dewey, 1986],
out of the Frankfurt School see [Habermas, 1992], out of the social contract tradition
see [Nussbaum, 2006], and, on some readings — [Wellmer, 2000], e.g. — in the classi-
cal tradition [Arendt, 1965] to name only a few.
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philosophy. However, the justice at issue in the above dialectic is contex-
tualized and updated to the dynamics of the current debate. The salient
considerations, points of emphasis, and theoretical parameters are set by
the agreed upon and updated framework — viz. the tenets of contemporary
democracy. This phenomenon is again analogous to scientific agreement.
As scientists are responsive to new information and adopt new models to
address old problems, so too do philosophers adopt new models and
modes of thinking to address old problems. It seems, then, that in impor-
tant respects philosophy is epistemically similar to science, our bench-
mark of epistemic progress.

We also find an additional similarity between philosophy and science
when discussing those issues that lack scientific consensus, like a com-
plete theory of gravity. As science produces results on the basis of some
model, the model itself will eventually run into theoretical or empirical
limits. It seems that when we push a view to such limits, we uncover
more, sometimes bigger, questions. At some point, the science-philoso-
phy distinction seems to break down entirely. Consider, for example,
work in the ontology and direction of time,! on fundamentality and
the wave function,!? and on biodiversity.13 There is significant overlap,
including collaborations, between philosophers and scientists working
on these issues. Given that the science-philosophy distinction breaks
down at a specific point in scientific research, we have reason to infer
that philosophy is capable of making significant contributions to epis-
temic progress in the sciences.

In sum: This section pressures the acceptability of PP’s first premise,
specifically that collective convergence on true or correct responses to
a domain’s biggest questions is the mark of epistemic progress. Accepting
that the hard sciences are the benchmark for epistemic progress, I have
highlighted that there is perhaps less convergence on responses to the big
questions in those domains than we think, similar to the lack of con-
vergence we find in philosophy. Conversely, if we reformulate a slightly
weaker conception of epistemic progress that accounts for why we justifi-
ably conclude that the hard sciences have made significant epistemic pro-
gress, it becomes less clear that philosophy doesn’t make similar progres-
sions. I am not suggesting that philosophy has made the same degree of
progress as the hard sciences. I am suggesting, however, that the epi-
stemic benchmark provided by science is insufficient for showing that
philosophy has made little or no epistemic progress — even on some of its
biggest questions.

11 See, e.g., [Albert, 2000], [Carroll, 2010], and [Maudlin, 2007: Ch. 4].
12 See the various essays in [Albert and Ney, 2013].
13 See [Maclaurin and Sterelny, 2008].
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II. Systematic Disagreement as Defeater?

A second, stronger, pessimistic view is offered in response to philo-
sophy’s purported lack of convergence, framed in terms of longstanding or
systematic disagreement (hereafter SD).14 On this view, the concern isn’t
simply that philosophy hasn’t made epistemic progress in ways commen-
surate with domains like the hard sciences. Rather, because of the SD
characteristic of philosophy, philosophers have few, if any, doxastically
reasonable judgments. The support for this conclusion rests on the higher-
order defeat resulting from recognized disagreement. Sanford Goldberg
argues, e.g., that anyone working in philosophy for any length of time will
recognize that SD abounds and that in such disagreements “(there is a seri-
ous chance that) at least one of the disputing parties is unreliable and
I don’t know that it’s not me” [2013a: 180]. All philosophers, then, have
reason to question their reliability. And if one has reason to question one’s
reliability with respect to domain D, then one has a higher-order defeater
for any judgment within D. The result, then, is a Pyrrhonian skepticism
(hereafter p-skepticism), wherein no philosophical judgments are justified
in virtue of the state of the domain itself.

In the previous section I suggested that it might be an overstatement to
conclude that philosophy is indeed subject to ubiquitous SD. Let us sup-
pose, however, that SD does provide evidence that at least a good number
of philosophers are unreliable.15 Does it follow from the existence of this
higher-order evidence that all of one’s judgments relevant to a p-domain
are ipso facto unreasonable — that all of one’s relevant judgments in that
domain are defeated? I argue that the existence of SD does not imply uni-
versal defeat. For the sake of argument, let us assume a total-evidence view
of doxastic justification. On this view, one’s judgments are reasonable to
the degree that those judgments are on balance supported by and based on
one’s total evidence. What is more, on a total-evidence view we find that
SD is simply another evidential consideration amidst numerous considera-
tions. By parity, one’s consideration that SD shows that one might be unre-
liable applies equally well to others; one might be unreliable and so might
anyone else. This strikes me as evidence in favor of epistemic humility and
more suitable for fallibilist arguments than for p-skepticism.!¢ Further, SD

14 Sanford Goldberg [2013a] characterizes SD as non-local, widespread, and entrenched,
meaning that the disagreement crosses a range of issues, the contending positions
have gained support from members of the broader community of inquirers, and the
disagreement is not likely to end anytime soon.

15 Philosophers in addition to Goldberg who accept this contention but not necessarily
p-skepticism, include: [Beebee, 2018], [Brennan, 2010], [Christensen, 2014], [Fumer-
ton, 2010], [Kornbnlith, 2010 and 2013] and [van Ingwagen, 1996].

16 Worth noting is that fallibilism is a claim about knowledge. In its simplest form, we
can characterize fallibilism thus: S can know that p, but might be mistaken that p.
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does not seem to carry sufficient evidential weight to eclipse all other con-
siderations. So, while there is some evidence that one might be unreliable
given SD, it is plausible that one has additional evidential considerations
that on balance justify one’s judgments despite the potential that one is un-
reliable. To make this point, I begin with a discussion on higher-order evi-
dence in the context of peer disagreement.

Peer Disagreement

Much of the current p-skeptical concerns are rooted in the recent
epistemic cause célebre surrounding peer disagreement. A motivating
question in this domain concerns rational responses to the discovery of
peer disagreement. Very roughly, the disagreement of interest concerns
epistemic peers — people who have equal evidential access, epistemic
virtue, and epistemic abilities — who disagree even after full disclosure.
That is, the disagreement persists between peers even after each party to
the disagreement has an opportunity to explain her reasoning and rea-
sons for the diverging judgment. Thus the question: How should one ra-
tionally respond when one finds oneself in this situation? A popular view
motivating higher-order evidence’s potential to defeat first-order judg-
ments, and thereby related to motivations for p-skepticism, is so-called
conciliationism.1” On this view, when faced with an epistemic peer who
disagrees with oneself, one should conciliate in response. One way con-
ciliationists make this point is that upon finding oneself in a peer dis-
agreement under full disclosure, each peer should suspend judgment.
If there is no obvious evidential or aptitudinal asymmetry between
the peers, then the higher-order evidence produced by the disagreement
is sufficient to defeat one’s first-order evidence. In either case the point
is that higher-order evidential considerations are sufficient defeaters for
first-order considerations.

I am sympathetic with conciliationism. Nevertheless, I contend that
there are circumstances under which one can remain reasonably steadfast
even in the face of peer disagreement. First, consider the relevant type of
disagreement we would dub unreasonable:

Or in weak logical terms: S could know that p, on the basis of non-entailing evidence.
Or in weak epistemic terms: S could know that p even though that p is not maximally
justified for S. I am not concerned here with knowledge claims, but rather doxastic
reasonability. So while I suggest that SD seems more suitable for defenses of falli-
bilism, I am not making an argument about knowledge. I am arguing that one can hold
a doxastically reasonable judgment even if one might be unreliable or might be
wrong.

17" In addition to Kornblith [2010, 2013] and Goldberg [2013a], other notable concilia-
tionists include David Christensen [2007, 2009], Adam Elga [2007], Richard Feldman
[2006, 2007], Jon Mattheson [2009], and Roger White [2005].
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Unreasonable Peer Disagreement: If S1 and S2 remain steadfast in
their respective opposing judgments over the correct conclusion to
draw from a shared body of evidence at time t, even after they ac-
knowledge each other as peers and have fully shared their respective
reasons for their opposing judgments, then S1 and S2 are members of
an unreasonable disagreement at t.

It is important to highlight that there is no epistemic asymmetry be-
tween S1 and S2 here. Another point to note is that it is strictly in virtue
of the higher-order evidence that S1 and S2 would be unreasonably
steadfast under such circumstances. Their respective total bodies of evi-
dence — the combination of first and second-order evidence — supports
suspension of judgment. If, however, there were an epistemic asymmetry
between the two peers, then whoever was in the better epistemic situa-
tion could reasonably remain steadfast. This consideration suggests that
were S1, say, to provide additional reasons in favor of her judgment that
were not available during the initial disagreement, she could reasonably
maintain her initial judgment despite recognizing S2’s disagreement.

The above example might seem uninteresting. Despite its simpli-
city, however, I suggest that it sheds light on how one might respond to
both challenges from peer and systematic disagreement. Consider a less
straightforward example of unreasonable disagreement from modern
physics:

Deep Reality: Albert and Niels are widely recognized, and recognize
each other, as world-leading physicists. Both have published iconoclas-
tic research that lead to the quantum revolution in physics. Both are up
to date with current research pertaining to quantum mechanics and its
implications for our understanding of the universe at a deep level.
There are no salient arguments or formulas that Albert has not consid-
ered that Niels has and vice versa. Indeed, they have even discussed
their disagreement in person. From this evidence, Niels concludes that
there is no deep observer-independent reality in the universe. Niels ar-
gues that his conclusion is a direct implication of quantum mechanical
mathematics and our limitations as classically confined observers. Al-
ternatively, after considering all of the same evidence, Albert responds
to Niels’s view in a research paper, showing that this view is paradoxi-
cal. What is more, both physicists agree with the mathematics and its
implications. Albert says that it leads to a paradox, so the theory cannot
be correct; Niels argues that the theory is correct, so much the worse
for our conception of reality. There are roughly the same number of ex-
perts in this field endorsing Albert’s view as there are experts endors-
ing Niels’.18

18 Nick Herbert describes the story:

Quantum theory is complete as it stands, said [Niels]... [Albert’s] strategy was to
confront [Niels] with a series of thought experiments which aimed to show that quan-
tum theory had left something out....
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According to conciliationism, both Niels and Albert should suspend
judgment. This conclusion seems right. It is strange, however, that two
world-leading experts could hold unreasonable judgments in their spe-
cializations.

Contrast the above circumstances with a scenario that represents
when one might reasonably remain committed to a judgment in the face
of disagreement. At the turn of the twentieth-century, physicists were
concerned with puzzles about light. According to their best models, light
had to travel through a medium known as ether. Just as the speed of a ball
hurled out of a moving vehicle would travel at a speed commensurate
with that vehicle’s velocity, so too, it was thought, should light travel at
a speed commensurate with the ether’s motion. Experiments showed,
however, that light travels uniformly no matter the direction it is mov-
ing — against or with the Earth’s rotation on different axis, for example.
After considering this problem, Einstein concluded that there was no
ether because time and motion are relative to a frame of reference and
that the speed of light was invariant across such frames. Einstein con-
sidered the existing evidence and physics against his judgments but could
not render them coherent until he rejected views universally accepted by
his peers.!® Upon making this move and producing his results, Einstein’s
conclusions were widely rejected by the leaders in his field. Now, experts
nearly universally accept Einstein’s theory.

Per the concerns in Deep Reality, one might think that since partici-
pation in a peer disagreement renders one unreasonable, Einstein’s judg-
ments were epistemically unreasonable as he was surely cognizant of
these disagreements. Fortunately, we can explain how Einstein can re-
main justified in his initial judgments despite facing peer opposition —
a phenomenon that seems impossible if the p-skeptical argument is
sound. This justification results from the evidential support Einstein

As the winners tell the story, [Niels] closed each of [Albert’s] loopholes, but
in the minds of each the debate was never settled. Long after their arguments had
ended, on the day [Niels] died, his blackboard contained a drawing of each one of
[Albert’s] thought experiments. [Niels] struggled with [Albert] until the end.

[Albert] too never gave up. In his autobiography he expresses his final thoughts

on the quantum reality question: “I still believe in the possibility of a model of re-
ality — that is, of a theory which represents things themselves and not merely
the probability of their occurrence” [1985: 24].
There a number of excellent accounts of Einstein’s process of discovery. See, e.g.,
[Carroll, 2010: Ch. 4], [Frank, 2011: Ch. 5], and especially [Norton, 2016]. Physicist
Lisa Randall’s commentary is particularly a propos: “Although by now [2005] relativ-
ity has been well tested and even gives rise to effects that need to be accounted for in
practical devices, I do find it very remarkable that anyone listened to Einstein as first.
He was completely unknown, working in a Bern patent office because he couldn’t get
a better job. From this unlikely location he proposed a theory that went against the be-
liefs of all other physicists of his time” [2005: 113-4].

19
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acquires after considering alternatives to his view and uncovering new
evidence in its favor. After publishing his results concerning STR at
time t;, I suggest that prior to anyone challenging his view, Einstein’s
judgments are reasonable. When at t, a recognized peer challenged Ein-
stein’s conclusion and Einstein knew of the reasons behind this challenge,
Einstein would have a higher-order defeater against his judgments.20 If,
however, at t; Einstein offers additional evidence in favor of his view, or
reasons why the alternative view is mistaken, or how the criticism has
misunderstood its target, then he would defeat the defeaters, as it were.
Einstein could thereby remain reasonably steadfast in maintaining his
judgment given his evidence at t;. If at t; a peer were to offer additional
reasons against Einstein’s conclusions, and Einstein could not provide ad-
ditional support without bootstrapping his original evidence he could not
reasonably maintain his initial judgment until such time that he could
provide novel evidence.?! Failing such responses, however, Einstein can
remain reasonably steadfast with the contested judgment.

It is important to highlight that one’s justification in response to an
opposing judgment may be short lived. The interval between t; and &,
e.g., could be quite short. Also worth noting is that during the intervals
between discovering direct challenges to one’s initial judgment and being
able to provide an epistemically satisfactory response to those challenges,
one should suspend judgment. Suppose, e.g., that there is a lengthy inter-
val between t, and t;, during which Einstein neither suspended judgment
nor offered any novel reasons for his view or against the challenges.
In this circumstance, he would be unreasonably steadfast. Conversely,
there will also be circumstances where Einstein requires no substantial
time to refute a putative peer’s challenge and no suspension of judgment
necessary. Upon considering Einstein’s conclusions about STR, for exam-
ple, Einstein’s contemporaries were required to consider a new paradigm
that Einstein grappled with for nearly a decade. Misunderstandings would
be common under such circumstances. Einstein could swiftly dismiss
challenges based on these types of misunderstandings without epistemic
fault. We find, then, that in remaining adaptive to the evidence as it is
presented, one will at times be required to suspend judgment but at other
times will have means to reasonably maintain the initial judgment when
in a peer disagreement.2?

20 Einstein surely found himself in such a position. Henri Poincare, for example, rejected
Einstein’s interpretation of spacetime and dismissal of ether despite himself helping to
advance the special theory of relativity.

21 'We might suggest that a certain level of bootstrapping is permissible if the boots-
trapping highlights a nuance to one’s evidence missed by one’s peer.

22 The preceding section borrows substantially from [Olson, 2018: Ch. 4], where I provide
a more thorough argument for a quasi-conciliatory response to peer disagreement.
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Remaining Reasonably Steadfast Despite SD

Let us now connect the foregoing discussion concerning peer disagree-
ment to our target concern, the potential defeat emerging from SD. If the
above account for reasonable steadfastness is correct, then it seems that
when faced with a peer disagreement under full disclosure, one has two op-
tions: suspend judgment or provide additional reasons/evidence in light of
the shared extant reasons between one’s peers and oneself. One of the
problems with p-skepticism is that it nullifies the epistemic significance of
this type of reasoning process, even though it seems equally as applicable
to SD as it does to peer disagreement. Consider, for example, Bert’s rea-
soning process concerning the traditional analysis of knowledge [TAK]:23

TAK holds that for one to know one must have a justified true belief.
But think about a trustworthy clock that one has used for years. One
could see this clock 12 hours after it stopped working and accurately
judge the time on that basis. It doesn’t seem as though one would know
the time under such circumstances, however. So it seems like there is
good reason to conclude that justified true belief is insufficient for
knowledge even though most of my peers accept this account.?*

Suppose that Bert is the first person to notice this flaw in TAK. Upon
this discovery, then, there are no strong counterarguments to his position.
It appears as though Bert’s reasons on balance support judgment.

The p-skeptical position seems to imply that even if one were able to
provide novel arguments in light of new or extant evidence, as Bert has,
one’s judgment would remain unreasonable nonetheless. In virtue of
the argument occurring within a p-domain, one’s judgments are unreason-
able given the higher-order evidence of unreliability. Bert should there-
fore include the following in his considerations:

Despite what seems to me a reasonable conclusion, I recognize that
epistemology is subject to SD; so, I might be unreliable on this issue.
It therefore would be unreasonable for me to hold this judgment.

23 This reasoning is analogous to Einstein’s in the previous section, adjusted mutatis mu-

tandis for a domain subject to SD.

24 This example is from [Russell, 1948, pp. 139-40] and is thus an anticipation of the fa-
mous Gettier problems. Russell anticipated such problems much earlier: [Russell, 1912,
pp. 76-7]. It is noteworthy that contemporary epistemologists accept that Gettier prob-
lems create significant trouble for TAK — a notable exception here is [Bonjour, 2010] —
and that Russell was, as far as I know, the first to bring real attention to this issue. More-
over, per above, I think that this provides a counterexample to SD as representative
of philosophy for two reasons. First is the aforementioned acceptance of the Gettier
problems by epistemologists, which seems much as the convergence denied as applying
to p-domains. Secondly, novel arguments are insufficient for reasonable judgments in do-
mains with SD. We discuss this second point more detail in what follows.
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According to the p-skeptics, this is the only reasonable response
available in the face of SD. Is Bert’s total evidence indeed inconclusive
though?

We have just noted one way that higher-order evidence can serve as
defeating evidence in the context of a peer disagreement. If one discovers
that one’s peer has considered all of the same evidence, alternative judg-
ments and reasons for them, and forms an alternative judgment, then one
has defeating evidence against one’s initial judgment. The p-skeptics adopt
similar reasoning in support of the claim that SD provides defeating evi-
dence. In this context, philosophers working on these issues are generally
epistemic peers; at least some philosophers, perhaps many or most, are
equally as intelligent, informed, and reliable in their specific sub-domains.
Thus, according to the p-skeptic, we can infer that SD is a generalized form
of peer disagreement, with the evidential significance that brings with it.
If the appeal to one-to-one peer disagreement is apt, then there is reason to
conclude that Bert’s evidence is indeed inconclusive.

The above comparison may not be apt in the relevant ways, however.
One minor point, a propos the comparison between peer and systematic
disagreement, concerns full disclosure. Unlike one-to-one peer disagree-
ment, SD is “entrenched, non-local, and persistent,” from which we are to
infer that at least some participants to the domain are unreliable. Gold-
berg: “to have evidence that the dispute in which one is engaged is a sys-
tematic disagreement is already to have evidence that puts rational pres-
sure on one to call into question one’s own reliability” [2013a: 177-8].
Conversely, in a peer disagreement, in the relevant sense of an unreason-
able peer disagreement discussed above, there is full disclosure. That is,
one has considered all of a peer’s reasons and reasoning. This strikes me
as an important distinction. The evidential weight purported to show that
one and one’s peers are unreliable in SD has little to do with the first-or-
der reasons. The force of the higher-order evidence in a peer disagree-
ment is that the participants have considered all of the same relevant evi-
dence and their reasons for their judgments. Under such circumstances, if
one cannot offer additional evidence that one’s peer has misinterpreted
the evidence, or missed some salient piece of evidence, or committed
a fallacy, then the evidence does indeed seem inconclusive. This is the
case in Deep Reality. It is not the case with Bert or Einstein. That SD
does not require full disclosure is a significant evidential omission that
diminishes the force of the higher-order evidence in SD.

That SD does not mandate full disclosure is a minor point.2> A re-
lated and more substantial issue for the p-skeptical contention is that
Bert’s reasons are defeated simply in light of SD. Consider again the p-
skeptical addendum to Bert’s reasoning from above:

25 One might think that theorists working in a field for a sufficient length of time will be
familiar enough with the issues that their epistemic situation is virtually equivalent to
what it would be under full disclosure.
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Despite what seems to me a reasonable conclusion, I recognize that
epistemology is subject to SD; so, I might be unreliable on this issue.

I propose, rather than concluding that evidence of potential unreli-
ability implies universal defeat, the more reasonable implication of SD in
philosophy is that evidence of potential unreliability implies the potential
for error. Acknowledging the potential for error seems like responsible
epistemic practice and is much weaker than outright defeat. Consider
how we might amend Bert’s reasoning. Rather than suspending judgment,
Bert might reason thus:

Despite what seems to me a reasonable conclusion, I recognize that
epistemology is subject to SD; so, I might be unreliable on this issue.
Granted, I have no reason to conclude that I am uniquely unreliable —
perhaps we all are. So I might be unreliable, but so too might those who
disagree with me. What is clear is that I seem to have good reason to
conclude that TAK is insufficient. Given my potential unreliability it
would be infelicitous for me to be dogmatic about this judgment. Never-
theless, without counterarguments or counterevidence against my rea-
soning, it is not infelicitous or unreasonable to maintain this judgment.

There are two related points here. First, at the time of Bert’s judg-
ment, Bert is proposing a novel argument. It is unclear how p-skeptics
would deal with this type of phenomena. Secondly, even accepting that
SD provides evidence for one’s unreliability, Bert’s judgment remains rea-
sonable given his total evidence, including the higher-order evidence
from SD.

Let us consider the first point. It is stipulated that at the time of Bert’s
considerations, there is, as of yet, no clear SD surrounding the Gettier prob-
lem and our conception of knowledge in light of this problem. With hind-
sight, we can also note that Gettier problems, with very few exceptions, are
accepted by most expert epistemologists as bonafide challenges to TAK.
We have a case, then, where a judgment in a p-domain [a domain fraught
with SD] sheds new evidence on an old question. What is more, this evi-
dence is widely accepted by more theorists working in this domain than
not. It is unclear, however, how p-skeptics could accept this as a reasonable
judgment given its membership in a p-domain. This is a strange result.
It suggests that even a judgment that has evidential support and as of yet no
counterevidence can be deemed unreasonable simply in virtue of the do-
main. There would thus be no way to work towards forming reasonable
judgments within a p-domain. If the p-skeptic allows judgments to become
more reasonable — gain more evidential support — through converging judg-
ments, then it seems that not all judgments in p-domains are unreasonable.
Novel arguments and evidence have the potential to garner convergence,
rendering a judgment reasonable by the p-skeptics own lights. The strange,
I suggest incorrect, implication here is that those theorists who accept this
judgment must initially do so unreasonably. Of course, we do not contend
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that Einstein was unreasonable in remaining steadfast in his judgments
concerning STR. Bert likewise does not seem unreasonable in holding his
judgment concerning TAK.

The second point to note from Bert’s amended reasoning is that it ac-
cepts the p-skeptical contention that SD is evidence for unreliability.
Even accepting this contention, however, we at best have an argument for
epistemic humility. Included in Bert’s total evidence is that he and his
peer’s might be unreliable. This evidence is certainly grounds for epis-
temic humility (it could also support a fallibilist conception of know-
ledge). That the evidence motivates a quasi-conciliationism and serves to
support the contention that we might be wrong or unreliable on a number
of judgments, however, does not preclude that any, and most certainly not
all, judgments in that domain are defeated. There are no grounds, there-
fore, to conclude that all p-domain judgments are ipso facto unreason-
able.

II1. Conclusion

I have attempted to pressure two pessimistic views concerning phi-
losophy’s epistemic progress. I refer to defenders of the first view as
progress pessimists. These pessimists appeal to the purported failure of
philosophy to match science’s benchmark epistemic progress as reason to
doubt philosophy’s progress. I response to this challenge, I suggest that
there is relevant overlap between these two domains, such that philoso-
phy shares a number of positive epistemic credentials with science, and
that science is plagued by a number of similar limitations that philosophy
has. Defenders of the second and stronger pessimistic view, p-skeptics,
hold that systematic disagreement provides evidence of a general unrelia-
bility amongst philosophers. This higher-order evidence purportedly de-
feats our first-order judgments. Appealing to available rational responses
to higher-order defeat in peer disagreement, I propose that similar rational
responses are available to philosophers faced with higher-order evidence
of potential unreliability. Such evidence surely suggests a robust accep-
tance of epistemic humility. If I am right, however, it does not suggest
that philosophers or philosophy itself cannot make rational progress.26

26 For their helpful discussions or comments on various parts of this paper, I would like
to thank Charles Bakker, Earl Conee, Richard Feldman, members of my Metaphiloso-
phy in 20" Century Analytic Philosophy Winter 2018 seminar at McMaster Univer-
sity, and audience members at the Canadian Society for the History and Philosophy of
Science 2018 annual meeting.
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In philosophical methodology, intuitions are used as evidence to
support philosophical theories. In this paper, | evaluate the skepti-
cal argument that variation in intuitions is good evidence that our
intuitions are unreliable, and so we should be skeptical about our
theories. | argue that the skeptical argument is false. First, varia-
tion only shows that at least one disputant is wrong in the dispute,
but each disputant lacks reason to determine who is wrong.
Second, even though variation in intuitions shows that at least one
disputant has the wrong intuition in the thought experiment, it is
not evidence of unreliability of any disputant’s intuition regarding
the philosophical theory being tested. So, variation in intuitions is
not good evidence that one’s own intuitions are unreliable. One
reply from the literature in peer disagreement is that we should
conciliate if we cannot determine who is wrong. | argue that these
disagreements are instead unconfirmed peer disagreements
(i.e., no good reason to take or dismiss disputants as an epistemic
peer, inferior or superior). | argue that if you have a strong intu-
ition about a case, then it is rational for you to remain steadfast.
Thus, variation in intuitions does not call for skepticism.

Keywords: metaphilosophy, philosophical methodology, intuitions, ex-
perimental philosophy, epistemology of disagreement, peer disagree-
ment
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B ¢unocodckoit MeETOA0M0MMU MHTYULIMIM UCTIO/Ib3YIOTCS B KaUecTBe
cpeacTB 060CHOBaHMS GUAOCODCKMX Teopuit. B 3Tol cTaTbe aBTOp
aHaNM3MPYeT CKENTUYECKUI1 apryMEHT O TOM, YTO BapMaTUMBHOCTb
MHTYMUMIA YKa3blBaeT Ha UX HEHAZEXHOCTb. ITO 06CTOATENLCTBO,
B CBOIO OYepefb, BEJET K CKEercucy B OTHOLUEHWMM OCHOBAHHbIX
Ha HUX Teopuit. OQHaKO aBTOpP MO/AraeT, YTo CKeNTUYECKUIA apry-
MEHT NIo)KeH. Bo-nepBbIX, BApMaTUBHOCTb YKa3bIBaeT TO/IbKO Ha TO,
4TO, MO KpalHel Mepe, OAUH CMOPLMK HEMpas, OAHAKO Yy Hac
HEeAOCTaTOYHbIX OCHOBaHWM AN TOro, YTOObl OMpeAennTb, KTO
MMEHHO Henpas. BoO-BTOpbIX, BapMaTMBHOCTb MHTYMUMI camMa
no cebe He roBOPUT O HEHAAEKHOCTU WMHTYMLMU KaKoro-nmbo
cropLMKa B OTHOLIEHMM NpoBepsieMoit dunocodcekon Teopumn. Ta-
KMM 06pa3oM, BapMaTUBHOCTb MHTYMUMIN BOOOLLE HE O3HAYaET, YTO
KaKasi-To KOHKPETHasi MHTYULUs HeHazexHa. MNpu 3ToM B psge pa-
60T OTCTaMBAETCA MO3MLMS O TOM, YTO CMOPLUMKMN AOKHbI NPUMM-
PUTLCA, €CN HEe MOTYT ONPEeAEUTb, KTO MMEHHO HernpaB. OfHaKo
aBTOp OTCTaMBaET MPOTUBOMOJIOXKHYHO MO3uUMio. OH YTBEPXKAAET,
YTO 3TU PasHOINACKs, HaNPOTUB, SBASIOTCS PasHOIMacUsaMKU npes-
M0I0>KUMEIbHO PaBHbIX (T. €., Y HaC HET BECKWMX OCHOBaHWI pfisi
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NPU3HaHWS CNOPLLMKOB B KaYECTBE 3MUCTEMUYECKON POBHU, PAaBHO
KaK M /11 NPU3HAHUS NPEBOCXOACTBA OAHOTO M3 HKX). ABTOp nosa-
raet, YTo MpU HaNMYUKU YBEPEHHOCTU B HEKOTOPON MHTYMLMK pa-
3YMHO C/1Ie40BaTh €. ABTOP 3aK/IOYaET, YTO TE3UC O BapUaTMBHO-
CTU MHTYMLMIA HE NPUBOAMT K CKENTULMU3MY.

KntoyeBbie cioBa: meTapunocodus, dpunocodckas MeTo0N0rms, UH-
TYULMK, SKCMEpUMeHTanbHasa Gunocodus, aNMCTEMONOTUA Hecorna-
C1S, Pa3HOrNacus paBHbIX

Objection From Variation In Intuitions

In traditional philosophical methodology, intuitions are used as evid-
ence to support philosophical theories.! Typically, these intuitions are eli-
cited through thought experiments designed to test necessity and/or suffi-
ciency philosophical theories. [Osborne, 2014, p. 444] According to
Edouard Machery and Alvin Goldman, authors of such thought experi-
ments describe a hypothetical situation and invite readers to make an in-
tuitive judgment about an aspect of the described scenario.?2 For example,
they may ask, “Does a given predicate ‘F’ apply to an event, an indi-
vidual, a pair of objects, etc. in the scenario?” [Goldman 2012, p. 280]
If the reader’s intuitive judgment supports the hypothesised philosophical
theory, then the reader has evidence that the hypothesised philosophical
theory is true. If the reader’s intuitive judgment does not support the hy-
pothesised philosophical theory, then the reader has evidence that the hy-
pothesised philosophical theory is false. To illustrate, consider the follow-
ing variant of the Gettier case used to test the philosophical theory that
“Subject S knows p iff subject S has a justified true belief that p”:

“Suppose, while in good conditions for visual perception, you look up at
the top of a hill and see what looks exactly like a zebra. Suppose further
that you are in a location where zebras are somewhat commonplace. You
then justifiably form the belief “There is a zebra on the hill.” In reality,
the ‘zebra’ is a cleverly painted mule; just behind the mule, outside of
your visual reach, is an actual zebra on the hill.” [Osborne, 2014, p. 444]

Philosophers then ask, “Do you know that there is a zebra on
the hill?” Intuitively, it seems you do not. Here, Osborne offers a helpful
heuristic to understand how the refutation of the theory is carried out by
constructing the following argument:

1 For a contrary view that says philosophers do not use intuitions as evidence, see
[Williamson, 2007], [Deutsch, 2009, 2010], [Cappelen, 2012] and [Molyneux, 2014].
For defence of the claim that philosophers use intuitions as evidence, see [Pust, 2016],
[Chalmers, 2014, pp. 535-544], [Devitt, 2015, pp. 669-699], [Climenhaga, 2017,
pp. 69-104].

2 See [Machery, 2011, p. 194] and [Goldman, 2012, p. 280].
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1. The subject has a justified true belief that there is a zebra on the hill.
(from the thought experiment)

2. The subject does not know that there is a zebra on the hill. (from
the reader’s intuition)

3. Therefore, justified true belief is not sufficient for knowledge. [Os-
borne, 2014, p. 444]

Osborne notes that the reader need not explicitly construct the argu-
ment above and accept each premise to be justified in inferring the false-
hood of the hypothesised philosophical theory that “Subject S knows p iff
subject S has a justified true belief that p”. [Osborne, 2014, p. 444] How-
ever, the argument makes two things explicit. First, it shows clearly that
the reader’s intuition is used as evidence to justify his rejection of the the-
ory. Next, it shows that the reader’s own intuition is evidence for him that
the theory is false. If the reader had the opposing intuition — that the sub-
ject knows that there is a zebra on the hill — then he would have evidence
to justify his belief that the theory is true. For this use of intuitions to be
justified, the following thesis must be true:

UOIE (Using-Own-Intuitions-as-Evidence): It is epistemically justified
to use one’s own intuitions as evidence for philosophical theories.

There is another way intuitions are used as evidence in philosophical
methodology: through using the intuitions of others. For example, wide-
spread agreement in intuitions regarding a particular case, say c, is evi-
dence for philosophical theories that agree with the verdict in c.3 Thus, if
most people have intuitions that agree with premise (2) of Osborne’s ar-
gument, we also have evidence that “Subject S knows p iff subject S has a
justified true belief that p” is false. Less commonly, though possible, one
may also use the intuitions of others as evidence for philosophical theo-
ries even if: (a) one lacks reason to think that there is widespread agree-
ment, and/or (b) one has reason to believe that there is widespread dis-
agreement, and/or (c) one has the conflicting intuition, and/or (d) one
lacks the intuition.

Here is the problem. Experimental philosophers working on intu-
itions have raised findings that cast doubt on the evidential status of intu-
itions. According to Jonathan Weinberg, philosophers such as Robert
Cummins argue that “our best possible accounts of where intuitions can
come from do not square well with our hopes that they are any sort of re-
liable guide to a truth beyond themselves” [Weinberg, 2007, p. 318],
while philosophers such as Stephen Stich and Jaakko Hintikka have ar-
gued that “intuitions can have no normative epistemic force, are ungroun-
ded in any theory of their correct use, are unreliable, and generally speak-

3 For example, [Machery et al., 2011] writes that the philosophers working in phi-
losophy of language try to construct theories of reference that are consistent with our
intuitions.
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ing ought to be abandoned with the likes of palmistry and entrail reading”
because intuitions have a lousy track record.4 [Stich, 1990] and [Hintikka,
1999] There are thus multiple challenges to using anyone’s intuitions as
evidence.

In this paper, I evaluate the following skeptical argument (henceforth
Variation-in-Intuitions-Argument):

P1. There is variation in intuitions.

P2. Variation in intuitions is good evidence that our intuitions are unre-
liable.

P3. If our intuitions are unreliable, then we should be skeptical of our
theories.

C. We should be skeptical of our theories.

By variation in intuitions, I mean that different people have different
intuitions regarding the same case. The conclusion of the Variation-in-In-
tuitions-Argument entails that UOIE is false. Goldman (2012) offers
a possible interpretation of the Variation-in-Intuitions-Argument using
the reliable-indicator construal of evidence.

Reliable-indicator Criterion: X is evidence for Y if and only if X is
a (fairly) reliable sign, or indicator, of (the truth or existence) of Y.
[Goldman, 2012, p. 283]

On the reliable-indicator construal of evidence, intuitions are evidence
for philosophical theories if and only if intuitions are a (fairly) reliable sign,
or indicator, of the truth of those philosophical theories. Goldman thinks
experimental philosophers have provided defeasible higher-order evidence
(i.e., defeasible evidence about the evidential quality of intuitional evid-
ence) that intuitions are unreliable by showing that there is variation in in-
tuitions. [Goldman, 2012, p. 286] In other words, Goldman thinks that
variation in intuitions implies unreliability in everyone’ intuitions; includ-
ing our own intuitions. For example, Goldman notes a study on Gettier
cases by Jonathan Weinberg, Shaun Nichols, and Stephen Stich that shows
that there is variation in intuitions. In their research, they found that 50% of
East Asians and only 26% of Westerners had the intuition that the subject
knows in the Gettier case. [Goldman, 2012, p. 286] Thus, we see both vari-
ations in intuitions within and between different cultural groups. One
might object that their studies cannot be replicated, or question the way
they conducted their experiment.> If one does so, one has provided higher
order evidence that defeats the evidence presented by the findings of ex-
perimental philosophers. [Goldman, 2012, p. 288] I will, however, set these

4 See [Weinberg, 2007, p. 318], [Cummins, 1998], [Stich, 1990] and [Hintikka, 1999].
5 See for example [Seyedsayamdost, 2015].
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issues aside. Assuming that there indeed is variation, should this call for
skepticism of our philosophical theories that are supported by our disputed
intuitions?

To see why Goldman thinks that variation implies unreliability, sup-
pose in the above variant of the Gettier case, 30% of readers judge that
they know that there is a zebra on the hill while 70% of readers judge that
they do not know that there is a zebra on the hill. Call this scenario
the Disputed-Gettier-Case. Since there is only one right answer — either
they know, or they do not know, at least 30% of the readers have judged
wrongly. If so, it would seem that the readers’ intuitions are not reliable
indicators of the truth of the philosophical theory “Subject S knows p iff
subject S has a justified true belief that p.” If our intuitions are not reli-
able indicators, then we have reason against using them as evidence for
the philosophical theory “Subject S knows p iff subject S has a justified
true belief that p.”

When generalised to any given thought experiment where the readers
have contrary judgments, say p and not-p, assuming that there is one right
answer, at least one group made the wrong judgment. [Goldman, 2012,
p. 288] Furthermore, if there is high variation in thought experiments,
it is less likely that our intuitions get the right judgments (e.g., if there is
a 50/50 split, we will only make the right judgment 50% of the time).
[Goldman, 2012, p. 288] Thus, variation in intuitions is evidence that our
intuitions are unreliable in such disputes, and consequently cannot be
used as evidence for the truth of such disputes (i.e., UOIE is false).
So, we should be skeptical of philosophical theories relying on intuitions
that vary amongst readers.

To further motivate the Variation-in-Intuitions-Argument, consider
two recent instances of variation regarding our sense perception. The first
concerns the actual colour of a dress — whether the dress is blue and black
or white and gold. The second concerns whether a speaker is actually say-
ing “yanny” or “laurel”.6 In both cases, a large majority of subjects claim
that only one option can be right and seems right to them.” Sense percep-
tion thus seems to be an unreliable indicator of the truth of those disputed
matters, for consider: Assuming that only one answer is correct, if 50%
believed that the speaker was only saying “laurel” while the other 50%
believed that the speaker was only saying “yanny”, then at least 50% are
wrong. If so, sense perception produces the wrong belief at least 50% of
the time in such cases; thus, it does not reliably track truth regarding the

6 See www.bbc.com/news/uk-scotland-highlands-islands-31656935 and [Salam, 2018].

71 do note that there have been recent scientific explanations behind the variation in
perceptual judgments and it has come to light that there is no particular “right”
answer. However, suppose we were unaware of the scientific explanations. We seem
to have good reasons to believe that only one answer is right. Would we then have
good evidence to think that our senses were unreliable?
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yanny/laurel debate. Such cases hence seem to be evidence that the hu-
man sense faculty is unreliable regarding those disputed matters (i.e., we
have reason to doubt that human hearing can correctly distinguish
between “yanny” and “laurel”). Given this, we should not trust anyone’s
senses in such disputes.

One further clarification should be made: A single case of variation
in sense perception does not provide sufficient evidence that sense per-
ception is generally unreliable. We do not conclude that everyone’s sense
perception is unreliable in all perceptual matters because of the disagree-
ment about the dress colour and whether the speaker said “yanny” or
“laurel”. Similarly, we should not conclude from a single case of vari-
ation in intuition (e.g., Disputed-Gettier-Case) that everyone’s intuitions
are generally unreliable in tracking the truth of all philosophical theories.
Minimally, we must show that there is a significantly large number of dis-
puted intuitions (for example, as evidenced by the burgeoning literature
in experimental philosophy) to plausibly claim that everyone’s intuitions
are unreliable in tracking the truth of all philosophical theories.

One may object at this point that even if experimental philosophers
can show that there are many cases where our intuition seems to be unre-
liable, we should not immediately conclude that intuition is generally un-
reliable in tracking the truth of all philosophical theories. This is because
we do not make such conclusions in other fields. Consider sense percep-
tion again. Although we can show that there are many cases where our
sense perception seem to be unreliable indicators of perceptual truths
(e.g., visual illusions where sense perception has a significant likelihood
of being wrong), we do not conclude that perception is generally unreli-
able in all perceptual matters. Similarly, even if there are many cases
where our intuition has a significant likelihood of being wrong, we
should not conclude that intuition is generally unreliable in tracking
the truth of all philosophical theories.

However, the reason why we do not conclude that everyone’s percep-
tion is generally unreliable is that we have independent evidence to think
that the number of cases where our perception is accurate far outweighs
the number of cases of visual illusions. If our evidence showed us that the
number of visual illusions we have far outweighed the number of cases
where our perception is accurate, we should conclude that our perception
is generally unreliable regarding the truth of all perceptual matters. After
all, we would conclude that our perception is generally unreliable if we
found out that evil demons were constantly deceiving us about the ex-
ternal world and that all our perceptual beliefs were false. We cannot say
the same about intuitions — we do not have independent evidence to think
that the number of cases where our intuitions get it right outweighs the
cases where our intuitions get it wrong. Thus, the kinds of considerations
that make it rational to think that perception is reliable do not vindicate
UOIE.
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Reliability Of One’s Own Intuitions

In this section, I argue that evidence of variation in intuitions elicited
by thought experiment T, that is used to test philosophical theory P, is not
evidence of unreliability of our own intuitions regarding P. For example,
variation in intuitions in Disputed-Gettier-Case is not evidence of unreliab-
ility of our own intuitions regarding the theory “Subject S knows p iff sub-
ject S has a justified true belief that p.” My first argument is that variation
in intuitions only shows that at least one disputant’s intuition (elicited by T
to test P) is wrong, but each disputant lacks reason to determine who is
wrong. So, variation in intuitions is not evidence that our own intuitions are
wrong. This is for three reasons. First, since there is only one right answer
in the dispute, parties that disagree cannot both be right. Second, we cannot
conclude from variation that both (or all of the) parties are wrong because
it is possible that one of the disputants got it right. Thus, variation only
shows that at least one disputant is wrong. Finally, variation in intuitions
cannot show who is wrong in the dispute because such variation only
shows that at least someone is wrong; it does not say who is wrong. One
must have evidence independent of the dispute to identify who is wrong.
So, variation in intuitions is itself not evidence that our own intuitions are
wrong (or that the intuitions of one’s disputants are wrong).

My second argument is that even though variation in intuitions (eli-
cited by T to test P) shows that at least one disputant has the wrong intu-
ition in T, it is not evidence of unreliability of any disputant’s intuitions
regarding P. This is because the concept of wrongness and one’s reliabil -
ity can come apart. That is, it is possible for both parties to be reliable
and yet one of the disputants is wrong. Consider the following scenario:
Suppose Sammy is 99% reliable regarding mental calculations. He is
a mental calculations expert. You give him a restaurant bill to calculate
and, in this instance, he makes the wrong calculation. Even though he
makes the wrong calculation, we do not conclude that the reliability of
Sammy’s mental calculation decreased when he was calculating this res-
taurant bill. Rather, the likelihood of him making the right calculation re-
garding this restaurant bill is still 99%, and this instance is part of
the 1% likelihood that he gets it wrong. If this is not intuitive, suppose
instead of Sammy, we have a 99% reliable calculator. We use the calcu-
lator to calculate the bill, and in this instance, it makes the wrong calcu-
lation. Here, we do not conclude that the calculator is unreliable; it is
still 99% reliable. Instead, this instance is part of the 1% likelihood that
the calculator gets the calculation wrong. Similarly, showing that one
disputant is wrong in this instance is not evidence that the disputant who
got it wrong is unreliable. Given my above two arguments, we can con-
clude that variation in intuitions is not evidence of unreliability of our
own intuitions. Thus, the challenge against UOIE fails.
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How about the previously mentioned perception cases (i.e., disagree-
ment about the colour of the dress and the yanny/laurel debate)? Those
cases seem to show us that variation in perceptual judgments should give
us reason to conclude that our sense perception is not reliable in such
cases. Before I offer my reply, it is important to note that both perception
cases (e.g., the yanny/laurel debate) and cases of intuition (e.g., Dis-
puted-Gettier-Case) seem to rely on the assumption that our intuitions
and perception are all (generally) equally likely to get us right belief. This
is because we knew that we had unequal levels of reliability regarding
perception and intuitions, we would expect variation in perceptual and in-
tuitive judgments. However, this is an assumption left undefended.

Nonetheless, I will grant for now that we are all (generally) equally
likely to have the right intuition. Given that we are all (generally) equally
likely to have the right intuition, one might argue as follows: If disputants
are equally likely to make the right intuitive judgments about cases that in-
volve philosophical theories, then they are also equally likely to make
the wrong intuitive judgments about cases that involve philosophical theo-
ries. If these disputants are equally likely to make the wrong intuitive
judgments about cases that involve philosophical theories, then they are
equally likely to make the wrong intuitive judgments in Disputed-Gettier-
Case. If so, showing that one of the disputants made a mistake in Dis-
puted-Gettier-Case allows us to infer that the other disputant would have
been equally likely to make that same mistake in Disputed-Gettier-Case.
So, it seems that even if the other disputant made the right judgment, it
would be by mere luck. Thus, both are unreliable in Disputed-Gettier-
Case. Similarly, the perceptual disputes above seem to show that we are
individually unreliable in those matters because we have independent
reason to believe that we are already equally reliable regarding perception
(e.g., the biology behind how we see and hear is the same in most adults,
the person disagreeing with us seem to have no medical record of having
bad eyesight or hearing disabilities, etc.). Given that we have independent
reason to believe that we are equally reliable, we should think that we are
equally reliable in tracking truth in the disputed matter since it pertains to
perception. If we have reason to believe that we are equally likely to be
right and yet disagree, then even if we are right, we seem to only be acci-
dentally right, for we were equally likely as our disputant to have gotten
the wrong perceptual beliefs. If so, then it seems that we cannot track truth
reliably with regards to the disputed matter — thus, such disputes are proof
that we are unreliable in that disputed matter.

However, I think this argument fails. As argued earlier, evidence that
one disputant has the wrong intuition in T is not evidence of unreliability of
that disputant’s intuitions regarding P. Even if more people joined the di-
spute, evidence that one disputant is wrong does not become evidence
of unreliability of everyone’s intuitions regarding P. For consider: Sup-
pose Sammy joins Jim. Jim is also 99% reliable in mental calculations and
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likewise given the same restaurant bill. First, even though Sammy and Jim
are both equally likely to get the calculation right, they are both not guaran-
teed to get the calculation right (since there is a 1% chance Sammy gets it
wrong and a 1% chance that Jim gets it wrong). Thus, the fact that either
makes a mistake is compatible with the fact that they each have a 99% like-
lihood in making the right calculation regarding this restaurant bill. Now
suppose Sammy makes a mistake in his calculation while Jim does not.
As argued earlier, Sammy is still 99% reliable even though he makes a mis-
take. Jim’s reliability in calculating this restaurant bill does not increase to
100% either, even though he does not make a mistake calculating this
restaurant bill. Instead, both are still equally likely (i.e., 99% chance) to
make the right calculation regarding the restaurant bill. Thus, Sammy’s mis-
take does not make Jim unreliable even though they were both equally
likely (i.e., 1% chance) to make the same mistake. It also does not follow
that Jim made the right judgment by mere luck; Jim made the right judg-
ment based on his cognitive abilities.

Goldman’s conclusion in a case where 50% of the subjects have
the intuition that p while 50% have the intuition that not-p is that at least
50% are wrong, and thus intuitions are unreliable. One might think that we
can hence conclude that the subjects are 50% reliable. This, however, will
not do.‘50%’ expresses one’s likelihood of being the wrong one in the dis-
pute where we cannot independently evaluate who made a mistake. For
suppose yet again that unknown to us, it is Sammy who made a mistake.
Since Sammy and Jim have the same reliability of 99% regarding the bill,
they are equally likely to be the wrong one in the dispute. Thus, we judge
that there is a 50% chance that it is Sammy who made the wrong judgment
but Jim did not; and a 50% chance that it is Jim who made the wrong judg-
ment but Sammy did not. To emphasise, this does not mean that both their
reliability drops to 50%. They are still 99% reliable.

Another analogy is this: Suppose a dice was thrown and covered be-
fore Sammy and Jim could see what it landed on. They are then asked to
guess the number on the dice. Sammy guesses that the dice landed on “1”,
while Jim guesses that the dice landed on “2”. Individually, the reliability
of their guess is 16.666%. Now suppose someone peeked at the dice num-
ber and told both Sammy and Jim that only one of them is right, but did
not mention who. Here, it seems that the chance that Sammy is right
is 50%, while the chance that Jim is right is 50%. However, this does not
make the reliability of their guess increase to 50%. Given this, we can
make a distinction between individual reliability and one’s likelihood of
being the right one in the dispute. Variation in intuitions thus does not
show individual unreliability even in disputants who are equally likely to
get the right beliefs.8

8 One may object further that if two parties have divergent intuitions across a number of
thought experiments, then we have evidence that at least one of the parties have
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Using One’s Own Intuitions
In Cases Of Unconfirmed Epistemic Peerhood

Thus far, I have argued that variation in intuitions elicited by thought
experiment T (that is used to test philosophical theory P) is not evidence
of unreliability in any disputant’s intuitions regarding P. Instead, it only
shows that at least one disputant is wrong and that we cannot tell who.
Some may think this is still problematic for UOIE. This is because even
though variation in intuitions does not show unreliability, assuming that
we are equally likely to have the right intuition, we cannot tell who made
a mistake. If so, we should suspend judgment whether we have it right,
and consequently also suspend judgment about the content of our intu-
itions. This line of thought, known as Conciliationism, comes from
the literature in peer disagreement. Conciliationism is the claim that gain-
ing evidence that you are a party to a peer disagreement calls for you to
make at least some doxastic conciliation. [Mattheson, 2017] Some philo-
sophers who endorse Conciliationism are [Bogardus, 2009], [Feldman,
2006], [Kraft, 2012] and [Matheson, 2015].

Peer disagreements are disagreements in which all disagreeing par-
ties are epistemic peers. According to Jonathan Matheson, roughly, agents
S1 and S2 are epistemic peers regarding p if and only if they are in an
equally good epistemic position regarding p. [Mattheson, 2017] Here,
one’s epistemic positions regarding p is determined by one’s evidential
possession regarding p (i.e., how good his evidence regarding p is) and
evidential processing regarding p (i.e., whether he has good cognitive
faculties and epistemic virtues). [Mattheson, 2017] One way to tell that
S1 and S2 are epistemic peers is if they are equally likely to be right
about p — even if S1 and S2 do not have equal evidential possession and
equal evidential processing regarding p. Matheson argues that this is be-
cause “[e]xcesses in one area can account for deficits in the other, result-
ing in no net loss or gain.” [Mattheson, 2017]

The claim that UOIE is problematic thus relies on two further claims:
(1) variations in intuitions are cases of peer disagreements, and (2) Con-
ciliationism is true. Regarding (2), although initially compelling, other
philosophers have provided strong defences of the opposite view —
the Steadfast view.? That is, gaining evidence that you are a party to
a peer disagreement does not call for you to make any doxastic concili-
ation. [Mattheson, 2017] My purpose in this section, however, is not
to argue whether Conciliationism is right or the Steadfast view is right.

unreliable intuitions. However, even if this inference is granted, the disagreements
alone do not show who is unreliable (and also does not show that both parties are
unreliable).

9 For a strong defence of the Steadfast View, see [Kelly, 2005].

104



THE ARGUMENT FROM VARIATION... e

Instead, I will argue that (1) is false — variations in intuitions are cases of
what Frederick Choo calls unconfirmed peer disagreements. [Choo, forth-
coming] In cases of unconfirmed peer disagreements, there is no good
reason for us to take or dismiss our disputants as an epistemic peer, in-
ferior or superior. We just do not know our epistemic positions relative to
our disputants.l0 T then argue that whether one should remain steadfast
(i.e., one does not make any doxastic conciliation) or skeptical in cases of
unconfirmed peer disagreement depends on the strength of one’s own in-
tuitions. I do think that in most cases, philosophers use their stronger in-
tuitions to support their philosophical theories. If so, this would permit
steadfastness despite variation in intuitions. Thus, variation in intuitions
does not call for skepticism.

According to Choo, there are two methods to assess if someone is
your epistemic peer.!! The first is whether you have wide-ranging agree-
ment or disagreement with your disputant regarding other intuitions that
are related to the disputed intuition. For example, suppose you and an-
other agent have agreeing intuitions about the Trolley Cart thought ex-
periment — you both agree that the lever should not be pulled to divert
the cart to kill one person instead of five. Thus, you and that agent seem
to have intuitions that do not support the philosophical theory “An act is
morally justified if it maximises utility.” We may raise further thought
experiments that test that same philosophical theory.!2 If you and that
agent still have agreeing intuitions in many of these thought experi-
ments, we have evidence that you and that agent are epistemic peers re-
garding the truth of that philosophical theory. However, if you and an-
other agent have disagreeing intuitions about the Trolley Cart thought
experiment and further disagreeing intuitions in other thought experi-
ments which test the same philosophical theory, we have evidence that
you and that agent are not epistemic peers regarding the truth of that
philosophical theory.

There are two worries if we use the first method to assess whether
we are peers regarding making the right intuitive judgments about
philosophical theories. First, it seems that wide-ranging agreement
among the same disputants in intuitions regarding the truth of more spe-
cific positive philosophical theories (i.e., philosophical theories that are
not broad, general claims or negation claims) is rare. For example, there

10 For further discussion on unconfirmed peer disagreements, see [Choo, forthcoming]

1 See [Choo, forthcoming]. See also [Grundmann, 2013] and [Elga, 2007] for similar
views. Grundmann argues that there are four different ways to justify the peerness
assumption: (1) justification by default, (2) the track record method, (3) arguing from
widespread background agreement and (4) arguing from general philosophical
competence. He then argues that all four cannot be met.

12 For example, we may ask, “Is it morally permissible to kill one person if a terrorist
threatens to kill 20 other people unless you killed one person?”
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are many variations of philosophical theories in philosophical literature
to accommodate the different, more specific intuitions that disputants
have. If so, we lack evidence that we are peers in disputes regarding
the truth of specific positive philosophical theories. Even if we are peers
regarding broadly agreed upon philosophical theories, it is the disputes
that we are concerned with and if we can remain steadfast in those dis-
putes. Second, I think that wide-ranging disagreement with your dis-
putant is not conclusive evidence that you are not epistemic peers. Here
is one way that there can be wide-ranging disagreement in epistemic
peers. Recall Matheson’s argument that S1 and S2 can still be epistemic
peers even if S1 and S2 do not have equal evidential possession and
equal evidential processing, as long as they are in an equally good epi-
stemic position. If S1 and S2 do not have equal evidential possession
and equal evidential processing when making intuitive judgments,
the differences in evidential possession and evidential processing may
cause differences in other related intuitive judgments. The wide-ranging
disagreement in intuitions may materialise in something like the follow-
ing scenario: You and your disputant have different evidential posses-
sion and different evidential processing but are individually equally un-
reliable (e.g., 50% reliable). Out of all the wide-ranging disputes, you
happen to be right 50% of the time while your disputant is right the
other 50% of the time because of the differences in evidential posses-
sion and evidential processing. Hence, both of you are 50% reliable. So,
wide-ranging disagreement is not evidence that we are not epistemic
peers. If so, the first method of assessing is inconclusive because we
lack evidence that we are peers in disputes and we lack evidence that
we are not peers.

The second method of assessing whether someone is your epistemic
peer is based on the relevant credibility-conferring features (i.e., eviden-
tial possession and evidential processing). [Choo, forthcoming] Some ex-
amples of relevant credibility-conferring features regarding intuitions are:
possessing knowledge of the relevant philosophical distinctions, compet-
ence in the language, familiarity with the philosophical theory being
tested, freedom from biases and having un-muddled intuitions (i.e., intu-
itions that are not misdirected or about notions other than the ones under
discussion).13 Here is the problem. There are disputes over what the rele-
vant philosophical distinctions are and which intuitions are un-muddled,
and there seems to be no independent way of verifying what they are.
When it comes to determining what the relevant distinctions are, philo-
sophers often object to their disputants on the grounds that their dis-
putants are not making good philosophical distinctions, while their dis-
putants argue that these distinctions are irrelevant. Furthermore, both
disputants maintain that they are right. For example, some philosophers

13 The term “muddled intuitions” is coined by [Schroer & Schroer, 2013].
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have argued that there is an intuitive do/allow distinction in the Trolley
Cart thought experiment which is relevant in determining the correct eth-
ical judgment, while their disputants argue that these distinctions are ir-
relevant to the truth of our ethical theories.!4 When it comes to determin-
ing which intuitions are un-muddled, philosophers often object to their
disputants on the grounds that their disputants have muddled intuitions,
while their disputants simply deny this. Here is one example from Cote-
Bouchard:

“Illness: After making several tests, Rita’s doctor has bad news. She
has a very serious illness and only has a 5% chance of survival. This
particular illness is very sensitive to patients’ anxiety and stress levels.
Since Rita is very anxious and stressed about dying, following the evi-
dence and believing the truth about her prognosis will lower her
chances to almost 0. On the other hand, believing (falsely and unjusti-
fiably) that she will almost certainly survive will dramatically increase
her chances.” [Cote-Bouchard, 2017, p. 30]

Cote-Bouchard writes that this seems to be a case where intuitively,
there is nothing good in conforming to epistemic norms. He also writes
that disputants argue that he has muddled intuitions — his intuition is
tracking an all things considered value instead of pro tanto value. [Cote-
Bouchard, 2017, p. 32] Cote-Bouchard in turn replies that he is talking
about pro tanto value, while disputants maintain that his intuition is mud-
dled. [Cote-Bouchard, 2017, p. 33] In the above examples, there seems to
be no independent check to verify who is right. We only have evidence
that at least one is wrong. Thus, it seems that we cannot even begin to
compare based on credibility-conferring features. If so, we currently have
no good reason to take or dismiss our disputants as an epistemic peer, in-
ferior or superior. We just do not know our epistemic position relative to
our disputants.

Given that we seem to be in an unconfirmed peer disagreement re-
garding intuitions, what should we believe? Should we remain steadfast
or conciliate? I propose that whether a person should remain steadfast or
conciliate depends on the strength of one’s own intuitions. If one has
a strong intuition regarding p, then one should remain steadfast despite
having evidence there is unconfirmed peer disagreement. However, if one
has a weak intuition regarding p, then one should have some degree of
conciliation. Why accept my view? Here are two examples from the field
of mathematics and the field of perception that seem to endorse a similar
principle.

Regarding mathematical disagreements where we have no independent
evidence about the epistemic status of our disputant (i.e., unconfirmed
peer disagreement):

14 See for example [Kagan, 1989, pp. 83-1271].
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Case 1: Suppose you made the mental calculation “2+2=4". A stranger
then asserts, “No, 2+2 is not equal 4!”

Case 2: Suppose you made the mental calculation “230x27=6,210".
A stranger then asserts, “No, 230x27 is not equal 6,210!”

Regarding perceptual disagreements where we have no independent
evidence about the epistemic status of our disputant (i.e., unconfirmed
peer disagreement):

Case 3: Suppose you see your computer in front of you. A stranger then
asserts, “No, there is no computer in front of you!”

Case 4: Suppose you see that in a far distance, there is a black horse
grazing under a tree. A stranger then asserts, “No, it is a dark brown
horse grazing under a tree!”

In both Case 1 and 3, it strongly seems to you that 2+2=4 and that
there is a computer in front of you. Here, it seems that there is no reason to
conciliate. In fact, David Christensen points out that if the conciliationist
accepts the skeptical principle that a person should conciliate as long as he
has no good evidence to privilege himself, then the conciliationist will be
lead to global skepticism if she meets a global skeptic. However, Chris-
tensen thinks it is clear that meeting a global skeptic should not call for
conciliation. [Christensen, 2011, p. 15-16] This differs in both Case 2 and
4. In Case 2 and 4, it weakly seems to you that “230x27=6,210" and that
there is a black horse grazing under a tree. Here, it seems reasonable for us
to conciliate. Furthermore, meeting a global skeptic would not call for
global skepticism for we have beliefs that strongly seems to us to be true.
It would only call for skepticism in our weaker claims.

Similarly, if one has a strong intuition (say for example the intuition
that p and not-p cannot be true at the same time), then there seems to be
no reason to conciliate in unconfirmed peer disagreements. However,
if one has a weak intuition, then it seems reasonable for one to con-
ciliate. Since in most cases philosophers use their stronger intuitions to
support their philosophical theories, this would permit steadfastness de-
spite variation in intuitions. Thus, variation in intuitions does not call for
skepticism.

Conclusion

In conclusion, I have argued that the skeptical argument that variation
in intuitions is good evidence that our intuitions are unreliable fails for two
reasons. First, variation only shows that one of the disputants is wrong, but
does not show who. Second, even though variation in intuitions in thought
experiment T shows that at least one disputant has the wrong intuition in T,
it is not evidence of unreliability of any disputant’s intuitions regarding
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the philosophical theory being tested. I have also considered a reply from
the philosophy of disagreement which calls for skepticism if the parties are
in a peer disagreement. I argue that variation in intuitions is not a case of
peer disagreement — instead, it is a case of unconfirmed peer disagreement.
Last, I argue for the principle that whether a person should remain steadfast
or conciliate depends on the strength of one’s own intuitions. If one has
a strong intuition regarding p, then one should remain steadfast despite
having evidence there is unconfirmed peer disagreement. However, if
one has a weak intuition regarding p, then one should have some degree of
conciliation.
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nPOBﬂEMbI META®UTOCOPUNN -
B3rngap co CTOPOHbI

Hukudopos Anekcanap Jleo- B cTaTbe paccMoTpeHbl HekoTopble Npobaemsbl MeTadpunocodpum,
HUA0BUY — JOKTOP dunocod- KOTOpble LUMPOKO 06CYXKAaNUCh B OTeYeCTBEHHOM dUNocodCcKom
CKMX HayK, I1aBHbI Hay4HbIN nuTepatype. YTBepXAaeTcs, 4to punocodpus npeacraBaser co-
COTPYAHMK. 6011 0CobbIN TN MUPOBO33PEHUS Hapaay C O6bIAEHHBIM U Penn-
MHCcTUTYT dnnocooumn PAH. r'MO3HO-MUGONOrMYECKUM MUPOBO33peHUEM. [laHa XxapaKktepu-
Poccuiickas depepaums, CTMKa MUPOBO33PEHMSI KaK COBOKYMHOCTU CaMbIX OOLWMX npea-
109240, r. MockBa, yn. [oH4ap-  CTaB/IeHU 06 OKPYXKaloWEM MUpPeE, O YeoBeKe, 06 OTHOLIEHUSIX
Has, 4. 12, ctp. 1; YyesloBEKa K MUPY, O LLeHHOCTAX U uaeanax. [laH 0630p BaxKHel-

e-mail: nikiforov_first@mail.ru LWKnx punocodpckmx Npobaem, B OCHOBE KOTOPLIX NIEXUT paclien-
NeHure 6bITUs Ha 51 1 He-S1. BbIsIBNIeHbl YepTbl, OTAnYatoLL e duo-
COOUIO OT HaAyKW: OTCYTCTBME 3MIMMUPUYECKON MPOBEPSEMOCTU
1 obwe3HayMmMocTn. MNMokasaHo, YTo K GUNOCODCKUM yTBEpXKAE-
HUSAM U KOHLLEMNLMSIM MOHATUE UCTUHBI B €70 KJ1IaCCUYECKOM CMbIC-
Jle HeMmpUMEHWUMO. B 3ak/itoueHne caenaH BbiBOg, O TOM, YTO Ou-
NocodCKue YTBEPXKAEHUS M KOHLENUMM BbIPAXKAOT HE 3HaHue,
a MLWb MHeHWe dpunocoda o MUpeE 1 O YeNOBEKE B 3TOM MUpE.
Kniouesbie cnoBa: mMupoBo3sspenue, dunocodus, metadpunocodus,
WCTUHA, HayKa, 3HaH1e, MHeHWe, MPo6/eMbI

PROBLEMS OF METAPHILOSOPHY -
A VIEW FROM ASIDE

Alexander L. Nikiforov - DSc The paper discusses several problems of metaphilosophy that
in Philosophy, chief research were explored in the philosophical literature in Russia.
fellow. Metaphilosophy tries to understand what is philosophy, what
Institute of Philosophy, Russian  problems philosophers are dealing with, which methods they
Academy of Sciences. employ in their investigations, the nature of philosophical state-
12/1 Goncharnaya St., ments and so on. Philosophers in Russia tended to think of phi-
Moscow, 109240, Russia. losophy as a special type of worldview that exists together with

e-mail: nikiforov_first@mail.ru the ordinary worldview and religious worldview. The author
defines worldview as a collection of basic beliefs about the sur-
rounding world, society, human being, the relations existing be-
tween individuals and society, about values and ideals. It is un-
derscored that a worldview is always somebody’s worldview
(it belongs either to an individual or a social group). The world-
view problems explored by philosophers remain the same
throughout thousands of years; what changes is how they are
stated in different times. Every human being faces these prob-
lems if she has realized herself as an autonomous being and the
reality splits for her into the | and the non-I. All philosophical
problems revolve around three basic questions: what is the
non-I (i.e. nature and society)? - this is the ontological question;
what is 1? (the anthropological question); what relations exist
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between the | and the non-I (the epistemological, axiological,
ethical and other questions). The author also explores several
stages of a philosophical investigation: an internal dissatisfac-
tion with existing solutions, a search for a new perspective
(meaning, idea, interpretation), development of the found solu-
tion. The author points at a number of characteristics that make
philosophy different from science: philosophical statements
and conceptions cannot be verified or refuted by experience,
they are not universal. It is argued that the notion of truth in its
classical interpretation cannot be applied to philosophical state-
ments because the latter cannot be true or false. The author
concludes that philosophical statements or conceptions express
the subjective opinion of a given philosopher about the world
and the human being. An obvious evidence for this is the exist-
ing pluralism of philosophical systems, schools, and trends.

Keywords: worldview, philosophy, science, metaphilosophy, truth,
knowledge, belief, problems

B pabotax dunocodos 3anagHoi EBporibl u CIITA B rociefHue gecsiTh-
neTust Bce OoJibIlle MecTa 3aHUMaeT He 00CyX/eHre COOCTBEHHO (HIIO0-
codckux mpobsieM, a pacCMOTpeHHe Tpo0sieM Tak Ha3biBaeMOW MeTadu-
nocodun. Metadunocodus CTpeMUTCS TIOHSTh, UTO Takoe dunocodus,
KakoBa mpupojia GpunocodCKux yTBep)KAeHUM, KaKUMHA MeTOfaMH T10JTb-
3y1oTcs Gunocodbl B CBOMX MCCIeOBaHUSX U T. 1., T. €. UTO MPeACTaBIsi-
eT coboi dumocodust Kak creruduueckass 06/1aCTh UHTEIIEKTYaTbHOM
ZlesiTeIbHOCTU. Yrke 50 JleT u3faeTcs >KypHas 1oj, Ha3BaHueM «Metadu-
nocodusi».

Y4acTHUKOB AUCKYCCHi IO TIOBOAY MeTaduiocodry 4acTo paszesisi-
0T Ha /[Ba JIareps: C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, «KOHTHHEHTA/bHBIE» (HHUIOCOMDI,
C Jpyroil — TpeACcTaBUTeM aHaIUTHUecKol (umocoduu, rocroCcTByIO-
et HeiHe B CIIA 1 AHrmuu. K KoHTHUHeHTaIbHBIM ¢GunocodaM OTHOCST
06bruHO puiocodor Dpaniuu, I'epmanuu, Utaavu U IpyTyX 3amajiHOEB-
porieiickux ctpad. K cokaneHuto, B 3TUX JUCKYCCUSIX He TIpe/iCTaB/ieHa
elrje oJJHa CTOpPOHa — poccuiickas dumocodusi, TIpeCTaBUTeN KOTOPOH
MoOr/IM ObI BHECTH CBOW OPUTHMHA/BHBIN BK/IaZ B 00CYy»KaeHHe MeTaduio-
codckux mpobsiem.

OcHoBHOUM Bompoc Metadunocobun «Urto Takoe dunocobusa?»
HEOIHOKPATHO 00CY)X/1a/ICsl 0TeueCTBeHHBIMH (hrocodamH elre B COBET-
CKWI Tmeprof, Halleli ucropyvu. Ha Hero mo-pasHomy otBevanu T.U. Ou-
3epmaH, C.T. Memtoxun, B.C. Crernun, 3.B. MinbenkoB, M.K. Mamappa-
IIBWIM U MHOTHe ipyrue ¢unocodsl u yueHbie. YKanb, uTo UX paboThI
OCTa/IUCh TPAKTHUYeCKW HEM3BEeCTHBIMU HAIMM 3apy0e)KHbIM KOJIIeraM.
37ech s TIOMBITAIOCh OCBETUTH HEKOTOPBIe MPobOiaeMbl MeTadunocodun
B pyc/ie TeX Wziel, KOTopble ObUTM B I[eHTPe BHUMAaHUs OTeUeCTBEHHBIX
¢unocodos.
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MupoBo33peHue

IIpupopa MupoBo33peHus

B oreuectBeHHO# MTeparype ¢unocoduio yaije BCero MCTOIKOBBI-
Ba/li KaK pa3sHOBUAHOCTb MHpoBo33peHusi (der Weltanschauung, world-
view).

ITox, MUpOBO33peHneM B 00I1leM BHjie TIOHUMAIOT COBOKYITHOCTh Ca-
MbIX O0OLIUX B3MIAAOB (BO33pEHUI, TMpeACTaBlAeHUH, YOeXIeHH)
Ha OKpPY’KaroIl[iii MHp, Ha 0OIIeCTBO, HA CAMOTO UeJIOBEKa, Ha er0 MeCTo
B MHpe 1 0011[eCTBe.

[Mo-BUAMMOMY, KaXK/IbIli Ye/IOBEK MMeeT HEKOTOPOe MHUDPOBO33peHHe,
T. €. y K&XKJI0T0 M3 HAaC eCTh KaKoe-To 00ITiee Tpe/iCTaBleHre 0 MUPE, 00-
mecTBe U 0 cebe. [Taxke eCyii uesloBeK HUKOT/IA He 3aJyMBIBAJICSI HaJl CBO-
VMM MHDOBO33DEHHEM U uallle BCero He CroCO0eH BBIPA3UTh €ro BHSTHO,
MHPOBO33pEeHUE Y HEr0 eCTh, U OHO TPOSIB/IIETCSA B €ro Haubosiee BayKHbIX
pelIeHusIX W JelcTBUsiX. MUPOBO33peHHe BKIIIOUaeT B cebst Hanbosee
(dyHAaMeHTabHBIE, TTyOMHHBIE, COKPOBEHHBIE YOeX/1eH!s Ye/loBeKa, TaK
CKa3arh, IIeHTPabHOE PO €ro 37paBoro cMbicia. Crofja BXOJAT CaMoe
o0lriee mpejcTaBieHWe O MUpe W OmpejesieHHas KapTWHa MUpa; Tpef-
cTaBneHve o cebe, 0 CBoeM MeCTe B 3TOM MHUDe; MpeJcTaBieHue o fobpe
U 3716, 0 IOJDKHOM, O Haubosiee BaXKHBIX )KU3HEHHBIX 1[e/IX U I[eHHOCTSIX.
JKu3HB OTIe/bHOTO YesioBeKa HarpaB/isieTCsl — B OCHOBHOM M IJIABHOM —
MMEHHO 3TUMHU (pyHJIaMeHTaTbHBIMU TPeJCTaBIeHUsIMU U yOeXKIeHUsIMH,
O/THAKO /Ia/IeKO He BCe ero MOCTYIKU OTpe/eIoTcs 3TUM sipoM. Co3Ha-
HUe uYesioBeKa He IOX0)Ke Ha (JOpMasIbHYI0 aKCMOMAaTHUeCKyl0 CHUCTeMY,
B KOTOPOM [la’ke camasi OT/ia/ieHHasi TeopeMa Tpe/iCTaB/sieT OO0 JIoTH-
Yyeckoe CJie[ICTBUE UCXOHBIX aKCHOM. MHOTOe, UTO Mbl TOBOPHM WJ/IH Jie-
JIaeM B 9TOU >KM3HH, He BbITEKAeT U3 HALIMX TVTyOMHHBIX — MUPOBO33peH-
YeCcKux — yOeXkieHHi, Opol pacxXoJuTCs C HUMU U JjaKe TIPOTUBOPEUNT
uM. Uto genath! UesioBeK He MallliHa, AeUCTBYIOLasi COTJIACHO BIIOXKEH -
HOM B Hee MPOrpaMMe, ¥ MHOTO COBepILLaeT o[, BAWSHIEeM MIHOBEHHOTO
YyBCTBAa, MeJIKOTO WHTEpeca, yB/IeueHHs BCeoOIlell MOJOoH UK TOf, BO3-
JIeMCTBUEM TIPOTIAaraH/ibl, PeKIaMbl, BHYIIEHHs. [103TOMY CTO/b 4acTo
Hac OeCTIOKOUT COBECTh: Mbl OCO3HaeM, UTO Halll TIOCTYTIOK He COOTBeT-
CTBYeT HalllUM IJTyOUHHBIM YOeXXIeHUsIM, ¥ 0CO3HAHHE 3TOTO TPEBOXUT
Hallly AyIty.

WTaK, MUpOBO33peHHe BK/IIOUaeT B cebs Haubosee obue u riaybo-
Kve BO33peHUs Ye/loBeKa Ha MUD 1 Ha cebsi B 3TOM MUpe.

O/iHaKo 3TO ellle He BCe U Jla/ieKo He Bce. MUPOBO33peHMe — He Tpo-
CTO HeKOTOopasi KapTMHa Mupa, 00lecTBa, B KOTOPYIO B KayeCTBe OFHOMU
13 fieTasiell BKIFOUeH caM CyOBbekT. MUpOBO33peHre BK/TIOUaeT B ceds Tak-
Ke OTpe/ie/IeHHOe OTHOIIIEHWe CyOheKTa K MUPY U OOITIeCTBY, UX OLIEHKY:
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MUD MOXXET TpeJCTaB/ISATCS MHe OTKPBITHIM, CBET/IBIM, JPYKeTtoOHbIM
WY, HalpOTHB, MPAuHbIM, MyTalOLUM, arpecCcUBHBIM. IIprposa MoOXeT
Ka3aTbCsl MHe POJHBIM ZIOMOM, B KOTOPOM Kak7asi OyKalllka poJCTBeHHa
MHe, a MOXKeT pacCMaTpUBaThCsl KakK ChIPOM Marepuas fijis y/ioBlIeTBope-
HUsI MOUX TIOTpeOHOCTEH.

MeHst b0 ycTpavBaeT Moe 00ILeCTBEHHOE TOJIOKeHHe, U 51 CTPeM-
JIOCh €r0 COXPaHUTh, MO0 OHO MeHsl He yCTpauBaeT, U sl xoTesl Obl ero
M3MeHUTb. MHe KaKeTcs, 51 MOTY I00MThCSI BCETO, eC/I CUIBHO 3aXouy,
WU 51 0CO3HAl0, UTO, HECMOTPSI Ha BCe CBOW CTMIOCOOHOCTH U yCuiusi, 00-
peueH B/IQUMTh )KajKoe CyllleCTBOBaHHe. Bce 3TH OTHOLIEHUS U OLIeHKU
BKJ/TIOYAIOTCSl B MUPOBO33peHYeCKYI0 KapTUHY MHpa Y TIPUJAI0T el UHIU-
BU/Iya/IbHYIO0 3MOLIMOHA/IBHYI0 U CMBICJIOBYIO OKpacKy. TakuM oOpa3zom,
«MHMPOBO33peHHEe — 3TO COBOKYITHOCTb B3IVISZ[OB, OLIEHOK, TPHHLIUIIOB,
oTpe/ie/IIOIMX camoe oOirjee BU/leHUe, TIOHUMaHHe MHpa, MeCTa B HeM
YyesloBeKa U BMECTe C TeM >KU3HEeHHbIe TIO3ULIWH, TIPOrPaMMBbI TTOBe/[eHHsT
U JedicTBuit mogeii» [@ponos, 2003, c. 24-25].

Vcxopst w3 atoro Gosee wiu MeHee OOIIeNPU3HAHHOTO TMOHUMAHMUS
MMPOBO33peHUs], CPa3y K€ MOKHO YBH/ETb €ro IVIaBHYI0 OCOOEHHOCTb:
OHO BCerJa 4be-TO MHUPOBO33peHHe — WH/UBHJQA, COLMaIbHOW TPYIIHL,
3TI0XH, TIPe/ICTaBlIeHHONW KOHKPeTHbIMHU vijamMu. HeT 6e3mmyHOro, aHo-
HUMHOTO MHDOBO33D€HHs], B IL[eHTPe BCSKOTO MHDPOBO33DEHUs] CTOUT
orpe/iesieHHbIN CyObeKT. Ec/ii Mbl BK/IFOUaeM B MUPOBO33peHHe He TOJ/Ib-
KO 3HaHWsI, HO ¥ L|eHHOCTH, UJeasbl, Iie/, CTpaTernueckie IporpaMmbl
JKU3HE/IeSITeIbHOCTH, TO BCE 3TO UMEeT CMBIC/T TOJIBKO /i1 KOHKPETHOTO
yesloBeKa. 3HaHUs1 Oe3/TMYHBI — OHU TIPUHA/IIeXKAT BCEM U OJJMHAKOBBI /1S
Bcex. Ho ueasnsl, 11e/1, [eHHOCTH Y BCeX pa3Hble, TI03TOMY U MHPOBO3-
3penust pa3Hble. Co BpemeH HbtoToHa 00pa3 ColMHEYHOU CHUCTeMBI ThICS -
YeKpPaTHO HCIIO/Ib30BAaJICs /Il HAIJIAAHOTO TIPe/CTaBIeHUsl pa3Hoobpas-
HBIX Ujel, 1 B JaHHOM Cjiyyae OH MOXeT ObITb mose3eH. LleHTpom
BCSIKOTO MHUPOBO33peHwsi, ero COJHI|EM SIB/ISIETCS] KOHKPeTHas uesioBeye-
CKasl JIMUYHOCTb, TIPUTSDKEHWE KOTOPOW YAep)KUBAaeT TsDKeJlble TIaHeTh
3HaHUM, acTepou/bl LIeHHOCTe! U 1iesielf, KOMeTbl HfieanoB. Bce oHu 06-
pasyloT CUCTeMY JMIIb O671arofapsi CBeTOHOCHOMY LIeHTpY, U3/TyueHHe KO-
TOPOrO TIPH/jaeT HeroBTOPHMMOe CBOoeoOpasue BCeMY OCTajbHOMY. BbI-
JepHUTe W3 3TOW CUCTeMbI LIEHTP — JIMUHOCTb, TJIaHEThl U KOMETBI
YHECYTCSl B KOCMUYeCKUI X010/ 6e3/TMUHbIX abCTpaKIHi.

OO0bIJJeHHOe MUPOBO33peHHe

Y KaXK/IoTO M3 HaC ecTh KaKoe-TO MUPOBO33peHure — 0e3 3Toro, Mo-Bu-
JUMOMY, TIPOCTO HeT yesioBeKa. Takoe MMPOBO33peHre Ha3bIBalOT CTHUXUIA-
HbIM WM OOBIZEHHLIM, TIOTOMY 4YTO OHO (hOpMHUpyeTcs camo Mo cebe
y K&KIOTO uesioBeKa B TPOLIECCEe ero COLMAaIM3alii U JKU3He/esTe/lbHO-
CTH. DTO — s/IPO HaLllero 37paBoro cMbicja. CBOMMY KOPHSMH OHO OTYacTd
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YXOJOUT B reHeTUUeCKYyH0 Hac/leCTBEHHOCTb: YHac/le[0Balu Bbl OT POAWTe-
Jlefi CUTy U 3[]0POBbE — 5TO CKa)KeTCsl Ha BallleM BOCIIPUSITUM OKpY’Karo-
Iield JKM3HY, @ eC/M BbI C POXKJeHUs1 CTpajaeTe 0OJIe3HSIMH U XUJIOCTBIO,
Ballle MUPOBO33peHHe OyzieT oKpallleHO B Oosiee MeCCHMUCTHUUECKHe TOHA.
OO11jeHHe C pOAWTENSIMU, CBEPCTHHUKAMM, IIKOJIbHbIe 3HAHUS, HeTocpef-
CTBEHHBIW KOHTAaKT C OKPY’Kalolel cpefioi U IIogbMU — BCe 3T0 GOopMHUpy-
eT ybuHHble yOeXJeHUsl yesioBeKa, LJeHHOCTH, )KU3HEeHHbIe yCTaHOBKH,
Y K HauajTy FOHOCTU OH Y>Ke oOpeTaeT BIIOJIHe Oripe/ie/ieHHOe MHPOBO33pe-
Hue. [Ipy 3TOM Ba)KHYIO PO/Ib WIrpaeT yCBOEHHWe POAHOro si3bika. CTpyK-
Typa si3blKa, 3HAUeHUs ero C/10B 3aJal0T ONpeJie/leHHY0 CTPYKTypy MHpa.
Harpumep, B pyCcCKOM si3bIKe eCTb I'paMMaTHyecKye KaTeropuu CyliecTBU-
TeJIbHOTO, T7/1aroJia, TpUiaratejbHOro U T. I., I03TOMY BHELIHHI MUD PyC-
CKUM uesioBeK IpeficTaB/sieT cebe KaK COCTOSAIIMM U3 TpeaMeToB, MX
CBOICTB ¥ B3aMMOOTHoOLIeHnH. KapTiHa Mupa, HaBsisbiBaeMast [10BCE/IHEB-
HBIM SI3bIKOM, BXOJUT B OOBbIleHHOe MHUPOBO33peHHe Ye/ioBeKa, YCBOUBILIE-
ro 370T a3bIK. Cylast CKasky B [IeTCTBe, HEBOJIbHO 3allOMUHasi 10C/I0BU -
Ijbl U TIOTOBOPKH, UeJioBeK MOuTH Oecco3HaTelbHO yCBaWBaeT TPaJULIUU
MBILLJIEHHs], LIEHHOCTH, MHAPOOILyLIleHHe cBoero Hapoga. «OT TpyZoB rpa-
Be/THBIX He Ha)KUBEIIIb Ta/jiaT KaMeHHBIX», «He X/1e60M eJMHBIM >KUB Uesio-
BeK», «He 3Hast Opopy, He Cy¥cs B BOAy» U T. I. — WJieH, BbIPDayKeHHbIE B Ta-
KOTO POJida PacXOXXHX BBIDAKEHUSIX W KPBIIAThIX CI0BeYKax, He3aMeTHO
BXO/ZIIT B MHUPOBO33peHHe yesloBeKa U 00pasyloT ero BaKHYI0 YaCTb, XOTS
Y He BCer/la 0CO3HaBaeMylo.

OpHaxo Beayiiast posib B )OPMHUPOBAHMM OOBIJEHHOTO MHPOBO33pe-
HUsl TIpUHAJJIEXXUT, OeccriopHo, TPY[oOBOH fesiTebHOCTU. VIMeHHO Te
CBOMCTBA Bellleil U SIBJIeHNU pealbHOCTH, KOTOPble OTKPBIBAIOTCS UesloBe -
Ky B TOBCeJHEBHOW KM3HeZesATeJbHOCTH, KOTOPbIe Ba)KHBI C TOYKH 3pe-
HUs ero noTpebHOCTel, B NepBy0 ouepe/ib BbIJE/SIOTCS UM U 06pasyroT
OCHOBHOE COZIepyKaHue ero Mpe/CTaB/IeHu 00 OKpY’KaroIlieM MUpe.

Ho o6b11eHHOe MMPOBO33peHue CTpajiaeT HEKOTOPBIMH CYIIle CTBEH-
HbIMU HeflocTaTkaMd. OHO HMKOIZA IOJIHOCTBIO He (POpPMYJIMpYyeTcs
B SIBHbIX YTBEp)K/[€HUSIX U B 3HauuTe/JbHOW Mepe CylleCTBYeT B BHJe
TI0TyOCO3HaBaeMbIX, HeSICHBIX, CMYTHBIX UfieHd, 06pa3oB, uyBcTB. Hapsi-
[y C HayYHbIMHU 3HaHUSIMH, YCBOEHHBIMU B ILIKOJIe WU By3e, 00bl/jeHHOe
MHPOBO33peHHe YaCTO COJEeP>KUT OODLIBKM DPeMIHMO3HBIX BepOBaHHH,
cyeBepus, npegpaccyaxku. Ho camoe BaxHOe TO, UTO 0ObIjleHHOE MMPO-
BO33peHue HUKOI/ja He TpeficTaBisieT coO0M CUCTeMBl, T. . ero OT[e/lb-
Hble MIPUHLMIIBI YaCTO HECOBMECTUMBI OJJUH C APYTUM U C1e[CTBUS STUX
TIPUHLIUMIIOB He BCerja JOBOJSATCS [0 TOBCEJHEBHBIX MOCTYNKOB. Ha-
TpuUMep, uesioBeK MCKpeHHe yOex/jeH B TOM, UTO BOpOBaThb HEXOPOILO,
HO OXOTHO O€KHUT IOKyTaTh aKI[UM KaKoh-HUOY/b 111e/TbMOBCKOW KOMIIa-
HUH, WM MBUIKO MeYTaeT O MPOLBETaHUU POFZHOTO rOCyAAPCTBa, OJHAKO
IIpY 3TOM BeJieT [iBOWHYI0 OyxraiTepuio, UToObl He IUIaTUTh HaJIOTOB.
OT 3TUX HEJOCTAaTKOB B 3HAUMTETbHOM Mepe M30aB/lIe€HO peUrHO3HO-
MH(OIOrnuecKoe MUPOBO33peHHe.
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Penuruo3Ho-mugosioruyeckoe MUpPOBo33peHHe

Mucomnorusi ¥ penurus JaroT 1jeJIOCTHOE U T0C/Ie/joBaTe/IbHOe Tpef -
CTaB/ieHHWe O MUPe U O MecTe yejioBeKa B Mupe. Mud roBopuT o mpouc-
XOXK/IEHUM MHpa U er0 yCTPOMNCTBe, O BO3HUKHOBEHWH Ue/loBeKa U Ueso-
Beueckoro o0irectBa, oObsCHSEeT pa3HooOpa3Hble B3aUMOCBSI3W Belllel
U sIBJIeHUH, (YOPMY/IMpPYyeT TIPHUHLUIEI «TIPaBUIbHOW» >Ku3HU. Haripumep,
JIPEBHUM TieslacTuueCcKrii MU¢ TIOBECTBYET O MPOUCXOKAEHUM MHUpa TaK:
«BHauane OBpuHOMa, GOTHHS BCETO CYIero, BOCCTaja OOHaKeHHOH
u3 Xaoca 1 obHapyKu/a, uTo eif He Ha 4To ornepeTbcsi. [TosTomMy oHa OT-
Jenuna Hebo OT MOps U Hauasia CBOM OJVMHOKHI TaHell HaJl ero BOJTHAMHU.
B cBoeM TaHIle OHa MpPOZABUrasach K 0Ty, a 3a ee CIMHOM BO3HHKAl Be-
Tep, KOTOPBIMA eli TIOKa3asicsi BIIOJIHE MPUTOZAHBIM, UYTOOBI HayaTh TBOpe-
Hue. OOepHyBILIMCh, OHA TIOWMasa 3TOT CEBEPHLIM BeTep, C)Kaja ero
B CBOMX JIQ/IOHSIX — U TIepeJ] ee Ila3aMU TIpeZicTas BeMukuii 3meit OQuoH.
YToOBI cOrpeThCsi, IBPUHOMA I/IsiCajla BCe HEMCTOBeH, MoKa He TTpobyiu-
nocb B OdHoHe KenaHue, U OH 00BU/ ee OOXKeCTBEHHbIe upecsia, YTOObI
obnaziaTh eto. BOT moueMy ceBepHbLIN BeTep, KOTOPBIH 30BeTcs Takxke bo-
peeMm, OTUIOZOTBOPSIET: BOT MIOUeMY KOOBI/IBI, TOBOPAUMBAsICh 3al0M K 3TO-
My BeTpY, POXKAAIOT KepebsT 6e3 oMoty kepebija. Takum ke criocobom
Y DBpPUHOMA 3auaja JUT.

3areM mpeBpaTHIach OHa B Toy6OKy, cena, Mof00HO Hacezike, Ha BOJI-
HBbI ¥ TIO TIPOLIECTBUM TOJIO’KEHHOTO BPeMeHM CHecsla MUpOBoe SiHLIO.
ITo ee mpocbbe OdroH 06epHYIICS CeMb pa3 BOKPYT 3TOTO SIMIIA U BBICH-
JKMBaJ ero Jo Tex Iop, II0Ka OHO He PacKoJIoN0Ch HafiBoe. V1 MosiBUIOCh
13 Hero BCe TO, YTO TOJIBKO CyILleCTBYeT Ha CBeTe: COJIHLIe, JIyHa, I/1aHe-
ThI, 3Be3/Ibl, 3eMJISl U ee TOpbl, PeKH, [lepeBbsi, TPABbI U KMBbIE CYIL[eCTBa»
[[peliBc, 1992, c. 15].

OTOT OTPBIBOK TOKAa3biBaeT BaXKHEHILYI0 0COOEHHOCTh PeTUrMO3HO-
MH(DOIOTMUeCKOr0 MHPOBO33DEHUS] — ero aHTPOIOMOpP(HBIN XapakTep:
«3JTO TakOe MHUPOBO33peHNe, B KOTOPOM MHUPO3/iaHHe JYXOBHO OCBavBaeT-
Csl JTIOIBMU Ha SMOLIMOHAIbHO-00pa3HO-TIpe/iCTaBIeHueCKOM YPOBHE ITy-
TeM IepeHeCeHHs Ha NPUPOZY SIBHBIX 1 HEsIBHBIX KauecTB U (hopm uesioBe-
Ka U ero obIrecTBeHHOM u3Hu» [YaHeiies, 1981, c. 6]. Mud u penurus
BIUIETAlOTCSI B OOBIJeHHOEe MHPOBO33peHHe U TIPUAI0T eMy CTPOMHOCTBb
Y CUCTEeMaTUYHOCTb. Ho 3Ta CTPOWHOCTH OMMpaeTcsi He Ha JIOTHYeCKHe
CBsI3Y, a Ha acCOLMAaTUBHO-00pa3Hble. B oTiure oT 00BIZIEHHOTO MHPO-
BO33peHust MU TIpeTeHAyeT Ha 001e3HAaYMMOCTE — OH pa3fessieTcs Bce-
MM 4jeHaMH JjaHHoro obirjectBa. Hakownerl, Myu¢ JormMatiyeH: COMHEHUsI
B HEM WJIM er0 U3MeHeHUsl HeJJOIyCTUMBIL.
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®unocohckoe MUPOBO33peHHE

Kak cuuraercs, mpuMepHO B OfHO BpeMs — B VII-VI BB. 10 H.3. —
B MHauu, Kurae, I'perii BO3HMK M Hauas ObICTPO Pa3BUBAThCS HOBBIN
TUI MUPOBO33peHus1 — ¢punocodus. B uem ominume ¢uocodckoro Mu-
POBO33peHust OT 00BIJEHHOTO U PeJTMrM03HO-MH(OJIOTHYeCKOro?

dunocodckoe MHPOBO33peHHE BCerAa BBIDAKEHO B BHE SICHBIX
TIPYHLIWUTIOB Y YTBEPXK/eHUH.

C mosiBsieHreM (r0coduu MPOUCXOAUT OTXOJ OT aHTPOTIOMOPGU3-
Ma: gutocodus yxe He TIBITaeTCS TIEPEHOCUTh CBOMCTBA Ue/IOBeKa U ue-
JIOBeueCKUX B3aUMOOTHOLIIEHUI Ha MUD B LIeJIOM.

dunocodusi MOCTENEHHO 3aMeHsieT YyBCTBEHHble 00pasbl, Ha KOTO-
PBIX TIOKOUTCS MU, aOCTPAKTHBIMU TIOHSTUSIMH, @ aCCOL[AaTUBHBIE CBSI3U
00pa3oB Muda — JIOTUUe CKUMHU CBSI3IMU TIOHSITUH.

dunocodckoe MUPOBO33peHHE MPENOAHOCUTCS He KaK [J0rMa, KOTo-
PYIO c/ieflyeT PUHAMATh, He PacCy»KJasl, a Kak OfIiH U3 BO3MOXXHBIX CIT0-
co00B MOHMMaHUs U 00bsICHEHUSI MUPA, /I0yCKalOLUi KPUTHKY U 3ame-
HY JIYYLIMH CIIOCOOaMH.

C Bo3HUKHOBeHHeM (UI0CcO(CKOr0 MHUPOBO33DeHUs TOSIBIISIOTCS
TPU THIIAa MUPOBO33peHUsI — OObIZIeHHOe, peMrio3HO-MU(OIorHyecKoe
Y ¢puocodckoe, KOTOpble COCYIECTBYIOT M OKasbIBalOT B/MSIHUE [IpyT
Ha apyra. Ecnu o0blieHHOe MUPOBO33peHHe paHee IeTMKOM HaXO/HIOCh
ToZ, BNUsiHUEM MUda WK PeIruy, TO Terlepb OHO HauWHAeT UCITBITHIBATh
Bo3zelicTBre unocodckux yuenuid. dunocodus crocoOCTBOBama pas-
noxeHU0 Mrda U mepexosy oT Muda K MOHOTEUCTUYECKOW pesTUruu.
Kcenodan nouru 3a 500 neT 10 BO3HUKHOBEHUS] XPUCTHAHCTBA TIOABEPT
¢unocodckoii KpUTHKe MONWMTEN3M JPEBHUX MU(OB U TpUIIen K ujee
equHOro Oora. lo cero BpeMeHH pelMryuo3Hoe U Guaocopckoe MUPOBO3-
3peHre COTIePHUYAIOT 3a B/IMsIHKE Ha 00bIZIeHHOe MUPOBO33pEHHe.

OpHako u unocodust UCIBITHIBAET MTOCTOSIHHOE BO3ZelCTBUE 00bI-
JleHHOro MupoBo33peHus. I[locnenHee BbIpacTaeT U3 peasibHOM IOBCe-
JTHEeBHOUM >KM3HH, T03TOMY OHO 0ojiee UyBCTBUTETBHO K H3MeHEeHHSIM
3TOW KM3HU — K M3MeHeHUI0 00pa3a >KM3HH, AesTe/IbHOCTH, OKpY»Karo-
Ileit cpefbl U T. M. DTU WU3MEHeHUs JIMIIA0T OOIeCTBEHHOTO MHTepeca
ofau (unocodckre pobsieMbl U BBIBUTAIOT HA TEPBLIN IJIaH JpPYTHE.
Takasi cMeHa MHTepecoB, OyZyuu OCO3HaHA Ha YPOBHE OOBIZEHHOTO MMU-
pOBO33peHwUs], TiepesiaeTcss B (GUI0coduio W MPUBOJUT K HOBLIM (DUIO-
Co(CKMM TTOUCKaM.

Takum 00pa3oMm, Ha MHPOBO33peHHEe COBPEMEHHOTO UYeloBeKa OKa-
3bIBAIOT BAWSIHYE W penurusi, U mudonorus (KoTopasi BOBCe He yMmepsia
c poxzaeHueM bunoco@uu u Hayku), U humocopckre CUCTEMbI. DjieMeH-
Thl 3TUX MHPOBO33DEHUECKUX CHUCTeM, COEeJUHSSICb B CO3HAaHUU COBpe-
MEHHOTO UeJIoBeKa, TTOPOKAAI0T MOPOi yAWBUTeIbHbIe KOMOWHALIVH.

OpHako omnpegenenre ¢unocodpru Kak MUPOBO33DeHUSI He WCUePITh-
BaeT BII0JIHe ee coiepkaHusi. Kak Mbl OTMeTU/IM BblLlle, LIEHTPOM BCSKOTO
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MHPOBO33peHUsT SIB/ISIETCS] HeKWi CyObeKT — OT/e/NbHBIM WHAWBH, eCd
peub uzieT 06 00BIIEHHOM MUPOBO33PEHIH, WIH TPYIIa UHAWBH/IOB, KOT/Ia
MbI IMEeeM JIefI0 C PeTUrHO3HO-MU(ONIOTHUeCKUM MHUPOBO33peHreM. Besi-
KOe MHPOBO33peHHe — 3TO BCer/a Ube-To MUpoBo33peHHre. Ho ubuM mMupo-
BO33peHHeM sBrsieTcsi (unocodus B 1jesioM? Mbl 0OHapyKvBaeM B Heil
MUpoBO33peHust [lnatona, Apucrorens, @omel AKBUHCKOTO, b. CriHO3BL,
W. KaHTa, BbIpa)keHHble B CO3[@aHHbIX UMH (GMI0CO(CKUX CUCTeMax.
Ho B ¢punocobun MOMHUMO 3TUX BEJIMKUX CHUCTEM eCTh OOIIUe MHUpPOBO3-
3peHuecKye 1po0sieMbl ¥ KaTeropraibHbIN armapar A/si uX (GopMy/IMpoBa-
HUS U 00CY>KIEeHUSI.

MupoBo33peHUyeckre Mpo0IeMbl, BCTaloOIUe TIEpef UeT0BEKOM,
B 00IIleM OCTaloTCsl OJHUMH M TEMHM K€ Ha TPOTSDKEHHU ThICSTUeeTHH
(B 3TOM CMBIC/Ie MHOT]Aa TOBOPST, UTO TipobieMbl dunocoduu sBISIOTCS
BeYHbIMM). 3a BpeMsl CyllecTBOBaHMUs (pra0coduU MOCTeNeHHO Co37a-
BaJiCsl CHelUabHbIM SI3bIK A5 (OPMY/IUPOBKA U OOCYXKIEHUS STUX
npobsiem. TTosTomy unocodus B 1jeioM MpeCcTaBsieT cCO00i He TOMb-
KO COBOKYITHOCTh MUPOBO33pEHUEeCKHUX CHUCTeM, CO3JaHHBIX BeJUKUMHU
MBIC/TUTE/ISIMUA, HO OHA BKJTFOUaeT B cebsi Tak)ke HaOOp MUPOBO33peHYe -
CKUX Tpo06sieM U 0COOBIHM (hUI0COMCKHUM S3bIK — CPEACTBO UX (POpMyIu-
DOBAHUS U pellleHus.

dusocopckue npodiemMsbl

Tak HaJ KakMMH >ke TIpobreMaMu pasMbILuisioT ¢unocodsr? Yo
OHM caMH roBopsAT 06 3ToM? KaHT, KOTOPOTO YacTo [UTHPYIOT B yueOHU-
Kax, nucan: «Cdepy ¢punocoduu... MOKHO TOABECTH TI0J, CleAyloLiye
Boripockl: UTo s Mory 3Hats? UTo s fojDkeH fAenars? Ha uto 1 cmero Ha-
Jestbesi? Uto Takoe uenoBek?» [Kant, 1980, c. 332] B. ByHar roBopur
0 Tpex BaKHeMIMX rpobnemax: «Pa3BuTHe I7aBHeWIINX HaripaB/ieHUN
¢r1ocoCKOM MBIC/IH CBSI3BIBAETCSI C TPeMsi OCHOBHBIMU TpoOsieMaMu:
C 2Hoceono2uueckoll, mMemacusuueckoli U smuueckoli. Cpeu HUX pas-
pellleHHe THOCEOJIOTHYeCKOM Mpobiembl SIB/SIETCS Tpe/BapUTe/IbHBIM
yCJIOBHEM JJIs1 paspellieHus ABYX Apyrux. Iloka TBepZo He yCTaHOB/IEHbI
TIPOUCXOXK/IEHHE, OCTOBEPHOCTh U TPAHULIbI TIO3HAHUsI, paboTa Haj Me-
Tar3rUeCcKUMHU 3ajlauaMu yrozo0/sieTcs MyTelllecTBUIO 110 Mopio Ge3
P/ 4 TIapyCoB, a 00CyK/leHre 3TUUeCKOU 1MpobsieMbl JIUIIaeTcs Hazex-
HOM ormopel» [Bynaar, 1998, c. 214-215]. KpacHopeumeeiii B. Paccen
B cBoell «Vcropuu 3anagHol ¢unocodun» npescTaBseT MecTphlii Beep
¢dunocodckux npobiem 1 BOPOCOB:

«Pa3penen 1 MUp Ha JyX ¥ Marepuio, a ec/y /ia, TO YTO Takoe AyX
Y 4yTO Takoe Matepusi? [TogurHeH /M AyX MaTepuu Wiv oH obsajjaeT Hesa-
BUCHMBIMH CMIOCOOHOCTAMH? VIMeeT /v BCesieHHast Kakoe-ibo eJMHCTBO
vy uenb? Pa3sBuBaeTcs /M BCesieHHasi M0 HampaB/ieHWI0 K HEeKOTOPOM
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Lenu? [1eliCTBUTeNBHO /U CyLeCTBYHOT 3aKOHBI IIPUPO/bl WX Mbl IIPOCTO
BepUM B HUX Osiarofaps rpucyirieil HaMm CKJIOHHOCTH K NOpsAKy? SIBmseT-
Cs1 JIY YeJIOBeK TeM, UeM OH Ka)KeTCsl aCTPOHOMY, — KPOLIIeUHBIM KOMOUYKOM
CMeCH yI7iepojia U Bofbl, 6eCCUMbHO KOMOLIAIIMMCS Ha Ma/leHbKOM U BTO-
pOCTereHHO! ylaHeTe? VM yerioBek sIB/SIETCSI TeM, YeM OH IIpeZCTaB-
nsincst Tamstety? A MOXKeT ObIThb, OH SIB/ISIETCS M TEM U IPYTMM OJJHOBpe-
MeHHO? CylIlleCTBYeT JIi BO3BbILLIEHHbIM 1 HU3MEeHHbII 00pa3sbl )KU3HU UTH
BCe 00pa3sbl KM3HU SIBJSIIOTCS TOMBKO TijeToil? Ecmm cymectByer obpa3s
JKU3HU, KOTOPBIH SIB/SIETCS BO3BBILIEHHLIM, TO B YeM OH COCTOUT U KakK MbI
ero MoxkeM joctiub? Hy>kHO /11 106py ObITh BeUHBIM, UTOOBI 3aC/Ty>KU-
BaTh BBICOKOM OIIEHKH, WU K [JOOPY HY>KHO CTPEMUTHCS, [Jayke eC/v BCe-
JIeHHasi HeOTBPATUMO JBWDKeTCs1 K THOem? CylecTByeT JIM Takasl Bellb,
KaK MyZApOCTb, WIM TO, UTO IPeJCTaB/lseTCs TAKOBOM, — IIPOCTO MaKCH-
MasibHO padMHUpOBaHHasl IynocTh? Ha Takve BONpOCHI HeJlb3si HalTH
OTBETHI B laboparopuu» [Paccen, 1998, c. 6-7].

HeTpyzsHOo 3aMeTwTh, UTO NpOO/IeMbl, O KOTOpbIX ToBOpUId KaHT
u ByHAT, IpucyTCTBYIOT B niepeyHe Paccesa. Eciu cipocuTs y coBpeMeH-
HBIX (UI0COOB pa3HbIX CTPaH, HaJ KAaKWMH Mpo0sieMaMi OHM pa3MbILL -
JISIFOT, TO MbI NOJTyUMM MHOXKECTBO CaMbIX pa3HOOOpasHbIX OTBeTOB. Tem
He MeHee, TO MHO)KeCTBO 00/1a/jaeT HEKOTOPOH L{e/IbHOCTBI0 U YCTOWYH-
BOCTEIO.

B ¢unocodun coBeTckoro nepuoja Haileil MCTOPUM MHOI'O FOBOPHU-
71 0 TaK Ha3bIBAEMOM OCHOBHOM BoIIpoce ¢unocoduu — Borpoce 06 oT-
HOLIIEHWW MBIIIEHWs] K MaTepUr: MaTepusi TIOPOXKAAeT MBIC/SIUNA AyX
WM MBIC/b TBOPUT MarepuasbHblii MUpP? VIMeHHO ero cuuTaqu TeM
CTep)KHeM, Ha KOTOPBI HaHM3LIBAIOTCS BCe OCTajbHbIE (uiocodckie
npo6sieMel. TTo-BUAMMOMY, 3TO He Tak. HUKaKOro «0CHOBHOTO» BOTIpOCa
dunocodpun Het, HO eCTb UCXOHOe U (GyHJaMeHTaTbHOW MUPOBO33peH -
yeckoe oTHoueHue 1 K He-fl. [Iyis1 yenoBeKa, oco3HaBILero cebsi aBTo-
HOMHBIM CaMOCTOSITeJIbHBIM CYILIeCTBOM, IIeJIOCTHOe ObITHE pacKasibiBa-
eTcs Ha JBe yacTu — 51 u He-fl, T. e. BCe OCTa/IbHOe, BK/IIOYasl POJHBIX,
OMU3KKX Y JanbHUX, TIPUPOJY Y 00I[eCcTBO. 37eCh HeT ellje HUKAKoro BO-
1poca, ecTb HeKoTopasi [JaHHOCTb, NPOTHBOIIOCTaBIEHHOCTE $1 Bcemy
0CTaZlbHOMY — TOMY, UTO He ecTb 1.

Ecnv npr3HaTh, YTO UCXOAHBIM MTyHKTOM BCSIKOTO MHUDOBO33pEHMUs —
00BIZIEHHOTO, PeTUTHO3HOTO, (HUIOCOPCKOTO — SBMSETCS pacilerieHre
mupa Ha §1 u He-§I («cpeny», «BHELIHWNA MHUP» U T.T1.), TO 3TO Cpa3sy
[laeéT OueBHJHOe OCHOBaHHWe [jis Kjaaccubukauud Gpuiocopckux mpo-
6meM. Bce oHM B 00111eM MOTYT OBbITH pa3ZiesieHbl Ha TP OOJIbLIME TPYTI -
Ibl: OHMOM02UYeCKUll BOTIPOC: YTO COOOM MpefcTaB/seT OKpPY Aol
MHp (BK/IIOUasi COLMANbHBIA MUP)?, aHMponono2uyeckuil BOMPOC: UTO
ectb $1?, 2HOceonoeuuecKull, akcuono2uveckull, npakceono2UYecKul
U T. 1. BOTIPOCHI: KAKOBBI OTHOLIEeHUsI Mexxay S u He-f1? VIMeHHO Ha HUX
WM 4aCTh U3 HUX OTBeuaeT KaK/blk dunocod u kaxgas ¢punocodckas
cucTeMa.
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(DPIJIOCOCl)CKOE TBOPUYECTBO

Kak obcrout feno B Hayke? CoIVIacCHO Tpe/CTaB/eHHsIM OOMbIINH-
CTBa COBpPeMeHHbBIX (HI0COPOB HayKH, 371eCh UMeeTCs Kpyr oOIienpu-
3HaHHBIX 1pobsieM, BOIIPOCOB, 3aZiau. YueHbIl BbIOMpaeT jyis1 cebst 3ajauy,
PYKOBOJICTBYSICb BHYTPEHHMM HMHTEPeCOM, OOIeCTBeHHOW 3HAUuMMOCTBIO
npo6/ieMbl, CO3HaHHEM T'PaHML] CBOMX CrocobHOCTel 1 T. 1. Kak rpaBusio,
yueHble He CTaBAT repef, coboii 1 He pa3pabarbIBalOT TakKUX MpobiieM, Ko-
TOpBIE He MPU3HaHbI B KAUeCTBEe TaKOBBIX HAYYHBIM COOOIL[eCTBOM.

IIpo6siem B 3TOM CMBIC/IE B (U/I0COMUN HET, U OTYACTU 3TO OOBACHS-
eTCsl OTCYTCTBHEM eJUHON mapafurMel. I1pobsembl, BoMHyOIIMe OHKX,
YaCTO HeMHTepeCHbl WK Jjake OeCCMBICTIEHHBI C TOUKH 3peHUsl JPYTHX.
U1 oTBeThl Ha OOJBILYIO0 YaCTb BOMPOCOB JlaXKe B PaMKax OJHOTO (husio-
CO(CKOro TeueHUsl y>ke UMetoTcs. [JOBOMBHO TPYLHO yKasaTh (puaocod-
CKMI1 BOIIPOC, Ha KOTOPBIH BCe ellje HeT HU OfHOro oTBeTa. [losTomy du-
nocockve COYMHEHUsT YacTO HAuMHAIOTCS JOBOJBHO CTaHAAPTHO:
«/IBaHOB pelllaeT laHHYO 1pobemMy Tak, IleTpoB pelliaeT ee MHaue, a 4,
CugopoB, Tipeyiarat0 TpeThe perieHue». OTBeTbI eCTb, [e/i0 B TOM, UTO
3TH OTBETHI HE YOBIETBOPSIOT Mebsl.

Takum 06pa3oM, WCXOAHBINA MYHKT GHUI0CO(CKOTO HCCIeN0BaHUS —
He BOTIPOC, He TIpobreMa, ¢ KOTOpbIX, 1o MHeHuto K. Iomnmepa, HaunHaet
HayKa, a cybvekmueHas Hey006/1emeopeHHOCMb CYIIeCTBYIOLMMHU pellle-
HUSIMU U JKeJlaHWe YCTPaHUTh 3Ty HeY/I0B/JIeTBOPEeHHOCTh. YacTo oHa HO-
CUT [OBOJIHO-TAKW HeoIllpe/le/ieHHbI XapaKTep: KaKas-TO HesICHOCTb,
CMYTHOe II0/J03peHUe, UTO 3[eCh YTO-TO He TakK.

[TockosbKY HeyZI0B/IETBOPEHHOCTh BO3HMKAET B 3HAUUTEIbHOU Mepe
CTUXUIHO U 3apaHee BecbMa TPYAHO IpefcKasaTb, UTO UMEHHO BbI30-
BeT y BaC COMHEHHe, MOCTONbKY MOXKHO ObiIo OBl Ja)ke CKasaTb, UTO
He (unocod BLIOKMpaeT TeMy CBOEro MCC/IelOBaHUs, a CKOpee TeMa BbI-
OvipaeT, 3aXxBaTbIBaeT €ro, OTBeyasi KAKUM-TO TJIyOMHHBIM TIaCTaM ero
Jyxa.

dunocod BcTymaeT B CXBaTKy C 1pobieMoii 6e30py>KHbIM, U B 3TOM
3aKJ/IFOUaeTCsl elfe OfHa 0CO0eHHOCTb (UIOCO(CKOTO HCCIeH0BaHMS.
Y ¢unocoda HeT HU TPUOOPOB, HU MHCTPYMEHTOB, OH HE MOXKET I10CTa-
BUTb 3KCIIEPUMEHT WM TPOBeCTH HabO/MofieHys], eMy He II0OMoraeT Mare-
MaTHKa M JaXke caMma JIOTHKA. B ero pacriopsskeHuH WIib cOOCTBEHHBIN
pasym. ®unocod n3yuaet paboOTHI TeX aBTOPOB, KOTOPbIe AyMasii Haf UH-
Tepecy LM ero BOIPOCOM WM OIM3KMMH BOIPOCAaMH, CTapaeTcs I10-
HSITh, [IOUEMY €T0 He Y/|OBJIeTBOPSIIOT UMEIOLecs: OTBeThl, U UILeT CBOU
oTBeT. Kak BO3HMKaeT pellleHHe, MbIC/Ib, Hy>KHOe C0B0? [lo-BUAMMOMY,
rporiecc (UI0CO(CKOro OTKPBITUS HallOMUHAeT TOT, KOTOPbIM OMUCaH
A. Tlyankape u K. AjamMapoM Kak xXapakTepHbIH JJis1 MateMaTuku. OpHa-
KO OCTaBUM B CTOPOHE BOIPOCHI NICUXOJIOTUU U [OMYCTHUM, UTO pellleHue
HalifleHO, KpHK «DBpHUKa!» Mpo3Byyar.
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[Tpocreiiieli cutyaiueii Oyzer Ta, Korja BaM JIeHCTBUTEBHO y/a-
70Ch M300pecTH COBEPIIEHHO HOBYIO MBIC/h, HUKOT/IA paHee He BCTpe-
YaBLUIYIOCS B JIUTEPATYyPe.

YBBI, TOpa3fo yallje BCTpeyaeTcsl C/iydaid, Korja, npeiiokKUuB HeKo-
TOpOEe peIlleHHe, BhICKa3aB HEKOTOPYI0 MBIC/Ib, Bbl (OOBIYHO C TIOMO-
IbI0 «Z00pOXKenaTeIbHBIX KoJijier») oOHapy)KMBaeTe, UTO 3Ta MbIC/b,
3TO pellleHNe UM YTO-TO BeCbMa TOX0XKee YyKe JaBHO KeM-TO ObI/IM BblI -
CKa3aHbI 1 JJake He ofuH pa3. [To-BuiMMOMY, B HayKe Takoe ObIBaeT ro-
paszo pexxe. BcTpeuaroTcsi, KOHEYHO, CUTYaLMH, KOTAA OJHO OTKPBITHE
JleslaeTcsl He3aBUCUMO pa3HbIMU JIIOAbMU (M3BECTHBIN TIPUMeD: TIepeoT-
kpbiTHe B 1900 r. 3akoHOB HacnencTBeHHOCTH I e ®pusom, K. Kop-
percom u 3. Uepmakom, chopmynupoBaHHbix [. Menzgenem B 1865 1),
HO BDsA/] /TN HaWJIeTCSl yUeHbIl, KOTOPBIA Bcephe3 OyzeT 3aHOBO u300pe-
TaTth AuddepeHIMaTbHOe UCUKCIeHNe WU OTKPhIBaTh U3BeCTHbBIE Ta30-
Bble 3aKOHbI. B ¢unocodun ke 3To ciayuyaeTcs Ha Kaxzaom mmary. Yeso-
BeK H300peTaeT, CTPOMT KOHIIEMLMIO, a MOTOM BAPYT OCO3HAET, uTO
MOCTPOeHHAsi UM KOHI[eTI[Msl BeChMa CUJIbHO HarlOMUHAeT TOCTPOeHUst
U. Kanra unu A. Beprcona. VIMeHHO 103TOMY B3aMMHasi KpUTHUKA (u-
70cooB Tak yaCcTo HaYUMHaeTcs (a TOpPOoil M 3aKaHUMBAeTCs) C YCTaHOB-
JIeHWsI CXO/ICTBA U7l KPUTHUKYEMOTO KOJUIETH C W/IesIMHU KaKoro-HUOyIb
n3BeCTHOTO dunocoda.

W Bce-Taku Kaxbplii (usocod 3HaeT, UTO 37eChb HeT BY/IbrapHOTO
nyaruata. bivskue 1o fymeBHOMY CKIaJly TUYHOCTH OyIyT ZiaBaTh CXO7 -
Hble OTBETHI Ha CTOSILIMe Tiepesi HUIMH BOMPOCHL. OTO OOBSICHSIET B3auM-
HOe CXOZICTBO Jla)Ke BIIOJTHE CAMOCTOSITe/IbHBIX pellieHui. BaxkHo To, 4TO
eC/IM TaKWe OTBETHI JIAIOTCS B Pa3HbIX UCTOPHUYECKUX 0OCTOSITENHCTBAX,
TIpe/ICTaBUTENISIMU Pa3HBIX KY/IBTYP, TO OHU KaX[Iblii pa3 OygyT copep-
KaTb B cebe HEUTO HOBOE, T. . OyIyT CXOZHBI, HO HE TOX/Ie CTBEHHBI.

Ho uro e nipezicTaBnisieT coboli perieHre? B Hayke 3TO KOHCTaTaIUsA
Kakoro-to (¢akTa, yCTaHOBIE€HHe HeKOel 3aKOHOMEePHOCTH, [0Ka3aTeslb-
CTBO HEKOTOPOTO YTBEp>KJeHHs, KOpoUue TOBODSl, — HOBOe 3HAHue 00 uc-
crenyemMoil obnactu siBneHui. Punocod He OTKpBIBAeT HOBBLIX (PaKTOB
Y 3aKOHOB, He BBIJBUTaeT MPOBEPSeMbIX TUIOTE3, He CTPOUT Teopui Jist
00bsicHenust (hakToB. Ero 3ajaua — HaliTH U B CUCTeMaTHUeCKOM (opme
BBIPA3UTh CBOe TIOHMMaHWe MUpPAa M CBOe OTHOIlleHHe K HeMy. [l 3TOro
¢unocod n3obperaeT HOBLIE MOHSTHS WM TIEPEUHTEPIIPETUPYET U3BECT-
Hble, U300peTaeT HOBLIE CBSI3U MOHSATHM, BBISB/ISET CKPBITOE WJIH MPUAeT
HOBOe CojiepyKaHre WU3BeCTHBIM TIOHATUSIM. [IpUMepoM MOTYT C/Ty>KUTh
M3BeCTHbIe GUI0CO(CKUe MOHSATUSI MaTepuH, yXa, 100pa, MpeKpacHoro,
TPUYUHHOCTY U T. T1., KOTOPbIe B KaXK/[0M unocodckoii cucteMe romayda-
I0T HOBOE HMCTOJIKOBaHHe, HOBYIO MHTepripetaiuto. OneHuBast ¢umocod-
CKMI pe3y/bTaT B CaMOM OO0IIleM BH/le, MOKHO CKa3aTh, UTO OH BCer/a
npefcTaBsisieT co00 Co3aHue HOBOTO CMbICAA.

Wrak, HaiiieH HOBBIN CMBIC/I, HOBast UHTepIipeTalys. Ho 3To — muiib
TIepPBbIA, XOTS Y MPUHLUIHAILHO Ba)XKHBIM, LIar Ha AOJITOM Ty TH.
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Mano n306pecT HOBBIN CMBIC/, NPHAATh HOBYHO MHTEpIIpeTaLyio
TIOHSITUIO WA YTBEP)KAEHHIO, YBH/ETh HOBYIO CBfi3b MOHATHH. Ha 3TO
CIOCOOHBI MHOTHE JTFOZIW, HO, YBBI, MHOTHE Ha 3TOM U OCTaHAB/IMBAIOTCS.
Hemasio BcTpeuaeTcst OCTPOYMHBIX JitOZiel, BbICKa3bIBalOIMX B KOpUZope
WM 3a YalllKoi Kode OnecTdie Wzeu, HO TMUILIYIIMX Manao U TYCKIIO.
Ot ¢unococa TpebyeTcs yMeHre U Ke/laHHe Pa3BUTh HalifleHHOe pelle-
HUe. B obiuiem, 3TO pasBUTHe 3aK/IHOUaeTcsl B C/IeflylOLleM: ONupasich
Ha HalJleHHbIN CMBIC/, (uUnocod TepeocMbICUBaeT (TlepeuHTepIPeTH -
pyeT) U3BeCTHbIE TIOHATHSI Y YTBEP)KAEHUs], HaXOASAIIUeCs: B CBSI3U C ero
pe3ynbratoM. Tak ¢opmupyeTcst HOBbIM B3, Ha mup. Yem Gosee 1io-
CJIe/IOBaTe/IbHO U IMPOKO criocobeH ¢umocod pa3BUTh Ce[CTBUS Haki-
JEHHOTO pelleHus, TeM Oosiee 3HauUMTe/NLHBIM OyZeT ero J0CTHXKeHHe.
OTMeTHM HeKOTOpble MOMEHTBI 3TOT0 Tpoliecca.

Ornwmpasick Ha CBOU pe3ysnbTar, ¢unocod mepedopMynmpyeT UCXO[-
HYIO0 1po0sieMy Tak, UYTOObI TIO/TyYeHHbIH pe3ysbTaT OKa3ascs pelleHneM
5Tol npobnembl. TakuM 06pa3oM, cHavana HaXO[AUTCS pelleHue, a NOmom
To7i 3TO pelieHre (GopMynupyeTcst npobiema. VI 3To BoBce He Kakasi-TO
HeO/aroBu/iHas yoBKa. MBI yKe oTMeuasH, 4To (GHI0codCcKoe UCceso-
BaHUe yallle BCero HauWHAeTCs C HEKOTOPOM Oecriokosiiei HesICHOCTH,
Hey/I0B/IeTBOPeHHOCTH. Korza Bbl HaxXofuTe TOHSATHS, YTBEPXKJEHUs,
ycTpaHsitoie 6ecrioKoWCTBO, BHOCSIIME SICHOCTb, TOJIBKO TOTAA BBI
TojyyaeTe BO3MOKHOCTb YeTKO OCO3HaTh, UYTO MIMEHHO BacC He Y/0B/IeTBO-
psIo, ¥ BBIPA3UTh 3TO B BHJE SICHO COPMY/IMpPOBaHHOM mpobsemsl. T1o-
3TOMy He Bcerja cjefyeT Beputh ¢uaocody, KoTopblid nuiet: «Ilepeno
MHOM BcTasa npo6seMa, s IofyMas U pernn ee». Het, yacto cHavana oH
HaXOJUT HEeKUM pe3ysibTat, a 3areM H300peTaeT 3ajauy, pelieHneM KOTO-
poii OyzeT 3TOT pe3ysbTar.

dunocod OTbICKMBAET TaK)Ke OCHOBAHUS CBOETrO pe3y/ibrara, T. e. Ka-
KHe-TO O0LIerprHSTHIe TIOJIOKeHHs, (PaKThl, JAHHbIE HAyKH U T. 1., U3 KO-
TOPBIX TIO/yYeHHBI pe3y/ibTar cyiefyeT. HekoTopble M3 HUX [JeMCTBH-
TeJIbHO MOIVIM TOATO/KHYTh €ro B OIpe/ie/IeHHOM HarlpaB/eHUH, OHaKO
Terepb OH COOWpaeT Ja)ke TOT MaTepyas, O KOTOPOM OH M He JAyMas
[I0 TOTO, KaK Hallle/I pellieHre. DTO HY)KHO eMy /i/Isl TOr0, UToOBI IpeicTa-
BUTb CBOI1 pe3y/bTaT B KauecTBe /02UHecko20 C/1e0cmeusi Nof00paHHbIX
ocHoBaHu#. Puocodsl 00BIYHO U30erarT TOBOPUTE: « 51 MIPUHUMAIO 3TO
MOTOMY, UTO MHe 3TO HPaBUTCs, UTO S TaK XOuy, YyBCTBYIO, Bepio». Bme-
CTO TaKMX LIOKUPYIOIIMX 3asiB/IeHNI OHY MPeATIoYUTaloT Co3/iaBaTh y Uu-
TaTesst TaKoe TIpe/ICTaB/IeHNe: CTos/Ia HeKasl mpobseMa, Obi1 cobpaH Ta-
KOW-TO MaTepuas, KOTOPBIM JIOTMUECKH TIpUBeJ] WMEHHO K JaHHOMY
pereHHIo Ipo6/eMbl.

PasBuTHe CJIe[ICTBUI TIOJIy4eHHOTO pe3y/bTaTa 3aK/IFuaeTcs], 1o CyTd
Jena, B pa3paboTke HOBOW WMHTEpIpeTaliuy M3BECTHBIX TOHSITUH, yTBEp-
XKZleHnH, rpobsieM. XopolMid pe3y/nbraT B Hjeasie [O/DKeH TPUBOAUTH
K TIeperHTepIipeTau Bcex (prumocopckux MOHATHN U K CO3/JaHUI0 HOBO-
ro B3rsia Ha MUpP. Tak BO3HUKAIOT Be/MKHe (UIocodCKue CUCTeMbI —
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KanTa, I'erenis, [IToneHrayspa, Mapkca. OfHaKo TpeOyrOTCS Uy[OBHUIIIHbIE
YCH/IHSL [J/Is1 TOTO, YTOOBI 1OC/IeZ0BaTeIbHO Pa3BUTh HOBOE MHPOBO33pe-
HUe W CIIPaBUTBCS CO BCEMHU TPYAHOCTSIMA Ha 3TOM MyTd. Harmpumep,
Mapkc B «Karutane» HauMHaeT C TOM Hjeu, uTo Bce 6OraTcTBO KanuTaiu-
CTHUUeCKOro obIrecTBa MpefcTaB/iseT co00i COBOKYITHOCTL TOBapoB. Ilo-
C/lejoBaTe/lbHOe TIPOBeieHWEe 3TOW Heu TOTpeOOBajio TOKasarhb, 4YTO
Y 3eMJIS1 C ee jlecaMM M BOZaMHU, U MPOM3Be/leHHs1 UCKYCCTBa, U Jake caM
YesI0BeK SIBMISFOTCSL TOBAPOM. A i7ist 3Toro Oblia Hy)KHa Oosibliiast n300pe-
TaTeNbHOCTE W YIIOPHBIN TPYA,.

[la 1 HalifleHHbI! pe3y/bTaT — UCXOHbIM [IYHKT HOBOT'O BO33DEHUs —
JOJDKeH OBITh [JOCTaTOUHO 3HauyWTeSeH M OpUTHHajeH, uyToObl ero ciief-
CTBUSI OXBAaTWIM 3aMeTHYIO c¢epy. Uem mmpe 3ta cdepa, yeM Oombimit
Kpyr ¢unocopckux npobnemM U pellleHHI IM03BOJISIET 11€Pe0CMbIC/IUTh
Balll pe3y/ibTaT, TeM OH 3HauuTesbHee. LIeHHOCTb (uocodckoro pesysb-
TaTra omnpefessieTcsi He COOTBETCTBHEM ero ¢akTaM WM HayuyHBIM [aH-
HbIM, a ero MoTeHLMaIbHOM CrI0COOHOCThIO MPU/ABaTh HOBBIM CMBICII I10-
HSTHSIM, BellaM, sIBJIEHUSIM U TI0Ka3bIBaTh X B HOBOM, HEOOBIUHOM CBeTe.
OueHb 3HaUMTeNBHLIM pe3ysbTaT ZaeT BO3MOXKHOCTb T0-HOBOMY B3IVISI-
HYTb Ha Bce, Ha BeCb MUP. OAMH U3 He CTOJIb JaBHUX IIPUMepOB — (U/Io-
co¢us K. INTonnepa, Beipociias U3 ujeu ¢anbCupuLpyeMoCTH.

Utak, vcciefoBaHue 3aBeplleHo, pe3ysibTaT MoydeH v pa3surt. [lopa
BBIHOCHUTbD €0 Ha Cy7, yO/InKH.

Kakyto nenb mpecienyer ¢unocod, oO6Hapozysi pe3y/ibTaThl CBOMX
pa3mbliieHniA? OCHOBHasi M, eC/IM CYAWUTh TI0 OOJIBIIOMY CYETY, eJuH-
CTBeHHas lle/lb — Ilepe/iaTh CBOe BU/ieHHe MUpa WU pelleHue OT/e/IbHON
npo6sieMbl ApyruM JrofsaM. [Iist OCTHyKeHUs 9Toi menu y dunocoda
VMMeeTCs IMIIb OJHO CPeACTBO — KPacoTa, CTPOMHOCTb, MOC/Ie/j0BaTe/b-
HOCTb u3/10’keHus. [103ToMy OH cChlnaeTcst Ha JJaHHble HayKH, are/ulipy -
eT K MaTepua/ibHbIM MHTepecaM, NpruberaeT K JIOTHKe WX SMOLIMOHAIb -
HOMY, TIDUTIOJHSTOMY CTU/IIO M3JIOKeHWs U T. 1. Mcropus ¢unocodun
CBH/IETE/ILCTBYET O TOM, UTO KPYITHbIE MbIC/IUTE/IN 00BIYHO 3a00THUINChH
0 JIuTepaTypHoil (hopMe cBOMX courHeHMH. Eciu Bbl npujyManu urto-
TO HOBOE M HUCKDEHHe BepuTe, YTO 3TO HOBOE HY’)KHO, TOJIe3HO, TIpe-
KpacHoO, TO BbI II0CTapaeTech IPeNo/HeCTH CBOU HJleH B XOpollel ymna-
KOBKe, M3/I0KUTb UX TakK, YTOObI uMTaTe/nb BaM noBepus. Eciu ke Bac
VMHTEepecyeT TOJIbKO BBITIOJIHEHHUE TJIaHa WM TIOMy4YeHue TPaHTa, TO UTo
BaM I'eky0a?

®dunocodus 1 HayKa

[Mo-BuuMoMy, ettle K JIeHOHUIY BOCXOAWT TO OTpefiesieHne TOXK7e-
CTBa, COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY [JBE BeI[U SIB/ISTIOTCS TOXK/ECTBEHHBIMH, €C/H
BCe CBOMCTBa OJHOM W3 HUX SIB/ISIFOTCS B TO )K€ BPeMsI CBOMCTBaMU APYTon
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1 obpaTHo. JIerko nokasarb, 4To HEKOTOpble 0COOEHHOCTH HayKU He TIpU-
Hazyiexar ¢uiocoduu, ciefoBaTesbHO, Hayka U (umocodusi — pas3Hble
BeLI.

Kak n3BecTHO, B usocoduu Hayku XX B. 0BOJILHO OOJbILIOE Me-
CTO 3aHMMaJIa «IpobyieMa leMapKariun» — Mpob/ieMa HaXOXKIeHUs] KpyTe-
pYeB, KOTOpbIe TO3BOJIMIM Obl OTAENMUTh HayKy, HayuHOe 3HaHHe OT He-
HayKH, OT TICeBI0HayKH, OT WJEO0I0TMU U — UTO Ji/Isl Hac 37ieCb 0COOeHHO
MHTepecHO — oT ¢unocopun. Kro 3aHnMarics 3Toit mpobseMo, ToT 3Ha-
€T, YTO OHA He TIO/yYn/ia Y4OBJIeTBOPUTELHOTO pelleHws, /a, 0-BUA -
MOMY, ¥ He MoIvIa ObITh pellleHa B TOM BH/e, KOTOPbIH ObLT elf mpuzaH.
HeT Toli ueTKol rpaHHMI[bI MeXIy Haykoll u Quiocodueli, KOTOpYIO
CTPEMWINCh HAUTH 1 3a(MKCHPOBATh.

XoTst uMeroTcst 06pasiibl HayYHbIX U HUI0CO(CKUX CHUCTEM, KOTOpble
OueHb SICHO TIOKa3bIBAIOT Pa3/ikurie MeXXAy HayKoi u ¢unocodueis, oaHa-
KO KOHTYPBI 3TUX ABYyX 00s1acTell pacIiyibIBYaThl, OHM B3aMMHO TPOHMKA-
I0T OfiHa B JIPYTyI0 U BO MHOTHX C/IydasiX Ype3BblUaiiHO TPYJHO CKa3aTb,
YTo 3TO0 — eie ¢punocodus UM yxe Hayka? TeM He MeHee B KPUTEpUSIX,
chopMyIMpPOBaHHBIX Pa3/MYHbIMKA aBTOPaMH, ObLIM, HA MOW B3IVIsL, BbI-
JleJieHbl HeKOTOpble 4epThl M 0COOEHHOCTH HayKH, KOTOpble — MyCTb
He BITOJTHE YeTKO — BCe JKe OT/IMYAI0T ee OT BCeX JPYrux (opm HHTesIeK -
TyaJbHOW JesITelIbHOCTH, B TOM uucie W oT ¢unocopuu. [Tocmorpum
Ha HEKOTOpbIe U3 HUX.

Jlornueckrie TIO3UTUBHCTHI TI0JIarajiy, YTO HayYHbIMA MOYKHO CUM-
TaTb TOJILKO TakKWe TMOJIOKEHHUsI M TeOPUH, KOTOPble MOXKHO gepucpuyupo-
8ambp WJIH, TIPOIL{e TOBOPs, NOOMeepoumb SMITUPHUUECKUMU JaHHbIMU. Ha-
TpUMep, KOTZJa yueHbI yTBep)KJaeT, UTO BCe BOPOHBI uUepHble, TO OH
TOCTapaeTCst HAUTH KaKOro-HUOYb BOPOHA U yKasaThk: «BuauTe, BOH CH-
[T BOPOH, U 00paTuTe BHUMaHUe — YepHBIH, C/e/ioBaTelbHO, MOe yTBep-
JKZleHre TIOATBep)KJeHo». MHorue ¢umocodsl HaykKu M CaMd ydeHble
CUMTAIOT, YTO BCE yTBEP)KeHWUs Y TeOPUH HayKW B TOM WM WHOM CTerie-
HU TIOJTBEPX/|eHbl N [JO/DKHBI ObITh MOATBEPK/eHbl (pakTamu, Habmo-
JIeHUsIMH, YKCIIepUMEeHTaMH.

Kputrkys Bo33peHust IoruuecKmx mo3uTuBUcToB, K. Tlonmep ykasbi-
BaJl Ha TO, UTO OJHOM IOATBEP’KAaeMOCTH ellle HefloCTaTOYHO A TOTO,
YTOOBI IPOBECTH TPAHULY MeXK/ly HayuHbIMH M BHEHAyUHBIMU yTBEpPXK/e-
HUSIMU M TIOCTPOEHUSIMH. YTBEPXKJEeHUsI U TeOPUX HayKd, C ero TOUKH
3peHUs], OTJIMYAIOTCS TeM, YTO B MPUHLUIIE MOTYT ObITb OnpogepeHymbl
SMIIMPUYECKUMH JJaHHBIMU. OObeiuHsIs TO/ATBEP)KAaeMOCTb C OTpOBep-
JKUMOCTBI0, MBI MOXKeM CKa3aTh, UYTO OJHUM W3 Ba)XKHEHILINX KPUTEpHEB,
TM03BOJISIIOLIUX OT/IMYUTh Hay4Hble TIOCTPOEHUsI OT HeHayUHbIX, SIB/ISETCs
amMnupuyeckasi NpoeepsIMOCMb: eCJI TeopHsi JI0MyCKaeT TIPOBEPKY C T0-
MOIL[bIO HAO/MIOZeHNST WM SKCIIepUMEHTa, B pe3y/bTaTe KOTOPOM OHa Mo-
)KeT ObITb TOJTBEp)K/eHa UM ONPOBEpPrHyTa, TO TaKas TeopHs SIB/seTCs
HayYHOM; eCJIM JKe TeOPHI0 HeJlb3sl IPOBEPUTH OIILITOM, TO OHA JIEKUT BHE
HayKH.
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Ha moii B3y, yTBep)KZieHUs U KOHLeNMK (prunocoduu sMnuprye-
CKU HeIlpoBepsieMbl U HeomnpoBep)kuMbl. Hy kak, B camoMm jerne, Ipo-
BEPUTH W OTPOBEPrHYTh YTBEP)KIEHHEe O TOM, UYTO Marepusi MepBUYHa,
a CO3HaHMe BTOPUYHO; YTO B OCHOBE Pa3BUTHUS NPUPOJbL JIeXXUT camopas-
BUTHE abCOMIOTHOTO /iyXa; UTO CyOCTaHIUS TIPe/ICTaB/IseT COO0UM euH-
ctBo [Ipupoge! v bora v T. n.? Korpga Ileep Telisip pe LllapaeH yTBepxaa-
eT, UTO KaXkJas YacTUYKa BelljecTBa Hajie/ieHa HEKOTOpbIM MozobremM
TICUXWYeCKOTo, TO pa3Be CMYILaeT ero Kakoi-HUOy/b BIIO/IHe Oe3Ku3HeH-
HBI KaMeHb, JieXXaliyii Ha gopore? HeT, KoHeuHo. PaKThbl, C KOTOPbIMU
VMeeT Jle/l0 HayKa, BCerza, 110 KpaiiHell Mepe CO BpeMeH aHTUYHOCTH,
ObUTM Ge3pa3muuHbl Ayisa Guaocoduur, UO0 ¢ caMoro Havasaa CBOEro BO3-
HUKHOBEHHsI OHa TbITasach TOBOPUTE O TeX BelllaX, KOTOPble HaXOAW/INCh
3a TpefielaMM II0BCEJHEBHOIO OIbITA M HAyyHOIO WCC/Ie[0BaHUS, —
0 CYILJHOCTH MHUPa, 0 Jo0pe | 371e, 0 COBeCTH U CBOOOzE.

T. KyH, Kak U3BeCTHO, OTMETHJI eIl OfIHY OTJUUHTETbHYI0 0COOeH-
HOCTb HayKu: B KaXJ0M HayKe CyllleCcTByeT OfiHa (MHOI[Aa HeCKOJIbKO)
(dyHgameHTanbpHasE TeOpUsi — napaduzma, KOTOPYIO B OTpe/ie/IeHHbI Tie-
pUOZ, TIpU3HAeT BCce Hay4yHoe cooObiecTBo. IIpu BceX OroBOpKax, CBsI3aH-
HBIX C HeOIlpe/leJIeHHOCTBIO NOHATUS apaJUrMbl, He/lb3s OTPULIaTh TOT
(axT, uTO B HayKe UMEIOTCS JOCTYKeHUs], IPU3HaBaeMble BCeM Hay4HbIM
coobuiectBom. [To-BUaMMOMY, 10 TeX TOP, TIOKa Takou (oHA obujernpu-
3HAHHBIX JJOCTIDKEHUH B HEKOTOpOH 00s1aCcTH He CIOKWICS, B Hell elle
HeT HayKu. [IJis1 BceX HacC COBEepIIeHHO OUeBHHO, UTO B (prnocoduu HU-
Korzia He OBLIO TOCTIOACTBYIOIIEH MapafurMbl. [l Hee XapakTepeH nio-
panusm LLIKOJ, TedeHuH, HarpasiaeHui. (KyH IMeHHO B 3TOM BUJieJl IIpUH-
LunuanbHoe oTauuMe ¢(unocodpun OT Haykd.) PakTUyecKU KaKAbId
Oosiee WM MeHee CaMOCTOSITENIbHBIA MBICJIUTENb CO37jaeT CBOI COO-
CTBEHHYIO MMPOBO33pDeHYecKylo cucTeMy. Kaxiplii M3 Hac 3HaeT, Kak
TPYZHO CpeAu Tpo(deCcCHOHANIOB BCTPETUTh XOTs Obl OJJHOTO ueyioBeKa,
KOTOPBIH coriacuiicsi Obl C TBOUM pellieHHeM TOU MpobieMbl, KOTOPOW OH
caM uHTepecyeTcs. [la UTo TaM rOBOPUTH O COIVIACUM, KOLJA yallle BCero
HaM He XBaTaeT IIPOCTOr0 B3aUMOIIOHUMaHuUs!

XapakTepHoil yepToii Haykd HOBOro BpeMeHHU SIB/SIeTCSl LIMPOKOe
WCII0/Ib30BaHUe SMITUPUUECKUX METOZ0B T03HaHUs — HabmofeHus, n3me-
peHust, skcrieprMenTa. OHa yacTo obpaijaeTcs K MHAYKIWY U OIUPaeTCst
Ha WHJYKTHBHBIe 00001meHus. Hayka CTpeMUTCSl BBOAUTH KOJIMUECTBEH-
Hble TIOHATHSL M UCHO/b3yeT MareMaThueckuil ammapar. Hayka IIMpoko
M0/Ib3yeTCsl CUIoTe3aMu JJisl MOoJy4yeHus HOBOro 3HaHus. Bcero sToro
B ¢mnocodun HeT WM MOUTH HeT: ¢puIocod He MPOBOAWT Lie/ieHarpaB-
JIeHHbIX Hab/rofleHUH, He CTaBUT SKCIIePUMEHTOB, He cobupaeT (hakToB —
OH CUJUT B OMOMMOTEKe M UNTaeT KHUTH WM BCTYTIaeT B CIIOPHI C KOJljie-
raMy Ha ceMrHapax ¥ KOH(epeHLUsIX.

B Hayke Bcerzia CyllecTByeT Kpyr oOlje3HaurMMbIX rpobsiem. Bcem
OviosoraM WHTepeCHO 3HaTb, KaK YCTPOEHa XPOMOCOMa W/ ecCTh JIU
JKW3Hb Ha Mapce, moboro ¢u3Mka 3anHTepecyeT COO00IeHHe O HOBOU
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5/IleMeHTapHOM YacTulie U T. [j. YueHble UIIYT pellleHHi CBouX rpobsem,
Y eC/Id OTBeT Hali[ieH, TO BPsiZ, /I KOMY-HHOyAb MpUZET B TOJIOBY ellle
U ellle pa3 pellaTh 3aKPhITYI0 TpobseMy. Bonpoc BeIpaXkaeT OTCYTCTBHE
nH(popmMaLMy, U, KaK TOJIbKO MH(OpMaLys 10y4eHa, BOIIPOC CHUMAeTCsl
WIY CTaHOBUTCSI PUTOpHUeCcKUM. B dunocodun xe geno obctout cosep-
IIIeHHO vHayve. [10-BUIMMOMY, B Heli HeT MHTepeCHBIX Jijisl BCeX MpobieMm.
[Tpo6nemsl, Bo/HyOIIMe ofHOr0O (unocoda UIM UleHOB KaKoro-To Ha-
TIpaB/IeHys], MOTYT TI0Ka3aTbCsl TPUBUAIBHBIMU WIN Jiake OeccMbic/ieH-
HBIMU C TOUKU 3peHUs apyroro ¢hunocoda, MHOro ¢pmiocodckoro Harpas-
nenus. Hy, Harpyumep, BOMpoC O TOM, KaK OTAeNWTb LIapCTBO [JyXa
OT LjapcTBa Kecapsi, obcyxeHnto koroporo H.A. Bep/sieB mocBATUN Lie-
JIy¥0 KHUTY, A Apyrux ¢unocodoB TOro BpeMeHU BOOOIe He SIBIISICS
BorpocoM. B Hauase 30-x IT. jlorMyecKye MO3UTHUBUCTHI MpoBeau Oyp-
HYIO JIUCKYCCHIO O TIPHPO/ie TIPOTOKOJIBHBIX IPeIOKeHUH. JTa AUCKyC-
CHsI OCTaBW/Ia COBEPIIEHHO PaBHOAYIIHBIMU (PPAHIY3CKUX U HEMELIKMX
5K3MCTEeHLMaNMCToB. U Tak fanee.

Pa3BuTHe HayKM TakKe JOBOJILHO CUJIBHO OT/IMYAEeTCsl OT Pa3sBUTHS
¢dunocopun. B dbunocopunr HeT TOro HEMPEPHIBHOIO TOCTYMATEILHOTO
JBIKeHUs K Bce Oosiee MOTHOMY, TOYHOMY M ITTyDOKOMY 3HaHHIO, KOTO-
poe TaK XapakKTepHO /il pa3BUTHs HayKu (10 KpaliHell Mepe, B TeueHuUe
JUTUTeNbHBIX TIEPUOZIOB). 371eCh Tepe]; HaMM TIpe/CTaeT MHOTOLIBETHBIH
Kasleijockon pa3Hoo0pasHbIX Wjel, KOHLIeMNLWH, ToueK 3peHus, JUCKYyC-
CHU U CTIOPOB, BO3BPATOB K CTapbIM MpobseMaM U, Ka3anochk Obl, JaBHO
yMepLIUM B3r/isiiaM. B Hayke /ierko 3aMeTHTh pa3sumue, B (unocodumn
Ke Ha TlepeZiHeM IJIaHe MbI 3aMeyaeM, Tpexk/ie BCero, U3MeHeHuUe.

HakoHell, CyIjeCTBYeT ellle 0ZJHO, ObITb MOXKET, Ba)KHeliIllee OTIMYMe
¢unocodun OT HayKH, 0 KOTOPOM CTOUT TTOTOBOPHUTE 0C00O0.

dunocodus 1 NICTUHA

Bce MBI WM MOYTH BCe, MyCTh C MHOTOUMC/EHHBIMA OTOBOPKaMHU
Y YTOUHEHUSIMH, TIPU3HAEM, UTO HayKa /IaeT HaM UCTHHY B KJIaCCHUECKOM
CMBIC/TE 3TOTO C/IOBa, T. €. TPHUOIU3UTE/IBHO a/leKBaTHOe OTOOpakeHMe
JIeiCTBUTENIBHOCTH B ()OpMe HayuHbIX 3aKOHOB W Teopuil. Ho faet s
HaM UCTHHY B 3TOM CMbiciie ¢uiocodus? TIpuMeHHUMO /i KJIacCHUYeCKoe
TOHATHE WCTHHBI K (GUIOCOMCKUM YTBEPXK/EHUAM W KOHIeMmuam? [Iis
OTBeTa Ha 3TOT BOMPOC MOINpobOyeM BBISBUTH OCOOEHHOCTH TeX Hayd-
HBIX TIPE/IJIOKEHUH, K KOTOPbIM 0eCCIIOPHO TIPUMEHSIeTCS UCTUHHOCTHAs
OlIEHKa, a 3aTeM TIOCMOTpUM, O0Ma/IAI0T /M 3THMH O0COOEHHOCTAMH
yTBepXKaeHus punocoduu.

HauHeM C M3BECTHOTO U OOIIENPU3HAHHOTO: JIOTUKA TOBOPUT HaM,
YTO UCTUHHBIMHU W/IH JIOKHBIMH MOTYT OBITh TOJIBKO TIOBECTBOBATe/IbHbIE
TIpe/I/IOXKeHNst, HO He BOMPOCHTe/bHbIe WK ToOyguTesnbHble. K 3TOMY
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cnenyeT no0aBUTh, UTO TTIOBECTBOBATE/IbHOE TIPEZJIOKEHHUE JO0/KHO OBbITh
OCMbIC/NIeHHbIM, U, TIPEXK/le YeM CTaBUTh BOIMPOC 00 WUCTUHHOCTH WU
JIO)KHOCTU HEKOTOpPOrO TpeAJIOKeHMWsl, Mbl [OJ/DKHBI CHayasja peLInTb,
OCMBIC/IEHHO /M OHO. OCMBIC/IeHHbIE TTI0BECTBOBATE/IbHbIE TIPEJIOKEHUS
IIIMPOKO WCIIO/B3YIOTCS KakK B TTOBCEJHEBHOM >KHU3HH, B KOTOPOW OHU BbI-
paXkarOT ONBIT W 3HaHUS, MOJyYeHHble HAMM B pe3yJibTaTe Herocpesn-
CTBEHHOTO KOHTAaKTa C BeIlllaMH U sIB/IEHUsIMU, TaK U B HayKe, B KOTOPOM
OHU BOIUIOLJAIOT HAy4yHOe 3HaHue. BrojiHe eCTeCTBEHHO IPeIIO/IOKHUT,
YTO TAaKOTO POJa Mpe[IoKeHus1 06/1aflaloT KaKUMU-TO 0COOEHHOCTSIMHU,
KOTOpbIE U TI03BOJISIFOT HaM OLIEHWBAaThb UX KaK WUCTUHHbIE WU JIOKHBIE.
Yro ke 3TO 32 0COOeHHOCTH?

CoBceM HeTPYZHO 3aMeTUTb, YTO MOBECTBOBATE/IbHbIE TpPefIoKe-
HUSL HOCST ONuUCamesbHbili XapaKTep, OHU OIMHCBLIBAIOT CBOH 00OBLEKT, Ka-
KHe-TO ero CBOMCTBA WK OTHOIIEHUS MeXy oObekTamu. Tak, Tipezjio-
>)keHust «Bosara Bnazaet B Kacrnuiickoe Mope» uimn «®deHoTUnuueckre
0CO0EHHOCTH OpraHu3Ma JIeTePMUHHPOBAHBI €r0 T€HOTUIIOM» OITHUCHIBA -
10T OTHOIIIEHHSI MEX/Ty HEKOTOPBIMU O00BEKTaMH, B TO BPeMs Kak Tpej -
noxenuss «llogm crogal» wmm «Korga ke mpujer BecHa?» HUYEro
He onuchIBaroT. IlpaBaa, [/s1 TOr0 UTOOBI MPEIOKEHUI0 MOXKHO OBLIO
MIPUTTHCATh UCTUHHOCTHYIO OIIEHKY, Majio TOr0, YTOObI OHO uMeso Gop-
MYy OIMCaHUs, B HEM ellle J0/DKEeH MNPUCYTCTBOBaTb MOMEHT yTBEpIKJe-
HUSI WM OTPULIAHUS, TTOKa3bIBalOI[U, UTO IIpe/JIO’KeHUe IpeTeHAyeT
Ha BOCIIPOU3Be/JeHue peajbHOro nosioxkeHus fei. B csoe Bpems I. dpe-
re mpejjaraa BeIpaXkaTb 0COOBIM 3HAKOM YTBEP)KAAeMOCTh TIOBECTBORBA -
TeJIbHOTO MPEeJIOKEHHsS], MO0 TOMBKO B 3TOM C/Iy4yae OHO CTAaHOBU/IOCH
TOZ/IMHHBIM OIUCAHUEM.

[To-BugumMomy, TipeAjioXKeHHe, TIpeTeHJyIollee Ha WCTUHHOCTHYIO
OLIEHKY, 00/ajaeT elle OAHOH Ba)KHOW OCOOEHHOCTBIO: OHO JIOJIKHO
OBITH paspewiumMo — B TOM CMBICJIE, UTO Y HAC eCTh BO3MOXXHOCTh TpOBe-
PUTH 3TO MpeAJIoKeHWe U YCTaHOBUTh UCTUHHO OHO W/ JIOXKHO. B ca-
MOM [lejie, eC/Id K HEKOTOPOMY TpeA/Io)KEeHUI0 MPUMEHNMa WCTUHHOCT-
Hasl OlleHKa B K/JaCcCHYeCKOM ee WCTOJKOBaHWM, TO 3TO O3HayaeT, YTo
MMeeTCs KaKOM-TO Crocob yCTaHOBUTh, COOTBETCTBYET OHO CBOEMY 00h-
eKTy wiu HeT. Ecyii Takoro criocoba — HY MpsSIMOTO, HU KOCBEHHOTO —
He CyIleCTBYeT, TO UCTUHHOCTHas OLIeHKa [MPOCTO TepsieT CMbIC/I. MeTof,
TIPOBEPKHU [IOJDKEH OBITh UHTEPCYOBbEKTUBHBIM, T. €. KaXK/BIH JKeIaroL[ri
MOYKET TIPOBEPUTh U YOEAUTHCSI, HCTUHHO HEKOTOPOE TMpeJIoKEeHUe WU
JIOXKHO.

HaxkoHell, UHTepCyOLeKTHBHAs TPOBEPSIEMOCTb MPEIOKeHUH, [0-
MyCKAIOINX UCTUHHOCTHYIO OLIEHKY, ZieJIaeT UX 00w e3HauuMbiMu. ITO
crefyeT MOHKMMAaTb B TOM CMBIC/IE, UTO eC/IM HeKOTOpOoe MpejjioKeHue
MPU3HAHO UCTUHHBIM W/IW JIO)KHBIM, TO C 3TOW OLIEHKON BBIHYXK/IEH CO-
[VIACUTBCSI KaXKJbIH ue/ioBeK, He3aBHCHMO OT CBOEro HallMOHAIbHOI'O
TIPOMCXOKeHUsl, COC/IOBHOM TIPUHA/JIeXKHOCTH, We0I0Tue CKUX, TI0JH -
TAYECKUX U MPOUMX OpueHTaluil. Takue UCTUHBI, KaK «CBUHEL] TsDKejee
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JKejle3a», «CHUJla TOKa B LielM IMPOIOpPLIMOHA/IbHA HAlpSHKeHUI0», «KUT —
MJ/IeKOTIMTaoIllee», BbIHY)KJEH IPUHATh KaX[bll, KTO IIOHUMaeT UuX
CMBIC/T U CITIOCO0 TIPOBEPKH.

IIpy 3TOM COBepIlIeHHO HeBa)XKHO, KTO I1epPBbIM BbICKAa3al UCTUHHOE
NpeJIoKeHHe — WTaslbsiHel] WM KWTaell, MUIMOHEP WIM IpoJieTapui,
Hunbc Bop vnu nana pumckuid. [To3TomMy nctrHa GeccyObeKkTHa: He UMe-
eT 3HauyeHUs], KTO BbICKa3as UCTHHY, OHa OyZleT MpHHSTa; He UMeeT 3Haye-
HUS, KTO BBICKa3asl JIOKb, OHa OyzeT oTBeprHyta. Ha 3Ty 4epTy MCTHHBI
obOpallja/l BHUMaHUe Halll BeJIMKUN y4yeHbId 1 MbiciuTens B.M. BepHag-
CKMH: «Vlaean HayuHOlM paboThl, — Mucas OH, — 6e3/1MYHasl UCTHHA, B KO-
TOPOI BCSIKOe IIpPOsIBJIeHHe JTMYHOCTU IO BO3MOXKHOCTU YZareHO U [JJisl
yCTaHOBJIEHUSI U TIOHUMaHHsI KOTOPO# Ge3pa3/inuHo, KeM U MpU Kakoi 00-
CTQHOBKe OHa HaliZleHa, MO0 3TO HayyHas WCTWHA, T. €. Hay4HbIi (aKT,
SMIIMpUYecKoe HayyHoe 00001jeHre, BHOBb HeTpepbIBHO TlepecMarpyrBa-
€TCs ¥ JIOTUUeCKUM aHa/M30M, ¥ BO3BpallleHUEM BHOBb K pearbHOMY SIB-
JIEHUI0 MHO20KpamHoll npoeepkoll HOBBIMK JMLlaMW» [BepHazckuii,
1988, c. 308]. ITosToMy, BbICKa3blBasi UICTUHHbIE YTBEP)KJEHHUS, Mbl MTpaK-
TUYeCKM HUKOT/a He CChl/IaeMCsl Ha aBTOPUTET WIH UCTOUHUK, T. €. He To-
Bopum: «Kak cuurtaer Komepnuk, 3emss Bpaujaercsi BOKpyr ComHia»
wi «Ilo MHeHnto [lapBuHa, J0LIaAM KyIIAlOT OBeC U CceHOo». KoHeuHo,
JlareKko He BCsKasg UCTHUHA Cpa3y ke MpUHUMaeTCsl BceMu. VIcTopusi HayKu
TIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO OYeHb MHOTHE WCTHHBI C TPYZOM BXOZM/IU B 00LL|eCTBEH-
Hoe co3HaHue. O7fHAKO MHTePCyOBbeKTHBHAs TIPOBepKa B KOHEUHOM UTOTe
ybexkiaeT BCex.

Takum o6pa3oM, paccMmaTpuBasi NpejIoKeHHsl, KOTOPbIM OObIUHO
TIPUIMCHIBAETCS MCTUHHOCTHAs OLleHKa, Mbl OOHapy)KMBaeM, UTO 3TH
TIpe/IOKeHUsT I0/DKHBI OBITb OMMCaTeIbHBIMUA YTBEP)KAEHUSMH, WUHTep-
CyObeKTHBHO IpOBepsieMbIMM U 00l1je3HauMMbIMU. Biiarozapsi BHyTpeH-
Hell CBfI3U NepeuyrCcIeHHBIX CBOMCTB OTCYTCTBHE XOTsl ObI OJHOTO U3 HUX
JleflaeT COMHHUTENBbHBIM Halduve [ByX APYIMX M pa3pyllaeT OCHOBY,
Ha KOTOPYIO ONMpaeTCss UCTUHHOCTHAs OLieHKa IpejoxkeHus. Te ke ca-
Mble CBOWMCTBA MPUCYLM U CUCTEMaM pacCMaTprBaeMbIX IpeZJIoKeHUH —
Hay4YHbIM TeOpHsM, OMMCAHHSM MPOIILJIOr0 UCTOPUKOM, pacckasam oue-
BU/ILIEB O TeX WM UHBIX COOBbITHSAX. MIHTepcyOBeKTHBHOM MpoBepsieMo-
CTBIO U 0011]e3HAUMMOCTBIO MCTHHBI 00bsICHAETCSI MHTePHALIMOHA/TBHOCTh
HayKH, pY3HaHue YYeHbIMH pa3HbIX CTPaH OJHUX U TeX >Ke HayUHBIX J0-
CTVKEHUM.

Ob6nagator i punocodckre yTBEPKIEHUS TEMU CBOHCTBaMH, HaJU-
yhe KOTOPBIX SBJSETCS MPeIOChIIKOM MPUMEHMMOCTH MCTUHHOCTHOM
OLIeHKU?

MBI OTMETH/TH, YTO BOTPOC 00 MCTHHHOCTU WJIH JIOKHOCTH HEKOTO-
POTO TIPe/IJIOKEHUS] MO>KHO 00CY>K/IaTh JIUIIIb TOC/Ie TOTO, KaK MbI Pelu-
7Y, 4TO JlaHHOe Tpe/ioXkeHre ocMblcieHHO. Eciy nepef Hamu Geccmbic-
JIeHHOe CJI0BOCOYeTaHHe, TO CMeLIHO Oblio OBl CrpaiMBaTh, UCTUHHO
OHO WM JIOXKHO.
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B opHOl 13 cBOMX paHHUX CTaTel, HOCHUBILIeH Ha3BaHMe «YCTpaHe-
HHe MeTau3MKU ITOCPeJCTBOM JIOTHUECKOTO aHalM3a si3blka», P. KapHan
TMIBITAJICS [JOKa3aTh, YTO TpeyIoxKeHust (punocopuu 6ecCMbICTeHHBI, T0-
3TOMY IOHSTHE UCTUHBI K HUM HerprMeHHUMO. OH yKasbiBaeT fiBa MCTOY-
HHUKa OeccMbIc/ieHHOCTH. TIpeyiokeHre MOXKeT OKa3aTbCsi GeccMbic/ieH-
HBIM BCJIE[ICTBHE TOTO, YTO B HEM HApyIlleHbl rpaMMaTHUeCKhe Wv
CUHTaKCUYeCKWe TpaBu/ia, Harmpumep: «bepe3a mexay 3aBTpa» Win
«Touka NeXUT KorZla» U T. T. DTO JjaKe W He TIPeJJIO’KEHHSI B CTPOTOM
CMBICTe CJIOBA, ¥ MBI JIETKO yCMaTpUBaeM UX 0eCCMBICTIEHHOCTb.

OfHako TpejioKeHWe rpaMMaTHYecKu MOXKeT ObITb IOCTPOEHO
MIPaBW/IbHO, HO B HEM HapyIlIeHbl ceMaHmuyeckue TpaBuia, ¥ 3TO Jieia-
eT ero beccMmbic/ieHHbIM. Harmpumep, mipegyioxkeHue «/lom 6GwicTpo Oe-
JKUT» 110 TPAaMMaTH4eCKoi CTPYKType He OTIMYaeTcsi OT IpeZJIOKeHHs
«OseHb OBICTPO GEXKUT», HO C TOUKHU 3pEHUsI CEMaHTUKU TiepBoe TIpe[-
no>xeHre GeccMbICTIEHHO, MO0 TMpeguKar «OexaTb» — COIVIaCHO HOpMam
s13bIKa — HeJIb3sl IPUMNMChIBaTh TaKUM 00beKTaM, Kak /oM. beccMbicieH-
HOCTb BTOPOTrO pofia OOHapy’KMBaeTCs JIMIIb Orarofapsi J10THYeCKOMY
aHajM3y, MO3TOMY B TOBCEAHEBHOW peur TaK MHOTO 0eCCMBIC/IeHHBIX
Tpe/iIoKeHuH.

Kapnan 6b11 y6esxzieH, uto npeayiokeHns: puaocopuu XoTs ¥ UIMeroT
BU/l TPAMMAaTHYeCKH MPAaBU/IbHO MMOCTPOEHHBIX TPEJIOKEeH M, OTHAKO Ce-
MaHTHUecKu OeccMblcsieHHbl. [louemy? IToToMy, OTBeuaeT OH, UTO HX
HeJTb3s SMIIMPHUYeCKH TIPOBEPUTh: MOXKHO HabmozaTh ObICTpEIN Oer osieHs,
HO Hesb3sl Habmogatk ObicTporo Oera Joma. DTO MPUBOAWT HAC K yxKe
YTIOMMHABIIEMYCSI pa3/IMUMIO MeX/y yTBep)KAeHUsAMU (uiocoduu U Hay-
KU: TIepBble — HenpoeepsieMbl, X HeJb3s1 HU TIOATBePAUTb, HU OIPOBepr-
HYTb OIBITOM, (paKTaMH, OHU Hepa3pelutMbl — B TOM CMBICJIE, UTO C TIOMO-
IO SMIMPHUYECKUX METO/0B He/b3sl YCTaHOBUTb UX WCTHHHOCTb WU
JIOXKHOCTb.

Ho ecu ¢punocodckre yTBep>KaeHHst U KOHLIETILIMKM HelpOBepsieMbl,
TO MX HeJsb3sl IpU3HaTh U onvcanussMu. K. ITonrep B ofHOM U3 cBOMX pa-
6or [ITormmep, 1983, c. 320] 3ameyaeT, YTO eC/IM HAIlM yTBEpsKAEHUs Tpe-
TEHZIYIOT Ha OMNKCaHWe PeasbHOCTH, TO OHM MOTYT OBbITh OTIPOBEPTHYTHI,
nbo Bcerga CyllecTByeT BO3MOKHOCTb, UTO peajlbHOCTb He TaKOBa, Kak
MBI ee oncbiBaeM. Ecim ke ¢unocodckue yTBepKaeHHs He MOTYT ObITh
TIPOBEPeHbI, He MOTYT ObITh ONPOBEPTHYTHI, HE MOTYT MPUITH B CTOJIKHO-
BeHHE C pPeaslbHOCTBIO, TO BCe 3TO O3HAuaeT, UTO OHU U He NpeTeHAYyIT
Ha ee ormcaHve. MoKeT TOKa3aThCsl, YTO 3TO HeBepHO, ubo B ¢unocod-
CKMX CHCTeMax Hapsily C HODMAaTUBHBIMHU, OLIEHOYHBIMH U TOMY TTOA00HbI-
MU yTBepsK/eHHUsIMU BCTPeUaroTCsl 1 omucare/ibHble YTBep)K/eHusl, Halpu-
Mmep: «bbITHe ecTb HUUTO» UMK «VI3MeHeHHe KaueCTBa OCYIIeCTB/ISETCS
MOCPe/ICTBOM CKauKa». OTHAKO eC/T Mbl O0Jiee BHUMATeTbHO MO0CMOTPUM
Ha Takoro pojia yTBep)KZeHUs1, TO YOoeuMCs, UTO 3TO BOBCE He ONMCaHMS,
a CKopee OTIpeie/ieHus], CorvaieHysi 06 yrotpebieHny TEpMUHOB U CJlef-
CTBUSI 3TUX COTJIAIIIEHUH.
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PackpoeMm, Haripumep, OJHO M3 THUITMUHBIX (HI0CO(CKUX COUMHe-
HUI — «JTUKy» CrnnHO3bI, 00/1aJaf0IIyI0 TeM J0CTOMHCTBOM, UTO aBTOD
CTapaeTcsl UeTKO U $ICHO BBIPA3WUTh BCe OCHOBAHMS CBOel cucteMbl. UTo
MbI 0OHapy)KrBaeM Ha ee IepBbIX cTpaHuLax? OnpefesieHust U akCHOMBI,
BBIP@KAIOIE TOT CMBIC/I, B KOTOPOM aBTOp YIOTpeOsisieT BayKHeHIIIe
TepMUHBI CBoel ¢unocodpru — Bor, TIpupoga, cybcranius, aTpubyT, Mo-
JyC U T. Ai. 3aTeM U3 3THUX UCXOAHBIX COITIallleHUH aBTop JlefilyLiupyeT Teo-
peMbl, KOTOPBIE, 110 CYTH Jiefa, MPeZCTaB/sioT coboi pacKpbITHe, pa3Bep-
ThIBaHWE TePBOHAYa/bHBIX orpejesneHNd U akcuoM. M Ttak CrimHO3a
MOCTyMaeT B KaKAOW U3 MATH yacTed cBoero Tpyza. OH He obpartiaeTcst
K (hakTaMm, OH HAYero He IpoBepsieT, OH TO/MbKO AenyLupyeT. Bes cucre-
Ma, TakMM 00pa30oM, TIpeJCTaB/isieT CO00M I'POMaJHYIO COBOKYITHOCTBH
KOHBEHLUI 0 3HaueHHH U CMbIC/Ie TIOHSTHH, 00 yrioTpebieHny TepMUHOB.
U 370 — cymjecTBeHHas yepTa Kadxcooll ¢punocodCkoil CUCTEMBI.

Bnarogapst Tomy, uto ¢unocodckue yTBepKIeHUs He TIPeJCTaBIsoT
co60i1 MHTepCyOBEKTHBHO MPOBEPSIEMbIX OMMUCAHUM, OHU U He SIB/ISTFOTCS
00111e3HaUMMBIMU — B TOM CMBIC/IE, UTO KaXK/Jblii, KOMY TIOHATHO HX 3Ha-
YyeHHe, JOJDKEH COTVIAaCUThCS C HUMH. «...B pesynbrare paboThl ¢umoco-
¢uu, — 3aMeuaeT 1o sTomy nosogy B.J. BepHajgckuii, — HeT o61jeobsi3a-
TeJBHBIX [JJOCTIDKEHHH — BCe MOXKeT OBbITh He TOJIBKO II0IBEPIHYTO
COMHEHHI0, HO, YTO Ba)KHee BCero, 3T0 COMHEHHe MOXKeT BOWTH KaK paB-
HOe B OpraHu3aluio (GpuUaocopckoi MbICIHU KaX[oro BpeMeHu. B orcyT-
CTBUM 0011e00s13aTe/IbHBIX JOCTYDKEHUH 3aK/IIovaeTcsl pe3koe OTIAYMe
pe3ysbTaToB (UI0cOPCKOro TBOpYeCcTBa OT MocTpoeHusi Kocmoca Hayu-
HOIt MBIC/TBIO...» [BepHazackuii, 1988, c. 305]

Ecimi HekoTOpOe yTBep)KJeHHe HelpoBepsieMO 1 HUUero He OIHChIBa-
€T, TO HEeT HUKAKUX OCHOBAHWH, KOTOPbIe 3aCTaBM/IM ObI HaC COT/IACUTHCS
C 9TUM yTBepsK/eHreM. VICTMHY Mbl BBIHY)K/JieHbl IPUHUMATh B CUJTy 00b-
eKTHUBHBIX 00CTOSTEIbCTB: Mbl HE MOKEM OTBEPIHYTh UCTHHY, IIPHUHSATH ee
3acTaB/isieT HaC BHeLHsis HeoOxoAUMOoCTs. Ho UTo 3acTaBnsieT HaC TPUHU-
MaTh ¢unocopckre yTBepxKAeHUsi? Tonmbko cyObeKTHBHbIE, HalMOHA/Ib-
Hble, K/IaCCOBbIe W TOMY TOZI00HBIE TIPEATIOUTEHUs], @ OHM PA3/IM4HBI Y
pasHbIX Jrozieit. [1o3ToMy pa3Hbie mogu OyayT MPUHUMATh pasHble Guio-
cocKre YTBEP)KAEHUS U CUCTEMBI. «Bcsikasi MbIC/SIast TMUHOCTE MOXKET
BBIOMpATh MoOYI0 13 GUI0COMCKUX CHCTEM, CO3JaBaTh HOBYO, OTBEPraTh
BCe, He Hapyllasi UCTUHY» [ BeprHazgckuii, 1988, c. 313].

Bce 3T0 cBUJETE/NBCTBYET O TOM, UTO K (pua0copCKuM ymeepicoe-
HUSIM NOHSIMUe UCMUHbl 8 €20 KAACCUUECKOM CMbICAe HenpumeHUuMo.
B KOHLe KOHL[OB 3TOT BBIBOJ, SIBJISIETCS] HETIOCPeCTBEHHLIM CJ/IeICTBHEM
MIPOCTOTr0, OYEeBUAHOTO, HO, KaK Mpe/iCTaB/seTCs], pelliatol|ero aprymeH-
Ta. DMIIMPUUECKHA KOHCTAaTUPyeMblil naopanusm Gunocopckux cUcTeM,
HarpaB/ieHWH, KOHLeNLUKA HeONpPOBEeP)KUMO CBHETENbCTBYET O TOM,
yro (punocopckre yTBep)KAeHUs He HaXOAATCS B UCTUHHOCTHOM OTHO-
meHnu K Mupy. Eciin 661 B cdepe dumocopun peur morna uatu ob uc-
THHE, TO TUTFOpaau3M Obll Obl HEBO3MOXKEH: JaBHLIM-AABHO Oblia ObI
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BblJle/ieHa MCTUHHas cucteMa unocoduu — dunocodckas napagurma,
koTopas 06bequHMIA OB BOKPYT cebs mo/iaB/sitoiiee OOMBITMHCTBO (U~
nocodoB BCeX CTpaH, U pa3BuTHe Gpuiocoduu noruio 66l TOUHO TaK XKe,
KakK TMPOMCXOAWU/IO Pa3BUTHe KOHKPeTHhIX HaykK. Ho 3Toro zo cux mop
He TIPOU30IIIIO.

dunocodusi — MHEHUE /M 3HAHUE?

Coueranusi cyioB «(punocockoe 3HaHUe», «(UI0cOdCKUe HayKK»
HaCTO/BKO TIPOYHO BOILIM B HAIl SI3bIK, UTO 0€3 HUX, KaKeTCsi, HeBO3-
MOXXHO 000tiTHCh. Bo MHOTUX (hunocodckux paboTax v yuebHUKaxX Qu-
nocodusi KBaMGUIMPYeTCs: UMEHHO Kak HayKa. Ho Teriepb MbI BUAWM,
YTO 3TO He COBCEM TaK WM Ja’ke COBCeM He TakK.

Beiiiie 661710 0TMeUeHO, uTo (unocodusi CyleCcTByeT Kak 0COObIHA
THUI MMPOBO33pDEeHUs U Kak 00IIjasi Teopyusi MUPOBO33peHUs. B KauecTBe
MHUDOBO33DeHUsI OHa He SIB/SeTCSl HAYKOW, He sIB/sieTcsl 00Ie3HauMMbIM
3HaHWEM, a TpeficTaBiseT coboil mHeHue, yoexxnenue (belief). Hapsimy
C oTipefie/IeHHBIM TIpe/ICTaB/ieHeM O MHKpe MHPOBO33peHre BCerna
BK/IIOUaeT B cebsi OTHOILIEHHE K MHDY, €ro OLIeHKY, LieJid U LeHHOCTH,
a BCe 3TO Mpe/Io/araeT Kakoro-To cyonekTa. MUpoBo33peHre Hen3bex-
HO CyOBEKTHUBHO, B TO BpeMS KaK 3HaHWe MHTEPCYOLEKTUBHO — OHO TIPH -
HUMaeTcsi Bcemu. Eciv Hayka faeT oOiesHaunMoe 3HaHWE O MHpe, TO
¢dunocodus BbipaxkaeT CyOLeKTMBHOE MHEHHE O MHpe TOTO WM WHOTO
¢dunocoda.

CoBepIIIeHHO OYeBH/[HO, UTO MHEeHHe CyOBeKTUBHO, UTO y Ka)KJOTO
Yye/ioBeKa CBOe MHEHWEe U KaXK[bIii UMeeT IpaBo Ha COOCTBeHHOe MHe-
Hue. [Ipy 3TOM MHeHUs Heslb3sl OL[eHWBaTh C TOUKU 3PEHUS] UCTUHHOCTU
WY IO’KHOCTH, UTO CIIPaBeAJIMBO TakxkKe st prmocodun Kak pasHOBU/ -
HOCTU MHeHUsi. Mbl TOBOPUM He O 3HaHWM, a UMeHHO 0 MHeHuu [lnaro-
Ha, I1. AGenspa unu Bossrepa 1o ToMy wiu WHOMY (prmocopckoMy Bo-
npocy. ®unocodusi Kak MUPOBO33peHre eCcTb MHeHHe Quiocoda o Mupe
u o cebe.

KoHeuHo, MHeHUsI ObIBAIOT pa3HbIX TUMOB. CKa)keM, Bbl CUMTaeTe
Mapka [llarana BeJMKMM XyJZOKHUKOM — 3TO Ballle MHeHHe. MHe OH Ka-
KeTcsi 6e34apHOCTBIO — 3TO MOe MHeHHe. B MofloOHBIX ciydasix Hesero
CTIpAIlIMBATh: KakK )Xe «Ha camMoM jene» — Beyuk ITlaran vnv Ge3papeH?
Haim MHeHUs B JAHHOM C/lydyae BLIPa)KalOT Hallle OTHOLIEeHHe K JKUBO-
nucu Illarana, Hammy CyObeKTHBHBIE OLIEHKUA ero TBOpYecTBa. XOTS 3TU
OLIEHKU MOTYT OBbITb /IMaMeTPaJbHO MPOTHUBOIOJOXKHBI, TEM HEe MeHee
HeJIb3sl CKa3aTh, YTO OfIHA W3 HUX MCTUHHA, a Apyras JIoKHa, MO0 371ech
HEeT HUKAKOTO «Ha caMoM [iesie». B cdepe OlLIeHOK 3aKOH MCKTHOUEHHOTO
TPeTbero He felcTByeT. MHOTHe MHEHUS] UMEHHO TaKOBBI, U OHH BXOJST
B CcOCTaB QUI0COPCKUX CUCTEM.
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MHeHus1 MOTYT BbIpakaTb He TOJIBKO OL|eHKH, HO W TpeJCcTaB/eHus
0 Belljax U MoJoKeHUsX Jief. He oTHoIeHMe, He OLjeHKa, He BKYC BbIpa-
JKaroTCsl B TaKMX MHEHUSIX, a TIPeACTaBIeHus], TIPeATIONOKEeHHUS O peasb-
HOCTH, ONUpAaroLMecs: Ha UHTYULIAIO U OIBIT. «MHe Ka)KeTcsl, 3TOT caMo-
JIeT He B3/IeTUT», — TOBOPUT OIBITHBIA aBUAKOHCTPYKTOP, €/jBa B3IITHYB
Ha HOBYIO MOJIeJIb CaMoJIeTa. «51 ymaro, 3TOT 4esioBeK TsKesio 0oseH», —
yTBEp)K/aeT ONbITHBII Bpay ellje /10 POBeZleHUsI UCCIef0BaHUN 1 aHa/IH-
30B. «VI3 3TOr0 peGeHKa BBIMJET TONK», — 3asB/IsSeT OMNBITHBINA Ie/aror.
B03MOXXHO, OHU He CMOII Obl 000CHOBaTh CBOEr0 MHEHHs], HO MHEHUsI
TaKOT0 pojia y’Ke ropaszo O/vke K 3HaHUIO.

Takue MHeHUsI BXOZAT B (unocodckre cucteMbl. VX Hemmb3sl CUMTaTh
3HaHMeM, MO0 Hesb3si 000CHOBATH SMMUPUYECKH WM [J0Ka3aTh JIOTHUe-
ck. OffHaKO TaKue MHEHUsI CO BpeMeHeM MOTYT CTaTh 3HaHHEM, KOrza
TIOSIBUTCSI BO3MOXKHOCTh TIPOBEPKH U [lOKa3aresbcTBa. Korza [leMOKpHUT
YTBEPXKaJ, UTO «/IHIIb B 00I[eM MHEHWU CYILeCTBYeT C/lakoe, B MHe-
HUM — TOPBKOE, B MHEHWW — TETJIoe», a Ha CaMOM Jiefie CyI[eCTBYIOT
JIAIIb aTOMBI U ITyCTOTa, TO B V B. /10 H.3. 3TO OBUIO JUIIIb €ro CyOheKTHB-
HBbIM, HUUEM He TIOAKPEeIJIeHHbIM MHEHUeM O AeWCTBUTEeJbHOCTH. ApH-
CTOTeJIb Tofaran, uTo B 1jeHTpe Kocmoca Haxogurcst 6or — nepBojBura-
TeJb, KOTOPBIN BpaljaeT 3Be3qHYyI0 chepy. ITO ToKe OBIIO ero JMYHbIM
MHeHHeM. Ho MHeHWe ApHUCTOTessi BIOC/EACTBUM ObUIO OTOPOILEHO,
a MHeHue [leMoKpUTa NpeBpaTUIOCh B 000CcHOBaHHOe 3HaHue. Korga nu-
taropeer] @unonaii (V B. fio H.3.), CulTasi OroHb OoJiee COBEPIIIEHHBIM,
HEXKe/r 3eMJIs, TIOMeIljaeT OTOHb B LEHTP MHPA M TMPUXOJUT K MBICIH
0 TOM, UTO 3eMJisl [0JDKHA JIBUTAThCsl, TO Mbl Ccefuac siCHO BHAWM, UTO
peub WJeT O MHEHHMH, KOTOPOTO JI0JT0 HUKTO He TIPMHMMas BCepbes.
TonbKo uepe3 ABe Thicsiuu JieT KonepHUK HauMHaeT MpeBpalaTb 3T0 MHe-
HUe B 3HaHUe.

Kaxkpast punocodckasi cucrema B 11e/IOM — 3TO COBOKYITHOCTb MHe-
Huil ¢unocoda o MuposgaHui. HekoTopble U3 3TUX MHEHUM MHTEPeCHBI
KaK BbIpa)KeHHe OIpe/ie/IeHHOro CyObeKTHBHOIO OTHOILEHHS W MOTYT
paszenaTbCs MHOTUMH oMU, Kakve-to MHeHuUs1 ¢punococda ordpacki-
BalOTCSI KaK BbIpa)KeHWe ero HUUeM He TMOJKPeIUIeHHBIX W He OMpaBJaB-
myxcs npegnonoxkenuid. Ho uHorza MHeHMe ¢unocoda JaeT TOMUOK
HAyYHOMY TTOUCKY U TpaHCopmUpyeTcs B 3HaHHe. Tak ObLIO CO MHOTH-
MU GUI0COMCKUMU W/lesIMA OTHOCHTEIBHO KOCMOCa, OHosiormueckoi
3BOJIIOLIMY, TOCYAApPCTBEHHOIO YCTPOMCTBA U T. 1. Bo3MoXKHO, Korja-Hu-
OyZib CTaHyT 3HaHHWEM U MHeHusi GumocodoB o cyacTbe, 0 f00pe U 37e,
cB0o0O/Ie /T CMEPTH.
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THE PHILOSOPHICAL STATUS
OF “METAPHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE”

Vladimir N. Porus - DSc Interdisciplinary studies of science form a “living” organism, in
in Philosophy, professor. which every part performs its function and is connected with
National Research University other parts. Philosophy of science plays a role of the “think-tank”
“Higher School of Economics”. of that organism. It is a generator of the sense that connects
Staraya Basmannaya Str., 21/4,  the functions of its separate parts into a systematic unity. It can be
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Federation. related to philosophy of science in the same way as philosophy of
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ence the propensity of philosophy of science to self-reflection is
implemented. Metaphilosophy of science makes relevant the is-
sues that relate to the philosophical significance of the processes
taking place in the so-called “trading zone” (in the sense of P. Gali-
son). These trading zone is a place where scientists, science-of-sci-
ence theorists and philosophers exchange their ideas. The inter-
action between philosophy and metaphilosophy of science takes
place in the course of a competition among various philosophical
interpretations of the results received within the studies of
these “trading” processes. Institutional, methodological, historical
and culturological studies get a philosophical interpretation and
become the source of metaphilosophical ideas. Metaphorically,
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one may say, that metaphilosophy of science is the self-conscious-
ness of philosophy of science. The very idea that metaphilosophy
of science is a participant of the process occurring in the “trading
zone” puts an end to a meaningless pile of “metalevels” that very
often characterize philosophical discussions of science.

Keywords: trading zone, bridge of interpretations, philosophy of sci-
ence, metaphilosophy of science, philosophical interpretation, history
of philosophy

TepmuH «metadunocodusi» TPWKUAICS B COBPEMEHHON (QUI0CcoQCKon
nuteparype ¢ 40-x rr. npounoro Beka [Lazerowitz, 1970, p. 91]. ITotom
OH TiepecTan ObITH HOBILIECTBOM W BOLIeJT B Ha3BaHUs (HUIO0COMCKUX
)KypHaJ/IoB, MOHOrpaduii, yueOHMKOB. OfHaKO €ro 3HaueHWe BCe elle
OCTaeTcst He BIIOJHE siCHbIM. OHO MOYKET TPAKTOBAaThCS JOBOJIBHO IHPO-
KO, TaK YTO BCSIKOE PACCY’KAeHHe O MPUPOJe, LesX U 0COOeHHOCTIX (u-
70CO(CKOTO 3HaHWs, O KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX TpOLieCCax BHYTPHU (Duiio-
codckoro coobiiecTBa, a TakKe O TOM, Kakoe MeCTO 3aHMMAloT 3TH
TIPOLIeCCHI B HayKe U KY/JBTYpe, MOXKeT ObITh Ha3BaHO «MeTadumocod-
ckuM» [Norrie, 2018].

Bnipouem, 3Ta HeorpeZie/IeHHOCTb He BBI3bIBaeT KAaKUX-TO YKeCTKUX
Bo3paxeHMH. CuWTaercsi, YTO paccyaeHuss 0 (puaocoduu ymeCTHBI
B GUI0CO(MCKUX TEKCTaX, HHKOMY U HUUeMYy OHU He MeILaoT, a B yuel-
HHKax Jiake HeoOXOAHMBI.

ECTb ¥ MOMBITKY NPUJATh TEPMUHY «MeTadunocodus» bosee y3Kui
Y, TI0 BO3MOXXHOCTH, TOUHBIM CMbICT. OHU 0COOEHHO XapaKTepHbI [isi
aHa/IMTUUeCKOW Tpagulvu. 37ech «MeTahunocopCcKuii cTaTtyc» moayda-
IOT JIOTUKO-CeMaHTUYeCKHe MCC/e/JOBaHMs 3HaUeHUH TepMUHOB, (GUrypu-
pyromx B ¢punocodckux auckypcax. [IpuMepaMu MOTYT CTy>KUThb «Ce-
MaHTHUYeCKasi Teopusi UCTHUHBI» A. Tapckoro, «pe/ieBaHTHBIE» JIOTHKH,
B KOTOPBIX SKCIUTULMPYETCS TOHSATHE JIOTHUeCKOro CJie/|0BaHus, TpUMe-
HeHHe arrapara TeOpHY Urp K aHanu3y 3TUYeCKUX KaTeropuit v mpobiem
[Verbeek, 2002; Kuhn, 2004].

MoXXHO pa3fenuTh «MeTahmwiocopckre» pacCyXAeHUs Ha [JBa
«TtHma». K rmepBoMy OTHOCSTCSI OMMCaHUSI TOTO, KaK (GUI0CO(BI pa3HbIX
HCTOPUYECKHX 310X M MJeWHbIX HarlpaB/eHui TIOHUMAalOT 0COOeHHOCTH
CBOEeH JlesATeTbHOCTH, ee LieJId U CPe/iCTBa UxX JocTikeHus. H. Pemep Ha-
3Bajl 3TO «JeCKPUNITUBHOU MeTadunocodueii». Bropoit Tiin — «HopMa-
TUBHast MeTadmiocodusi» Kak obIas Teopusi, OTpeesisiFoiasi KpUTepun
KauecTBa U cogiep)kanusi ¢punocodckoit paboter [Rescher, 2014]. Jra Teo-
pusi ompeziesisieT TIPUHLUIEL, COOM0ieHrne KOTOPBIX He0OX0ANMO, UTOOBI
«1jenu ¢punococKoro UCcIe0BaHUs MOIVIN OBbITh JOCTUTHYTHI lefCTBeH-
HbIM U 3¢ dekTuBHBIM 00pa3om» [Rescher, 2006, p. 11]. Tonbko Tak Mo-
JKeT TIOMy4uThCsi TO, uto Pemiep HaseiBaeT «good philosophy». Takum
obpa3om, «HOpMaTHBHasi MeTapuiocodusi» — UTO-TO BPOJE «yCTaBay,
npuHATOrO0 (hris10codamu-e JUHOMBIITIEHHUKAMU.
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3ameTHM, UTO ec/M Jr00ble paccyxaeHus o (prnocopuu cuuTath Me-
Tadumo0copCKUMH, TO IO/, 3TO Ha3BaHUe MMOIOUYT BUTTeHIITeHHUaHCKYe
YTBEPXKAEHHS 0 «DeCCMBICIEHHOCTH» (UI0COPCKUX TOHSATHH, TO3UTH-
BUCTCKMe TPU3bIBbI UX JIMMUHALIMY, aHTUMeTadu3nuuecKe porpamMmmsl.
B Takux ciyuasix TepMuH «MeTaduIocopusi» TMOIydaeT WPOHUUECKUM
cmbict!. To ke 0 «mpodaHHON» aHmuguaocopuu: pasriaroIbCTBOBaHHE
0 dunocoduu, KOOI TUIITHEH B BEK HAYKH, TEXHUKH U TOTA/IbHOMN Kajlb-
KyJISILMY, cum grano salis MokeT OBbITh 3a4KC/IeHO TI0 paspsgy «MeTadu-
nocodum».

T./. OtizepmaH Ha3bIBaa «MeTa(uaocodueii» obIIy0 TEOPUIO UCTOPU-
Ko-(punococckoro mnporjecca. B ocHoBe 370l Teopuu — oHUMaHKe $HUI0CO-
(hbuM Kak MCTOpUYECKH W3MEHUMBOW, pa3BHMBAIOIIIENCS B TpoOLiecce HCCiie-
JIOBaHHsI COBOKYITHOCTH OCHOBHBIX TeM: KOCMOJIOTWYECKOM, CyObeKTHO-
00BLEKTHOM, HPABCTBEHHOM, aHTporoiorndeckoid u Ap. CoziepykaHye 3THX
TEeM, CUMTa/l OH, MOXKET OBITb MOHSTO «/IUILb TIPH yueTe MHOr000pasust Mx
VHTepIpeTaLyii, Ha KOTOPOM B 3HaUYMTe/IbHOM Mepe OCHOBBLIBAIOTCSI pa3/u-
yuisi MeXay ¢unocohCKUMU yueHHsIMA. B COOTBETCTBHM C 3TUMU UHTepIIpe-
TaLMsIMH, OCHOBHbIE (prsioco)ckre TeMbl BAPLUPYIOTCS, AU epeHLpyIoT-
Csl, pacrna/iaroTCsd Ha MHOTOUMC/IEHHbIe “TIoATeMbl”. B KOHEUHOM cueTe, 3TU
BapyalLli OCHOBHBIX (rIOCOMCKUX TeM 00yC/IOB/IEHbI Pa3BUTHEM CaMOro
¢dunocodckoro 3HaHus U KOHPPOHTaLMel pasHbIX HarlpaB/ieHWi B GUIoco-
dum» [OtizepmaH, 2014].

YTBepskeHre 00 NCTOPUKO-KYILTYPHOUM 00yC/I0B/IEHHOCTH TEM U Me-
TO#OB (MI0COCKOTO UCC/IeJOBaHUS MOXKET C/IY)KUTh TOJBKO HadasioM
MyTH K TIOHUMaHHUIO TOT0, UTO Takoe (uocockoe 3HaHUE U ero NpefiMerT.
Ecmu cnepoBate TepmuHoiorvu H. Pemiepa, To «meTadumocodckuii»
noaxoz, T.W. Oif3epMaHa — 3TO MPUHLIMIT TeMaTUYeCKOTO MHOT000pasust
¢dunocoduy, B COOTBETCTBUU C KOTOPBIM [JO/DKHBI BBICTPAaUBaThCsl HOPMbI
Y OL|eHMBaTbCsl 00pasip! ¢umocopckoro paccyxzeHus. CoracHO 3TOMY
MIPUHLUITY, «HA OJJHA W3 OCHOBHBIX (UIOCOPCKUX TeM He MOXeT ObITh
yCTpaHeHa WM MOJTHOCTbIO W30/IMPOBaHa OT JPYTHX», BCe OHU «O/IMHAKO-
BO CyIIIeCTBeHHbI Y OpraHMYecKd CBsi3aHbl APYT C Apyrom» [OisepmaH,
2014, c. 268].

Ecnu Tak, To Metadunocobus He MOXKeT ObITb HU aHTU(UIOCOhHEH,
HU 1ipodaHHOM KpuTHKOi. CriocobHa /i punocogckas Teopusi UCTOPU-
KO-(HI0CO(CKOro MPOLECCa BBIMOIHATL MPOTHOCTHUECKUE U 0OBACHSIO-
mye ¢yHKUuU? Harpumep, MOXXHO /14, OCHOBBIBasiCh Ha Hell, OCyILeCTB-
JISITh PaL{MOHA/IbHYIO0 PEKOHCTPYKLIMIO peanbHOW ucTopud ¢unocodun?

1 Tlo uponuueckomy 3ameuanuto K. IMormepa, «dunocod momken ¢umocodcrorars,
OH JIO/DKEH TbITaThCsl pelaTh ¢unocockue rpobiaeMel, a He TOBOPUTh O (GUI0CO-
¢un». Ho Bce-Taky, 3aMeuaeT OH Jajiee, «CTpeMJIeHHe TOBOPUTE 37ieChk 0 Gumocoduu,
a He ¢u10codCTBOBATh, HECKOIBKO OMpAaB/bIBAETCSl HAZIEXK/OM Ha TO, UTO OCYIIeCTB-
JieHVe HaMeUYeHHOM TIPOrpaMMBI JacT HaM yIoOHBIN Ciyuail HeMHOTO U modunocod-
cTBOBath» [Ilommep, 2004, c. 122].
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W npesBuieTb BeposSITHbIE «TPeH/bl» ee pasBUTHsA? OTBeTHI He odye-
BU/IHBI.

W Bce-Taku: sBAseTcs Jid MeTapuiocodus yaCTbi) WIM pa3ziesioMm
¢unocopun? HampalimBaroTcsl aHa/OTMU: COOTHOIIEHUS si3blKa M MeTa-
S13bIKa, JIOTUKM M MeTa/IOTMKY, MaTeMaTHKA U MeTaMaTeMaTUKU. B Kakoii
Mepe 3TH aHaJ0THUU TIPOAYKTUBHBI? EC/IM COOTHOIIEHHWe si3blKa U MeTa-
s3plKa (B M3BECTHBIX CJIy4asix) MOKHO BbIPa3UThb B TOYHBIX TepPMMHaX
(A. Tapckuit), To ¢ ¢punocodueld u Metadunocodueil croxxHee: CTporoe
U BMecCTe C TeM 00ljee BbIpDa)KEHHEe 3TOMY COOTHOLIEHHIO [jaTh, CKOpee
BCErO0, He MOTyUUTCsl.

Ho ecsiu Bce-Taku TepMUH «MeTaguiocodus», Kak OH GUTypUpyeT
B (m10coCKUX TEKCTaxX, He BBI3LIBAET SIBHOTO OTTOP)KEHMsI, TO U TIO OT-
HOIIIeHUIO K pasziesiaM dunocoduu (pa3inyHbIM TUMNaM (puiocopcTBoBa-
HUST) OH MOKET OBITh PUeMJIEMBIM («MeTahuIocopust CO3HAHUS», «MeTa-
bunocodus KyJaeTypbl», «MeTahuaocodus HayKu» U Tp.).

k ok g

Metadunocodpusi HayKd, ec/M JIETUTUMHAPOBATh 3TOT TEPMHUH, 3TO
¢unocodckre pasMbiLuieHus 0 uaocogur HayKd. Bxopar nv 3Ty pas-
MBILIIEHUS] B COCTaB caMoi ¢unocopuu HayKu?

TyT Obl He yBS3HYTH B CXosacTHKe. YTOOBI OMpesenuTh KOMIIeTeH-
uun MeTadunocodru Hayky, BepHeMCSI K BOMIPOCY O TOM, Kakue 3afiaud
CTaBUT niepes; coboii prmocodust HayKH.

Otseuator no-pasHomy. M.'T. Kacasun u b.U. [IpyXuHUH B cTatbe
n3 «HoBoil ¢punocodckod SHLIMKIONEAUN» Ha3Baaud 3TH 3ajauu [Kaca-
BuH, IlpyxunuH, 2001]. OHa OepeTcs 3a dopmynupoBaHue o0ie-
HayyHOW KapTHMHBI MHpPa, COBMECTUMOHN C BaxkHeMIuMmu (dyHIameH-
Ta/7bHBIMA) HAyYHBIMU TEOPHUSIMH, BBISB/ISIET TMPEIIOCHUIKM Hay4yHOTO
MBIILIJIEHUs] 1 OCHOBaHMsI BbIOOpa yueHbIMU CBOel mpobsieMaTHky, aHa-
JM3UPYyeT W YTOUHsIeT TOHATHS U TeOpuH Hayku. HakoHerl, oHa pasrpa-
HUYMBaeT HAyKy ¥ HeHayKy (T. e. Ha3bIBaeT KPUTEPUH, KOTOPHIM JIO/PKHO
OTBeuaTb Hay4yHoe 0ObsicHeHHe (aKTOB, yCTaHaB/IMBAeT KOTHUTHBHBIN
CTaTyC HayYHBIX 3aKOHOB W TPHHLUIOB, OrpezesnsieT (GOpMbI U Mexa-
HU3MBbI Pa3BUTHSI HAyYHOTO 3HAHUS).

CoriacumMcsi, TakoBbl npemeH3uu ¢GUI0copuu HayKd, XOTs B pas3ivy-
Hble TTepHOo/bl CBOeH MCTOPHY OHa T0-Pa3HOMY MX (hOpMysMpoBaia U pac-
CTaBJisi/Ia IpyUopuTeThl. Harprumep, HEOMO3UTHUBUCTEI (MM O/IM3KHe K HUM
¢bunocodbl HayKy) Bo3/araay HaZleXk/ibl Ha aHalu3 si3blKa HayKH, MMes Lie-
JIBI0 CO37aTh KAaHOH HayuHOW Teopud (T. H. KOHLETILMS «CTaHAApPTHOW
HayyHoOW Teopun») [Suppe, 1977]. B mocnenneli Tpetn XX Beka, Korzaa
B ¢punocodpun Hayku cranu mpeobiafath MOCTIIO3UTHBUCTCKUE Teye-
HYsI, aKLIEHTBI ObUTH TIepecTaB/ieHbl Ha BOTIPOCHI, CBSI3aHHBIE C JUHAMM-
KOW U O0LMMHU XapaKTepUCTUKaMH «POCTa Hay4yHoro 3HaHus» [Lakatos,
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Musgrave, 1970]. 3aremM Ha TepBbIA IIaH BBIIUIA TMPOOJEMBI BBIOOpPA
Hay4HbIX TeOpUid, B TOM YKC/Ie TIOf, JeHCTBUeM COL[MaIbHBIX U COLIAAb-
HO-TICUXO0JIOTHUeCKMX (hakTopoB [Mamuyp, 1975].

B kakoii Mepe 060CHOBaHbI 3TH MTPeTeH3UN?

1. IMTocTpoeHue eauHOM OOIIeHAYYHOW KapTHMHBI MHpa — 3afiaua Obl-
JIBIX BpeMeH, TO-BUJUMOMY, YK€ HEBO3BPAaTHBIX, HO OCTaBUBILUX CJief
B «TeHeTHUEeCKOU mamsati» ¢unocodun. CerofHs oHa BpsJ, /U SBJSETCS
peaM3yeMbIM TMPOEKTOM, YUWTBIBas TIybouakinyro muddepeHIaiuio
HAyYHbIX JUCLIATIIMH U METOZOB. A MHTerpaTUBHbBIE TPEH/IbI, TAKXKe UMe-
IOlie MeCTO B HayKe, He MOTYT TpeTeH/I0BaTh Ha HeuTo Gosblliee, yeM
obpa3oBaHue Gosiee-MeHee YCTOMUMBLIX «O/I0KOB», BHYTPU KOTOPBIX €llle
MOYXHO TOBODUTH O KakOM-TO BHYTPEeHHeM eJWHCTBe (TakKOBbI, Halpu-
Mep, «eCTeCTBeHHOHayYHasi» M «COLMabHO-HayyHasn» KapTHUHBI MHPA).
Ho koHTypHBI 3TOrO eAuHCTBa He sicHbl. OHO BpSifi /U AOCTIXKUMO depe3
PeAyKIMIO K HEKUM (yHJAMEeHTaJbHBIM OCHOBaHMsSIM, XOTsI ObI yiKe TO-
TOMY, UTO UX «(pyHIAMeHTaTLHOCTE» — CKOpee rpobiieMa, ueM OHTOJIOTH-
yeckuit roctynat. Harpumep, GU3UKU CKIOHSIOTCS K TOMY, UTO «MUD» —
3TO CeThb B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIX mporieccoB [Karpa, 1994, c. 259], mo oTHO-
IIeHUI0 K KOTOpOW TO3HaHWe «HALIYIbIBaeT» CMOCO0Bl palOHATbHON
PEKOHCTDPYKIIWH, T. €. YCTAHOBJIEHHUSI NOHSAMHOU CBSI3U MEX/Y ee «HHTSI-
MU» U «Y3/1aMU».

[TombITKM TMOCTPOUTh «yHUBepCajbHble» MOJENU MHUpO03[aHusl He
OCTaBJIeHbl HAyKOM; MHOT/IA TaKye MOZeH CTPOSATCS TI0 aHa/lIoThu C (u-
3UYeCKUMHU TeOpHUsIMH (Harpumep, Teopuelt «OyTcrpana» unu «the theory
of everything» k. Uy [Chew, 1968], «Teopueii cynepcTpyH» [['puH,
2007] v koHternueit “implicate order” 1. Boma [Bohm, 2005]), Ho Kak
JlaJieko MOTYT WATU Takue aHamoruu? IToka 3To He sicHo. B 6uosnoruu,
9KOJIOTUH, COLIMOJIOTUH, COLMATBbHOW TICUXOJIOTHHA U KOTHUTHUBHBIX Hay-
Kax HaO/IOZal0TC WHBIE METOJI0JIOTUYeCKWe «TPeHbl» C Tipeobsiaza-
HUEM HJIeH 3aBUCUMOCTH COOTBETCTBYIOL[UX «KapTHH MUpa» OT MecCTa
U posiv B HUX Habmoparens [Kampis, 1991].

CospemenHasi (hunocodusi HayKu C TPYZIOM OCBaWBaeT 3TU «TPEHAbI».
Bhiible TIPeTeH3UN Ha «BCEOOIIYI0 METO/OIOTHIO HayKi» WITH «O0IeHayy-
HYI0 KapTHHY MHPa» CEeroJiHsI BOCTIPUHUMAIOTCS CKOpee CKeNTHYeCKH.

Hampumep, MeTomo/ioruuecKuii MPUHLIUI, COTVIACHO KOTOPOMY TIpO-
MyCK B HAayKy C/ie[yeT BBIMCHIBATh TOJBKO CYXK/IEHUSIM O HaO/THOIaeMbIX
00BeKTax, Korja-To TpUB/eKaTelbHbINA He TOMBKO A/ PUI0COMCTBYIOMNX
TO3UTHBUCTOB, HO ¥ MHOTUX Y4eHBIX, B COBpEMEHHON Hayke TPaKTyeTCs
KaK MMeOILMI JIMIIb OrpaHuueHHOe TIPUMeHeHHe — CO MHOTMMH YTOYHe-
HUSIMU 1 Pa3bsiCHEHUSMU OTHOCHUTENILHO MOHSATHS Habatodaemocmu.

2. Uto umeeTcs B BUAY, KOT/Ia TOBOPST O «IIPEANOCHIIKAX HAyUHOTO
MBITeHUs»? Ec/ii NpyUHATE BO BHUMaHHE, UTO COBDPEMEHHOE HayuHOe
MBIIILJIEHHEe OCYIIeCTBISIETCS B «MBICTTATE/ILHBIX KOJIJIEKTUBAxX» (10 Tep-
muHosioruu JI. ®neka [@nek, 1999]), To ero npenockIKaMy TIPUIETCS
CUMTATh AOMHUHHUDYIOLHE COLMaJbHbIe M COLMa/IbHO-TICHXO/I0TUYecKue
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XapaKTepUCTHKU 3THX KOJIJIEKTUBOB, a He TOJbKO 0OIiyie MeTofio/Ioruye-
CKUe TPUHLIMIIBI U yCTaHOBKH, KOTOPBIMU HallpaB/isieTcs Hay4uHoe HUCcrle-
JoBanue. CoBpemMeHHasi HayKa [ijisi CBOer0 HOpMaabHOTO (yHKLIMOHHPO-
BaHUsl TpeOyeT MHCTUTYLIMOHANIbHOTO O(OpPMJIEHHS, UTO B H3BECTHOM
CMBICJIe TAaK)Xe MOXKeT CUMTAThCs MPeANOChUIKOM HayuHOrO MbIILJIEHMUSI.
dunocodbl HAyKH BBISIBASIOT 3TU MPEATIOCHUTKY B COTPYAHAYECTBe C CO-
LMO/I0raMy, MCTOPMKaMM HayKd W [pyrMMHM HaykoBefsamu. KoHeuHo,
B 3TOl cOOpHOM «KOMaH/1e» JIO/DKHBI OBIThH T€, KTO 3a00TUTCSI 0 COXpaHe-
HUM eJVHOTO CMBIC/Ia HayKOBeJueCKuX JucuurimH. Ho 3ta 3abora
JIO/DKHA peayn30BaTbCsl B AUCKYCCUH, B KOTOPOH MCKOMBIM CMBIC/ I10-
CTUTAEeTCsl OOLMH YCUTUSMH.

3. UTo [0 3KCIUIMKALMM HAYYHBIX TOHSTUN W BBIPAOOTKU TOUHBIX
KpUTepHeB HayuHOro 5i3blKa, TO 3TO paboTa, Tpebytoljasi Cpe/iCTB MareMa-
THUUECKOM JIOTHKH, JIOTUUEeCKOW CeMaHTUKH, CUCTEMHOTO MOZeIpOBaHus,
repMeHeBTHKHM — BCEr0 TOTO, UTO BXOJUT B KPYT TakK Ha3biBaeMoi «¢op-
MasbHOM MeToZio/10ruu». OHa 103B0JIsIeT UCC/Ie[0BaTh OTHOLLEHUS MeXY
Hay4YHbIMU TEOPUsIMH, /10 U3BECTHOU cTereHU (opManr3oBaTbh CTPYKTYPY
JIOKa3aTenbCTBa M OOBSICHEHHUS, a TaKXKe OHTOJIOTUYECKHX CY>KAEHUH,
B TOM UMCJ/Ie — O [IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX U BpeMeHHBIX OTHOLLEHHUSIX, CTPOUTh
JIOTMKO-CEMaHTHUeCKYI0 Teoputo pedepeHLd U 1p. CrieKTp «dopMasib-
HOM MeTOZ0/IOTHI», CKOpee BCeTo, ellje OyAeT pacIIupsIThCs.

Ho cBoputca nu ¢unocodus Hayky K 3ToMy crieKTpy? Heckosbko
JleCSITU/IeTUI Hasaj, Ha TakoW BOIPOC OTBevaau YKIOHUYMBO. CerofHs
yarie JaeTcst OTPHULIATe/IbHbIA oTBeT. Kak Obl HA OBUIM XOPOIIU U TI0JIe3-
Hbl CpPe/ICTBa aHa/u3a si3blka HayKW, OHU He [J0CTaTOYHbI /151 [IOHUMaHHUs
TOTO, YTO TaKoe HayKa U Ipollecchl ee pa3BUTHs. Kak 3HaHMe aHaTOMUU
He JlaeT OTBeTa Ha BOTPOC O LIeHHOCTH U LieJTK YeJsloBeue CKOM >KU3HM.

4. Haxonel], MOXXeT /1 (pruocoursi HayKy MpeTeH|0BaTh Ha CTaTyC
o01ieli Teopry Hay4YHOU parjioHanbHOCTH? T1oj06HbIe TIpeTeH3UH NMen
MeCTO HEeCKOJIbKO JeCSTUNeTHI Ha3aZ. Bce oHM, Tak UM vHaue, JOXOAM -
MU [0 4YepThl, 32 KOTOpOM (unocockre KOHLIENTH! paljoHaJbHOCTU
BCTYTIa/ M B KOH(MIUKT C peasibHOM MPAKTUKOW HayKu, ee UCTOpHel, KOH-
KDPETHbIMU YC/IOBUSIMH, OTpe/iefiIOIMMY 3HaulMble DeLleHUs] YUeHBIX.
BeICTPOUTE BCEOXBATHYIO TEOPUIO HAYUHOM pallOHaIbHOCTH, CBSA3bIBAIO-
LIyI0 CTaTUKy M JAWHAaMUKY HayKH, CTPYKTYPYy HayuHOIrO 3HaHWS M BO3-
MOYXHOCTU ee HMCTOPUYEeCKOTO pasBUTHSI, OPraHU3alUi0 W TPaHC/SILUIO
3HaHWS, TPUHLIMIBI MHCTUTYLMOHAIN3ALMM 1 CBSI3b C OOLUM KYJBTYD-
HbIM KOHTEKCTOM — 3TO, TI0 MeHblllell Mepe, C/IMILKOM C/I0XKHas1, eC/Id BO-
ob1le pa3spermmas 3aziaua.

K ToMy ’ke KpUTepuu HayuyHOH pallMOHAlbHOCTH pa3/iuuHbl. [lepe-
OLIeHEeHHBI HEKOTOpbIMU GmiocodaMi «KpUTePUATBHBIN» MOAXO0] MO-
)XeT BeCTH: 1) K HerpaBOMepPHOM abCOMIOTH3ALIMU YaCTHBIX MOJieJiel pa-
LJMOHA/bHOCTY; 2) K peJSITUBUCTCKOM TPaKTOBKE paljMOHANbHOCTH,
TIpY KOTOPOU CaMO 3TO TIOHSITHE «PacTBOPSETCS» BO MHOMKECTBE YACTHBIX
Moziesiei. Utobel u3bexxaTh KOHGUIMKTa KPaWHOCTEH, HaJ0 [OMOHUTH
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«KPUTepHasbHbIH» T0/X0[, «KPUTHUKO-pe(IeKCUBHBIM» (BCAKas CHCTeMa
KpUTepueB HayuyHOW paljMOHaJbHOCTU MOXKET IIO/Beprarbcsi palyo-
Ha/IbHOW KPUTHKe W M3MEHSTHCS, KOrZla TOro TpeOyeT pa3BUTHe HAyKH).
Vziest CMBIC/IOBO CONPSDKEHHOCTU U JOTNO/IHUTEIbHOCTH 5THX MO[XO0Z0B
(B myxe MeToposioruueckux HoBaiuii H. Bopa) MoxeT cTath 6a3uCHBIM
MIPUHLIMIIOM TeOPUM HayuHOU patoHansHocTH? [TTopyc, 1999].

Wtak, Mbl BUJUM, UTO NPOO/IEMBI, OTHOCHMBbIE K KOMITETeHLIMH (HhusIo-
coduy HayKu, TpeOyIOT MeXKAMCLIMIUTMHAPHBIX UCC/Ie/[0BaHNH, B KOTOPBIX
¢wmnocodus B MydiieM caydae y4yacTBYeT «Ha PaBHBIX» C JPYTUMH «Hay -
KaMH O HayKe», a B XV[IIeM — KaK «IePeBOAUMK» JAHHBIX 3THX HaykK
Ha CBOM I3bIK, UTO YaCTO He TPOSICHSIeT, a YC/IOXKHSIeT UX MoHUMaHue. Ko-
rJa Xy[IWd Clydail CTaHOBUTCSI TIPUBBIYHBIM — 3TO OfHA M3 TPUYUH
yTpaThl MHTepeca yueHbIX K (unocodpun Hayku. Eciu 6b1 OH cTan «Hop-
MOW», W3 «MeTapuaocopuy HayKu» TMOAYUAIOCH OBl UTO-TO BpOJie
HEKpOJIOora, B KOTOPOM YIIOMHHAIOT O 3aC/Iyrax yCOTILIEero U KOHCTaTupy -
10T CKOPOHBIN WUTOT ero >KW3HeHHOro nyTu. «MeTtadunococKum» CTano
ObI BbISICHEHHE TOTO, KakK (hrocodusi BEITECHSIETCS U3 HAyKOBeUeCKHX
WCC/leJOBaHUM, KOTOPbIe — BEPOSATHO, TI0 MHEpPLMY — BCe ellle NMeHOBa-
mich 6b1 «punocodureil HayKu», XOTS He SICHO, UTO B HUX COOCTBEHHO
¢unocodckoro.

* %k

dunocoduss HAyKM B YeM-TO CYIIECTBEHHOM TIOXO)KAa Ha COLAAb-
HYI0 3TIMCTEeMOJIOTHIO, KOTOpas, Kak s I0Ka3ajl B [PyIOM MecTe, MOKET
ObITe MeTaOpUUYeCKHd Ha3BaHAa «MOCTOM HHTEPIpeTaLfii» — JIOKYCOM
BCTpPeUM MeXJy CrieLiMajbHbIMM HayKaMH O MO3HaBaTe/bHBIX Mpolieccax
U (UIOCO(PCKUMHU KOHLIEMLIMSMY, KOHKYPUPYIOLIMMH [pYyr C JApPYroM
3a TIpaBO MHTEPIIPeTUPOBaTh Te UM MHbIe pe3y/ibTaThl 3TUX Hayk [[lopyc,
2012]. dunocodusi HAYKX TaKKe SIB/ISIETCS TAKUM «MOCTOM», Ha KOTOPOM
BCTPEeYaloTCs HayKoBe[ueckKue JUCLIMIVIMHBI U (pu1ococKre KOHLIeNIUN
Hay4YHO-TT03HaBaTe/IbHbIX MPOL[eCCOB.

I1. T'anmvcoH Ha3Baj MPOCTPAHCTBO TaKOW BCTPEUM «30HOW OOMeHa».
710 Takke Metadopa. OH nepeHec XapaKTepUCTUKU TOPrOBbIX KOMMYHHU-
KaLuil MeX/ly TIpe/iCTaBUTeISIMU Pa3/IMUHbIX KY/IBETYp Ha KOHTAKThI MeX-
[y y4YeHbIMHU-3KCIIepUMEHTaTopaMd U yueHbIMU-TeOpeTHKaMH. Xapak-
TepHbIM yC/IOBHEM TaKHUX KOHTAKTOB SIBJISIETCSI COBMeCTHasi BbIpaboTKa
obuiero s3bika, pidgin-language, Heo6xoaMMOro /151 KOMMYHHKALMH, HO

2 K. Iomnmep KpUTHKOBa 3TOT MPUHLIMIT KaK HHCTPYMEHTAIMCTCKY0 ruroTedy ad hoc,

OCTaBLIYIOCSl SIKOOBI «COBepIIeHHO OecruiofHOM anst ¢usvku» [[Tommep, 2004,
c. 173]. Cap Kap:n orwmbascst. TIpUHLUIN JOMOTHUTETBHOCTH UMEET OHTOIOTMYEeCKUM
CMBIC]I Y TIOTOMY Wrpaer (yHaMeHTaJbHYH MeTO[0JIOrHueckyro posb. Ho, Ges-
YC/IOBHO, KCTPAIOJISILUSL ero /IedCTBUS Ha JPYTHe MpeJMeTHbIe 06/1acTH, O YeM BbI-
ckasbiBas foragxku H. bop, cBsisaHa ¢ 3muCTeMOo/I0rMYeCKUM PUCKOM.
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CBOOOHOTO OT PUTOPUCTHMYECKUX TpPeOOBaHUUM TOKIECTBAa 3HAUEHWN
Y TIOJTHOM B3aMHOMU T1epeBOIMMOCTHU. 3a CUeT MCTI0b30BaHuUs 3TOTO SI3bI-
Ka 00/1er4aroTCs KOHTAKThI, POMCXOUT B3aUMHasl aZianTaliyisi, CHUMaroT -
Csl HaMpsDKeHHOCTW W OrpaHWueHusi. B pe3ynbrare BO3HHWKAIOT 0O0IHe
LIEHHOCTHbIe YCTAaHOBKH, IPOUCXO/IUT COT/IACOBaHKE MHTepIpeTalvii 3KC-
MepUMeHTabHBIX [JaHHbIX M TeOpeTHYeCKUX 3alpoCOB K MHCTPYMEH-
TaNbHO-TEXHUYeCKOMY 0a3ucy ucciaefoBanuii. CBs3U MeXXAy yuaCTHHKA-
MU «0OMeHa» CTaHOBATCS 0oJiee YCTOMUMBBIMH, UM He CJIMIITKOM OTaCHBI
OT/Ze/bHbIe JIOTHUeCKYe U JIOTUKO-CeMaHTHYeCKUe HeCOCTHIKOBKY.

Ccbutasice Ha Y.C. ITupca u JI. ButreHireiiHa, I'aiucon ynomobsiet
KOMMYHUKaTHUBHBINA TIPOI[eCC He LIeMoYKe JIOTUYeCKUX apryMeHTOB, Iie-
JIOCTHOCTH KOTOPOM 3aBUCUT OT TIPOYHOCTHU cJiabefiiiero 3BeHa, a TPOCy,
COCTaB/IeHHOMY U3 MHOKECTBA BOJIOKOH, ZIOCTaTOUHOe KOJIMUeCTBO U Ka-
YeCTBO KOTOPBIX 00eCIeUrBalOT HAZIeXKHOCTh MPH MCITBITAaHUY Ha Pa3phiB
[Tamucon, 2014, c. 91].

Takue «0OMeHHbIE KOMMYHUKAL[UM» TPOCJEXeHbl Ha TMpUMepax
13 uctopun (PU3MKK 37eMeHTapHBIX YaCTULl U APYTUX pa3fie/ioB COBpe-
MeHHOMU ¢u3uku Mukpomupa [Galison, 1997]. MeTtadopa «30H 06MeHa»
Obly1a IpUMeHeHa B KOTHUTHUBUCTHKe (B CBsi3u ¢ paboramu H. Xomckoro,
k. Munnepa, M. MuHckoro, I'. CaiimoHa u fip.) [Tarapt, 2014]. I1. Ta-
rapT roKasaJ, 4To B pe3y/bTaTe 0OMeHa MOHATHUSIMU U METO/IaMH MEXIY
KOTHUTUBHON HeWpOHayKol M KOHHUTHUBHOW TICHXOJIOTHEl IIpOU30Iiies
KOHIIETITYa/IbHBIM C/IBUT: HEeWPOOHMONIOTH C TIOMOIbI0 COBPEMEHHOTO
obopynoeanus (ITOT u MPT) Hab/mofal0T U3MEHEHUS B MO3Te uejioBe -
Ka, BBITIOJHSIOIIETO pa3/iMuHble 3aflaHusl; «TeXHUKA M300pakeHus Hewl -
POHHBIX TPOIIECCOB 00eCTIeUNBAIOT UCCTIe/IOBaTe s JAHHBIMH, KOTOphIe
Jierye MoAJAIOTCS TMPSIMOW WHTEPIIPeTaLyy M0 CPaBHEHUIO C JaHHBIMHU
YHCTO KOTHUTUBHO-TICUXOJIOTMYeCKUX 3KcriepuMeHTOB» [ Thagard, 1998,
p. 54-55].

Wpest «30HBI 0OMeHa» MOXKeT OBbITh MICIIO/Ib30BaHa M /ISl OTIMCAHUS
B3aUMO/IefiCTBUSI MKy eCTeCTBEHHBIMU M COL[MaTbHBIMU HayKaMH, Ty-
MaHUTapUCTUKOM, a Takke puaocodueii. B.I1. Busrun paccmorpen pas-
BUTHe SWHILTEMHOBCKOW (U3MKKU (TeOpHUsi OTHOCHUTESBHOCTU W TIPOEKT
e/IMHOW TeopuU TI0/1s1) B KOHTEKCTe BIUSHUS Ha 3TH Ufen «puiocockux
HUMIYJIBCOB», UCXOAAIMX u3 pabor 3. Maxa, /I. FOma, B. CruHO3bI,
U. Kanra, I B. JleiibHuija. «®U3MKN CBOW HOBBIE TIPEACTaB/IeHUs], POX-
JleHHbIe B MPOLieCCe KBAHTOBO-PEISITUBUCTCKON PEBOJTIOLIH, «00MeHMBa-
10T» Ha uxX (umocodckoe OCMbICIeHHe, UX TIOAK/IoUeHrne K dumocod-
CKMM TpaJWLMsIM, YTO TIOPOIO0 OKa3bIBaeTCs A/l (U3MKOB Ba)KHBIMHU
CTUMY/IaMHU /IS AajibHelIero pa3suTusi» [Busrun, 2007, c. 127].

BkiitoueHre B «30HBI 00OMeHa» Pa3/TUUHBIX CJIOEB W BUIOB HAyUHOTO
3HaHMS OTNPABAAHO TO3UTHUBHBIM 3(eKTOM, KOTOPBIN O)KUJAeTCsl y4acT-
HUKaMH TIPOLIeCCOB, TIPOUCXOJAIIMX B 3TUX 30HaX. Ecmu addekra HeT
WM OH COMHUTEJIEH, OXKU/IaHUS TaCHYT, 1 0OMeH TepsieT UHTeHCUBHOCTh
WM ucyesaeT BoBce. Ho 3apaHee mpezckasaTh creneHb 3¢ (GeKTUBHOCTH
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obMeHa uiesiMU UM 9BPUCTHKOM Heslerko. Yairje ObIBaeT, UTo 0 pe3y/bTa-
THUBHOCTH TaKHX IPOLIECCOB MOXKHO CYJHTh TOJBKO TOC/Ie TOTO, Kak 00-
MeH yyke Tipou3omien. OHaKO JOCTUTHYThIe ycrelHbie 3QQeKTsl — CTH-
MyJIbl K TOCTPOEHHIO TPOEKTUBHBIX MoO/eseii: KOHCTPyHpOBaHHe «30H
oOMeHa» [JO/DKHO CcTaTh HeoOXOAMMOW YacThIO0 M YC/IOBHEM IIaHUPOBA-
HUS 1 OPraHU3aLyi HayuyHO-MCC/Ie0BaTeNbCKOM JesiTe/TbHOCTH.

0O6e meTadopsl — «30HBI 0OMEHa» U «MOCTa WHTEpPIIPeTaljyii» — MO-
T'YT CJIYKATH TIOHUMAHHUIO TOTO, YeM 3aHuMaeTcsi punocodusi Hayku. OHa
yuacmeyem 8 obmeHe udesMu C HaQyKogeouecKuMu OUCyunauHamu, npeo-
nazaem ¢unocopckue uHmepnpemayuu ux pesyabmamos, «ebupaem
8 cebs» smu pe3yabmambl U hpuddem um ¢urocogckull cmbica, 8Ka0UAs
UX 8 cucmeMy C80UX NOHAMUL U OYeHOK.

Ba)kHBIM MOMEHTOM 37leCh SIBJISIETCSI KOHKYPEHLIMsI MeXX/ly pas/inu-
HbIMU (pUI0CO(PCKUMHU KOHLeNUMsAMU. [Ipyroii, He MeHee Ba)KHbIH, MO-
MeHT — cOOCTBEHHO (pMI0CO(CKUI aHaIM3 HAyYHOTO 3HAHUS U JTUHAMUKU
ero pasBUTHUS U POCTa, To, uTo K. TTormep HasbiBan «puaocopcTBoBaHU-
eM» B OTVIHUKe OT pa3roBOPOB 0 ¢unocoduu. Y 3TOT aHa/Mu3 Takxke siB/si-
eTcst M1aT(opMOoit KOHKYPEHTHOM 60PBOBI.

[TpyMepaMy MOTYT C/Ty)XKMThb TOMIEPOBCKash KPUTHKA WHCTPYMeHTa-
JU3Ma U 3CCeHLManyi3Ma, KpuTrka JlakaTocoM «JorMaTuueckoro Qaabcu-
¢UKaLUMOHU3Ma» C TIO3WLUMA MEeTOZO0JOTUM HayYHO-UCC/Ie/j0BaTelbCKUX
Mporpamm, T0JieMUKa MeXIy «PealviCTaMu» W «KOHCTPYKTHBUCTaMI»
u fip. PaKkTopamMy KOHKYPEHL[M BBICTYTIAIOT TIPOLeCChl «0OMeHa» MeXXy
¢unocopckuMU  KOHLETILIMSIMA Y HAyKOBeJYeCKUMH JUCLIMTIIMHAMH.
B 3TOM CMBIC/T M3BECTHOTO BbICKa3bIBaHHUs Jlakaroca 0 TOM, UTO UCTOPUS
HayKH CJIY>KUT ITPOOHBIM KaMHEM ee PalvOHa/IbHBIX peKOHCTPYKLui [Jla-
katoc, 1978, c. 239]. Victopus Hayku, KoTtopasi «be3 ¢dumocopuu HayKu
cnera» [Jlakaroc, 2008, c. 201], cTaHOBUTCST «3psiueii» TOMBKO TOTAa, KO-
rJia pyKOBO/JICTBYeTCsI METO/[0JIOTMUeCKOM KOHIIeriyel, a ¢punocodus Hay-
K{ He TOMbKO YepIiaeT SMITMPUUecKoe cofep)KaHhe B MCTOPUKO-Hay4HBIX
HICCTIe/I0BaHMSIX, HO TPOBepsieT CBOK 3HAUMMOCTh pe3y/ibTaTaMy 1oC/e -
Hell. K 3TOoMy Hazio 00aBUTB, UTO Hapsily C UCTOpHUE HayKH COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIMMH «MPOOHBIMU  KaMHSIMU»  (PUI0CO(CKO-METO[0/I0THYe CKUX
KOHLIEML{MM MOTYT BBICTYIATh COLIMOJIOTHSI HAyKH, COL{Ma/IbHasl MCHUX0JI0-
r'Yisl HayuHbIX COOOIIeCTB, MHCTUTYLIMOHA/IBHBIA aHA/MN3 HayKW U JIpyrue
YUYaCTHUKH TIPOLIECCOB B «30He 0OMeHa».

Tak, colLMabHbIM U UHTe/IeKTya bHbIM MIPOCTPAHCTBOM «30HbI 00-
MeHa» TPaJMIIMOHHO BBICTYTIA/ M B M3BECTHOW Mepe TPO/I0/KaeT OCTa-
BaTbCsl «yHUBEpCUTeT». Peub He 0 reorpaMueckoM WM HalMOHATbHOM
JIOKyCe yHUBepCHTeTa B TOM CMBIC/Ie, KOTOPBIM KOT/la-TO BK/a/bIBajl B 3TO
nioHsitye B. pon I'ymbonbar. B coBpemeHHOM «o011iecTBe Bceobrijeii KoMm-
MyHHKalun» [Bartimo, 2002] cKOpOCTb YMHOXKEHHSI U WHTEHCUBHOCTD
TIOTOKOB MH(OPMAaLMX HAMHOT'O TIpeBbIIIaeT BO3MOXXHOCTH He TOJIbKO OT-
JleNTbHBIX YUYeHbIX, HO W JIOKaJbHBIX HCC/Ie/l0BaTelbCKUX L|eHTPOB, Ta-
KWX KaK HalMOHa/lbHble YHUBEDCHUTETHI, YCBAWBaTh W MCIIOIB30BaTh 3TY
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vHpopMaluo, TeM Oosee — TIpUAABaTh CBOEW AeATENbHOCTH YHUKAJIb-
HOCTb U KYJBTYPHYIO CIel[uUIHOCTh. [109TOMYy COBpeMeHHbIM YHUBep-
CUTeT — 3TO CKOpee M3MeHUuBas AUCLUIUIMHApHas CTPYKTYpa, «KOTopas
OCTaBJIsIeT OTKPBITHIM BOIIPOC O TOM, TJe U KaK COBMeEIAl0TCs pa3Hble
BH/IbI MBIITUTeHMs» [Puaunre, 2010, c. 299].

310, KakK 3asBiseT b. PupmHrC, «pa3phiBaeT CBSA3b MeXAY YHUBEPCH-
TeTOM U HallMOHa/JIbHOW WJIeHTUYHOCThIO0, CBsA3b, KoTopas noutu 300 et
TIPUHOCHUJ/IA HEKOTOPHIM YHUBEPCUTETCKUM WHTe/IeKTyalaM BJIacTh, TIpe-
CTHX M JleHbru» [Pumgunrce, 2010, c. 300]. Tem He MeHee, 0CO3HaHUE 3TUX
M3MeHeHUM He CHI)KaeT, a HallpOTUB, IOBHIIAET OTBETCTBEHHOCTb Ha-
LIMOHAJIBHBIX MUHCTUTYTOB, OCYIIECTBJISIONINX B3aUMO/IeHCTBUe pa3/iu-
HBIX MHQOPMALIMOHHBIX CTPYKTYP. B COBpeMeHHBIX YCIOBHUSIX MPOCYETHI
TaKOW OpraHu3al[ii MOTYT BeCTH K TpOBaly HalMOHa/JbHOW CTpaTeruu
HAy4YHOTO Pa3BUTHS, TIOBBIIIEHUIO PUCKOB KaK TEXHOTE€HHBIX, TaK U COLU-
a/TbHBIX KaTacTpod, HarpuMep, CBSI3aHHBIX C YTPaToy Ky/IbTypooOpasyro-
el pyHKIMY HayKu ¥ HayYHOT'O 3HaHHWs, POCTOM aHTHHAyUHBIX U KOHTP-
KYJIBTYPHBIX TeHeHLIUH.

JTO 03HauaeT, UTO «30Ha 0OMeHa» MOXKET U /I0JDKHA pacCMaTpUBaTh-
Csl He CTOJIBKO KaK W/ieabHbI KOHCTPYKT, 0003Havaromyii abCTpakTHYIO
(hopMy MEXTUCIUITUHAPHOTO B3aUMOZENCTBYS, CKOJBKO KaK COLHab-
HO-KY/IETYPHBIH TTPOEKT, OCYIL[eCTBIeHUEe KOTOPOro TpedyeT CrieliuaTbHOU
MHCTUTYLMaMm3auu. To, uTo B KoHIle 90-X TIT. TPOIJIOrO BeKa MbIC-
JIUJIOCh KaK BBIXOJ] YHUBEPCUTETa U3 PAMOK Hal[MOHATbHO-KY/IbTYPHOM
muccuu U obpa3oBaHue r00asbHON HAayKH C MHOXKECTBOM HMCTOUHUKOB
HMH(bOpMalMY 1 3KCIIePTHOM OL|eHKH, B HbIHELIHUX YCIOBUSX, KOT/la UH-
Terpalysi Ky/JbTyp BCTpedyaeTCs C HapacTalolUM IPOTUBOAENCTBHEM
1 000CTpeHNeM HaIMOHAIBHBIX KOH(MIUKTOB, MOKET DPacCMaTpUBaThCS
Kak yTOIusl.

Kpome Toro, eciiu majjaet rpecTK HayuHbIX rpodeccuii U CHIKaeT-
€Sl UX KyABTYpHBIM CTaTycC (YTO XapakKTepHO M/ HbIHellIHel Poccum),
TPYAHO PacCUMTBLIBATh Ha TO, UTO CaM 10 cebe POCT HayUYHBIX 3HaHUM Oy -
JIeT TIOJIOKUTENTLHO BIUATH Ha OOIUM YPOBEHb KY/IbTYyphl U 00pa30BaH-
HoCTH oOwiecTBa. Il1aHMpoBaHWe W peanu3alus «30H 0OMeHa» MOTYT
CJTy)KUTb YCTPAaHEHUIO OMACHBIX Pa3pbIBOB MeX/y HAayKoW 1 0OIecTBOM,
[I7IST 4yero Hy)KHa paljiOHa/ibHasi HayuHasi TOJIMTHKa U pa3BUTHe COBpe-
MEHHBIX COLIMAbHBIX TeXHOJIOTHH.

Ha 310 o6pamaer Buumanuve I'. KonmmH3, mofuepKyUBatomIyi posb
COI[MA/TBHO-TYMaHUTAaPHOU 3KCIEPTH3bl TIPOEKTOB «30H OOMeHa», KOTO-
pasi I0/DKHA YYUTHIBATh HE TOJIBKO KY/JBTYPHO-UCTOPHUECKHUEe 0COOeHHO-
CTU CpeJibl, B KOTOPO BO3HUKAIOT U (QYHKLMOHUPYIOT TaKue «30HbI», HO
Y peaklWyd HAyYHbIX WHCTUTYTOB, B TOM UHCJIe CUCTeMbl TIOATOTOBKHU
Hay4HBbIX KaZIpoOB, Ha Bo3xeticTBus 3tou cpenawbl [Collins, Evans, 2010].
W.T. KacaBuH BUAWUT B «30Hax OOMeHa» «HCTOPHUKO-COLIMOTIOTHYECKYIO
KOHIIENTYaIM3al[|ui0 00IeHNs] TIPUMEHUTETFHO K HayKe» U TIOfuepKrBa-
eT, UTO «B COBPEMEHHBIX YCJIOBUSIX OOIIEHHWEe Takoro poja He MOXKeT
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OCTaBaTbCsl e/IoOM C/lyvyasi WM CYaCT/IMBOIO CTeyeHUs] 0OCTOSITeNbCTB,
TIPYU KOTOPBIX BO3MO)KHBI «MTHCAUTBI B3auMorioHnManusi» [Kacasus, 2017,
c. 15]. Heo6x0iMO CHCTEMAaTHUECKOe CTPOMTENBCTBO STUX «30H», BKITIO-
yamolljee peajnu3aljio IIPOrpaMM TeOpeTHYeCcKOro M IpakTH4YecKOro
MEX/JUCLIIIZIMHADHOTO B3aUMOZeNCTBUs, CO37laHue pery/spHbIX (opM
KOHCTPYKTMBHOTO U KPUTHUECKOTO OOIIeHUs yUeHbIX, UH)KeHEePOB, COLIU-
a/lbHBIX MeHe/I)KepoB U IOJIMTUKOB, UCIIOb30BaHWe BO3MOXKHOCTEe WH-
topMaLoHHbIX CIy>kO 1 mass-media. Takue ¢hopMBbl yke He MOT'YT BMe-
IIaTbCSl B «TyMOOBLATOBCKUE» (TI0 CBOEMY I'eHe3HCY) MPOEKThl Pa3BUTHS
Y pacluvpeHnys (PyHKI[MOHA/IBHOIO Jjuara30oHa YHUBepCUTeTa B COBPEMEH -
HoM mmupe [[dopoxkuH, 2018]. Ocoboe 3HaueHHe MMEIOT MHCTUTYLIMO-
Ha/JIbHO OPraHM30BaHHbIE MCC/Ie0OBAHMS SI3bIKOBLIX MPAKTHK, B KOTOPBIX
OCYIIIeCTB/ISIETCS] KOMMYHHUKALIMS MEXK/y YUaCTHUKaMU «30H 0OMeHa».

Sk ok gk

Tenepb, B onTuke MeTadop, pacCCMOTPUM BOIPOC, MOCTaB/I€HHBIN
BBIIIIe: B KAKOM CMbIC/Ie MO)KHO T'OBOPHUTH 0 (pr10cOdCKOM cTaryce MeTa-
¢unocodun Hayku?

MeTtadopbl «MOCTa MHTepIIpeTaluii» U «30H OOMeHa» TO3BOJISIOT
TMIPe/ICTaBUTb CHUCTEMY MEXJUCLMIUIMHAPHBIX HCCIe/JOBAaHUM HayKU Kak
CJIO’KHBIN >)KUBOM OpPraHU3M, B KOTOPOM BCSIKasl €r0 YacCThb BBITIOJTHSIET CBOIO
¢dbyHKOMIO B 061meit ces3u ¢ Apyrumu. @unocodusi HayKu — O3B0 cebe
CpaBHeHHe — Ur'paeT Po/ib «MO3TOBOTO LIeHTpa» TOr0 OpraHyW3Ma, reHepa-
TOpa CMBIC/IA, CBS3BIBAIOIIETO (PYHKIMM OT/Ee/bHBIX ero YacTeli-OpraHoB
B CUCTeMaTHUuecKoe eIMHCTBO. IIpojo/mKasi cpaBHeHus, s1 Obl Ha3Bas GHusIo-
CoUI0 HayKU CO3HAHUEM HAYKU, ee «eIUHCTBOM TPaHCLIeH/IeHTa/TbHOM arl-
TIepLIENLAN», eCJTU OISATh-TaKH C JJ0/1e MPOHUHM BCTIOMHUTH «KpUTHKY uu-
CTOro pasyMma». Xak/errepoBCKOe «HAayKa He MBICUT» MOXET ObITh
B TaKOM C/Tyuae /I0T0/IHeHO (BO3MOXKHO, BOTIpeKH Xatizierrepy!) yTBepske-
HHeM, UTO HayKa 8ce Jce Mblcaum, ecmy obsaZiaeT CO3HaHUEM, T. e. CO-
cmasnsiem opeaHuueckoe eOUHCMe0 ¢ guaocogueli HaQyKu — U He MbICAUM,
€CJI1 9TO e/JUHCTBO KaKUM-TO 06pa3oM paspylieHo.

KoneuHo, 3zeck TpeOyeTcsi pa3bsiCHEHHe OTHOCHUTEIBHO TOTO, UTO
HMeeTCsl B BUJY TI0[] «MbILIIeHHeM». Xakjerrep CUMTasI, yro Mexxay Hay-
Koll U MbluLleHuUeM — nponacmb, TIpeofosieTb KOTOPYI0 MOKHO TOJIBKO
«TIPbDKKOM», TIePEHOCSIIIMM «B COBEPIIEHHO APYrYH MeCTHOCTb». Hayka
3TOT MPLDKOK HE /IeJlaeT, U B 3TOM ee npeumyujecmeo, oTOMy UTO, 3aHsIB-
IIMCh TaKUM CIIOPTOM, OHa yTpaTusia Obl CI0COOHOCTh UCC/Ief0BaTh Npef -
MeTHbIe 00JIaCTH U CyIIleCTBOBaTh Osarogapsi 3Toi CriocoOHOCTH. Mbiii-
JIeHHe >Ke «BBIHOCHTCSI» 3a TPAHMLbl TIPEIMETHOCTH — TYJQ, TJje HUUEero
HeJlb3s /I0Ka3aTh, @ MOKHO TOJIBKO TI0Ka3aThb «COKPBITOCTb» HeSIB/IEHHOTO
[Xaiigerrep, 1991]. [.3. 'acnapsiH, cienys gopmyne Xaiigerrepa, mnu-
meT: «KaoueBble (uUnocodckre BOMPOCH 3adacTyio OepyTcsi W3 3TOU
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CrocoOHOCTH K TNPOHMKAIOIeMy 3a Ipefiesibl Cylero B3msify» [I'acra-
psiH, 2018, c. 150]. 3a 3T npefesbl HayKa He 3ar/sigpiBaeT. He ee geno —
CTaBUTh «MHUP-0OBITHE» TTOZ, BOTIPOC. DTO Cyabba 1 Opems punocodum.

Cam Xalifierrep npr3HaBall, UTO yTBepK/leHUe «HayKa He MbICIUT»
HECOBMECTHUMO C OOBIYHBIMH TIP€/ICTAaB/IeHUSIMUA O HayKe U MBIIIEHUH
Y faXe, 3aMeydas OH, MOXKeT BBIVISIAETh «HelpUInuHo». He ctaHeMm crio-
puTh ¢ K1accukoM. Ho moreitaemcst Bee ke oboiituck 6e3 salto mortale
yepe3 IPOMNacTb MeX/y OOBIYHBIMH TPe/ICTaBAeHUsIMUA U (HUI0COPCKUM
BOTIPOILIaHKEM O HayKe. [/t 3TOro HaJj0 MPHU3HaTh, YTO MPOMAcTb obpa-
3yeTcsi TIPU «aHAaTOMHUPOBaHUW» TOTO U JIPYTOTO, T. €. TOTJa, KOT/Aa MexX-
[ly Hay4yHbIM MCCJIe/J0BaHUEM TIpeIMETHOI0 MUpa Y MBbILIEHUeM, CTaBsi-
UM BOMPOC O OBITMM KakK TaKOBOM, pa30pBaHa ’KHMBasi OpraHWYecKas
CBSI3b.

B cBoe Bpems, Oynyuu ctygeHToM unocodckoro dakyasrera MIY,
s 3aTIOMHWN TPYCTHBbIM adopu3M JIeKTOpa, BBIJAIOLIErocsi TICHUX0ora
I[1.41. TanbnepyHa: «B npo3eKTOPCKOM Bbl He HalifleTe AYIITY TTOKOHHMKa!».
MoykHo niepepasvpoBaTh: Cpe/iCTBAMH OIHUX TOJBKO CIeLda/bHbIX Hay-
KOBe/lUeCKUX AWCLUIUIMH He YCTaHOBUTH CMBIC/I M Ha3HaueHWe HayKu —
eCc/IM OHa IpeJcTaeT B HUX Kak meno 6e3 CO3HaHus, Wi, eCly yrofgHo,
6e3 dywu.

MeTtadunocodusi HayKu 10 OTHOLLIEHUIO K (Hu10coduM HayKH UTpaeT
pO/ib, aHAJIOTMUHYIO TOH, Kakylo IOC/Ie/HSl WUrpaeT 10 OTHOLIEHHIO
K Hayke. B Heli peanmsyeTcst crioco6HOCTE hunocodru HayKH K camope-
¢riekcuy, aKTyaau3UpYIOTCS «TPaHCLIeHAEHTHbIe» BOMPOCHI O CMBICIe
TOTO, UTO MPOUCXOJUT B «30He 0OMeHa» WAesIMU MeX[y Y4eHbIMH, CIie-
L{Ma/McTaMu-HayKoBejaMu U ¢unocodamu. MoxXKHO cKasaTb, YTO MeTa-
¢mnocodust HayKu, B KOHEYHOM CueTe, sIB/ISIeTCS CaMOCO3HaHUeM (uIIo-
coduu HayKU.

[MToguepkHeM, uTo Metaduaocodus HayKu — He 0061acTe Jormaruye-
CKUX, TIPeTeHAYyHLIMX Ha YHHUBEpPCAJbHOCTb CY)KAeHuil o ¢unocodumn
Hayku. To, uto H. Peltiep Ha3biBaeT «HOpPMaTUBHOM MeTaduiocodueii»
(MpyMeHUTENBHO K GHUIocodUM HayKH), SBISeTCS HAOOPOM KOHBEHIHA,
Ha/yre KOTOPBIX YCTAHABIMBAETCs yyKe MOC/Ie TOro, KaK 3TH KOHBeHLMU
TIPUHSATBI, CTanu «HOpMamu». Ho cam miporjecc ux BBIPAOOTKH U TIPUHS -
THSI — 3TO U eCTb caMasl BakHas TeMa MeTadunocoduu HayKyd, UMEHHO
TO, /ISl Yero OHa BOOOIIle Hy>KHA (rocodam U yueHbIM.

B coBmectHoit ¢ U.T. Kacapunbim ctatbe [KacaBuH, ITopyc, 2016]
MBI TI0Ka3a, uTo ¢unocodus HayKu — 3TO pe3y/braT coueTaHus (Uio-
codckoit pedpiiekcuy Haf, HayKOM M HayuHOU peduiekcru Haf dusocodu-
e, mpuueM obe pediieKcHu ellje U OTPa)KalOTCS OffHA B ZPYroil. 37ech
nobaB/io, UYTO CaMO 3TO COYETAaHWEe TAKXKe HYXKAAeTcs B (HI0CO(PCKOH
WHTEepIpeTalyy, a BeCb MpOLeCC TPOUCXOJUT B «30He 0OMeHa» CMbIC/Ia-
MU MeXX7y HayKOBe[UeCKUMM [JUCLIMIUIMHAMU U (unocodureil HayKu.
OnucaHve U OCMBIC/IEHME 3TOTO Ipoliecca — KOMILIeKC 3a/jau, KOTophle
MOYKHO Ha3BaTb MeTaun0CcoPCKUMU.
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Tak, ynomsHyTeiid adopusm U. Jlakatoca «Vctopusi Hayku Oe3 ¢u-
nocodur Hayku ciera, Guaocodus Hayku 0e3 UCTOPUM HAyKH IMyCTa»
Mor Obl UMeTh fjoroHeHue: «PUnocodust Hayku, B3siTasi BHe CBOel C00-
CTBEHHOW ucTOpUM, Oe3km3HeHHa». Ho TO >ke camMoe MOXKHO CKa3aThb
1 0 ApyTuX acrekrax (umocopuu HayKu: MeTOA0JIOTHUeCKOM, UHCTUTY -
L[MOHA/ILHOM, KY/IETYPOJIOTHUECKOM.

OMIupUueckas UCTOpUsl HayKW W3[aBHA SIB/sSeTCs WHCTPYMEHTOM
¢unocobun Haykd. B 3TOM OTHOIIEHHH TIpUMedaTenbHO TBOPYECTBO
M.A. Po30Ba, KOTOpBIH K pa3paboTKe CBOel KOHLIEMI[UM «COLMATbHbBIX
scTader» Kak cpefcTBa (HI0CcO(pCKO-HAyUHOTO aHa/lW3a 1iea OT case
studies, oueprHyThIX U3 UcTOpUU HayKu [Po3os, 2008]. [To-BugumMomy,
IMITUPHUECKast UCTOPUsI caMoy punocohur HayKH, 0COOEHHO, eCc/ii 3TO
HCTOPUS COOTBETCTBYIOIINX MHCTUTYTOB, MOXKET CTaTh — 3[jeCh aHaI0TUs
BII0JIHE YMeCTHAa — UHCTPYMEHTOM MeTahui0codry HayKu.

HaykoBenueckve acrekTel MeTaduaocoduu HAyKd COCTaBSIOT
«KW3HEHHBIN KOHTEKCT», B KOTOPOM €e CY>KJEeHHSI Haro/HSITCs (Guo-
CO(CKUM CMBIC/IOM.

* %k

I1pencrapnenue o MeTadunocohuy HaykKu Kak O HEerocpe/iCTBeHHOM
¢urypanre mporjecca, IPOUCXOASIIIETO B «30HaX 0OMeHa», B cMbiciie ['a-
JIMCOHA, WX Ha BCTPeuax yueHbIX U (GuiocodoB HAYKA Ha «MOCTY MUHTep-
npeTaluii», Mo-BUAMMOMY, IpepbiBaeT OecCMbIC/IEHHOe HarpoMOXK/eHue
«MeTaypoBHeii» (unocodckoro paccykaeHus o Hayke. MeTtaduocodus
HayKd — TOT YYaCTHHWK IpPOLIeCCa, KOTOPbIA HeoOX0AWM, UTOOBI MpOwMC-
XOZsAIIMM B HeM oOMeH ujesMu ObLT 0CO3HaH Kak conditio sine qua non
B3aNMOZeNCTBHS HayKu U (umocodun. U, uto elje BaykHee — YTOOBI 3TO
B3aUMO/IECTBHE OBbLIO TOHSTO KaK <«OKWBAsl >KU3Hb», CO3HAIoOIas cebdst
Y TIOTOMY CrIocoOHas K LiesieriojlaraeMoMy U3MeHeHHUIO.
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This paper discusses a challenge to normative ethics motivated by
experimental philosophy. Experimental philosophers object to the
perceived “armchair” or a priori nature of philosophy, claiming it
should rather be empirical or naturalistic. The paper investigates
the application of this claim to normative ethics. Dubbing the ap-
plication of the experimental philosophers’ contention to norm-
ative ethics “the Armchair Claim,” | distinguish descriptive and
normative versions of this challenge, and consider their merits as
comments on the method of normative ethics (descriptive ver-
sions), and as comments on how normative ethics should be
done (normative versions). Characterizing normative ethics as es-
sentially involving the use of the method of reflective equilibrium,
| show how the versions of the Armchair Claim that | distinguish
either misconstrue normative ethics, or are committed to meta-
ethical views that are controversial. To bring home the latter
point, | contrast two meta-ethical positions, and show how, on
one such view, naturalism, the descriptive version could be cor-
rect, whereas on another, intuitionism, it would be false. The nor-
mative version, in turn, is consistent with naturalism, but begs
the question against the intuitionist since she argues that norma-
tive ethics cannot be empirical. The upshot is that a conclusive as-
sessment of the Armchair Claim will have to await the resolution
of disputed issues in meta-ethics. However, normative ethicists
can get on with their work since reflective equilibrium is unaf-
fected by such debates.

Keywords: Armchair philosophy, metaphilosophy, methodology, ex-
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ABTOp paccMaTpMBaET BbI30BbI, KOTOPbIE CTABUT Mepe HopMaTuB-
HOWM 3TMKOM 3KCNepuMeHTasbHas dunocodus. dKcnepuMeHTanb-
Hble Gua0COdbI HE CYUMTAOT GUIOCODUIO «KAaBUHETHOM» (MK
anpuopMCTCKOM) AUCUMNAMHON, 3asBAAS, YTO OHa, HanpoTuB,
[O/IKHA BbITb SMMUPUYECKON UM HATypasMCTUYECKON. B cTaTbe
aHaNN3UPYETCS 3HaYEHWEe 3TOro Tesuca A/l HOPMATUBHOW STUKM.
ABTOp pas/iMyaeT HOPMATUBHYIO U AECKPUMTUBHYIO BEPCUIO TE3N-
ca 3KCNepuMEHTasbHbIX GUA0CODOB M PacCMATPUBAET UX B KOH-
TEeKCTe TeX MPEUMYLLECTB, KOTOPbIE OH AAET A/ aHa/n3a MeToga
HOPMaTUBHOM 3TUKM (AECKPUNTMBHASA BEPCUS), a TAKKE A1 NOHU-
MaHWs TOrO, KaKol [0/MKHa BbITb HOPMATUBHAsA 3TUKa (HOpMaTHB-
Has Bepcus). Mpu3HaBas, 4TO HOPMaTMBHAs 3TMKAa OCHOBaHa
Ha NpuMeHeHUn MeTofa pedeKCMBHOTO paBHOBECUS, aBTOP MO-
KasblBaeT, YTO pa3/InyHble BEPCUM «KaBUHETHOro Tesuca» Mb6o
NPUBOAST K HEBEPHbIM WCTONKOBaHWUSAM HOPMAaTMBHOM 3TUKM,
M60 OCHOBBIBAOTCS Ha MPOTUBOPEUMBLIX META3TUHECKUX YCTa-
HOBKax. ABTOp MPOTMBOMOCTAaBASET [BE METasTUYecKue nosnumm
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M MOKa3bIBaeT, YTO HaTypanusM (onucatesnbHas Bepcusi) MOXKeT
6bITb MPaBU/IbHBLIM, B TO BPEMS KaK MHTYMLIMOHM3M (HOpMaTMBHas
BEPCUA) MOXET ObiTb JIOXKHbIM. HopmaTuBHas Bepcusi, B CBOO
oyepefib, COracyeTcsi C HaTypaJM3MOM, HO 3aCTaBASIET YCOMHUTb-
€A B UHTYMLUMOHM3ME, TaK Kak NoC/ieAHMI Npeanonaraert, 4to Hop-
MaTUBHas 3TUKA HE MOXET ObITb IMNUPUYECKON. ABTOP 3aKJtoya-
€T, YTO OKOH4YaTesibHasi OLEHKa «KabWMHETHOro Tesnca» MOXKeT
6bITb NPOM3BEAEHA TOLKO MOC/E TOro, Kak 6yayT paspeLleHbl Me-
TasTMYeCKMe crnopbl. TeM He MeHee aBTOp MOJaraeT, YTo CTOPOH-
HUKM HOPMAaTMBHOM 3TMKM MOTYT MPOAO/DKUTL CBOO paboTy,
TaK KaK Takue febatbl He 3aTparmBatoT NpUHUMN pediekCUBHOTO
paBHOBecHs.

KnroyeBbie cnoBa: kabuHeTHas ¢unocodus, Metadunocodus, MeTo-
[ONIOTUSA, IKCNEPUMEHTaNbHAA dUNoCoOdUs, UHTYMUMKM, pedaekcus-
HOe paBHOBeCHe, 3TUKa

Introduction

As the idiom goes, a picture is worth a thousand words. The picture of
the burning armchair on the banners of experimental philosophers is no ex-
ception. Presumably, however, a correct interpretation of the image would
have to regard as fixed points that the armchair represents philosophy in
some traditional sense, and that the flames represent the sentiment or belief
that something is wrong with this way of doing philosophy. In particular,
philosophy in the traditional sense is too preoccupied with reflection and
theorizing from a detached and unengaged vantage point, as opposed to be-
ing concerned with the subject matter of interest, as it exists in the world. In
short, it is held to be too a priori. This, I take it, is the core idea that the pic-
ture is conveying.

Assuming that this rough interpretation of the image is correct, I want
to discuss how apt it is as a comment on normative ethics — the branch of
philosophy that is concerned with endeavours such as discovering what
to believe about moral issues, and defending substantive moral claims.
“The Armchair Claim,” as I shall call the belief or sentiment expressed by
the image of the burning armchair, embodies both a descriptive and a nor-
mative component. The descriptive element involves a characterization of
normative ethics, and the normative element involves a belief about how
normative ethics ought to be done. I begin by taking a closer look at
the traditional goals and methods of normative ethics in order to assess
these versions of the Armchair Claim.
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Moral Inquiry As Involving
The Method Of Reflective Equilibrium

The goal of normative ethics is to figure out what to believe about
moral issues, and defend substantive moral claims by offering reasons for
accepting them. These reasons are, at least in part, themselves moral, or
in some cases about the function, or purpose, of morality. So normative
ethics seems different from empirical inquiry because it involves adduc-
ting normative, as opposed to descriptive, evidence, for normative, as op-
posed to descriptive, claims.

Discussions of the methodology of normative ethics often focus on
the method of wide reflective equilibrium.! It appears that ethicists agree
that this is the method actually employed in normative ethics, and that it
is the right method to use.? In working towards a reflective equilibrium
one’s goal is to figure out what to believe about some moral issue, or per-
haps even morality as such. One proceeds by pursuing overall coherence
between one’s particular moral judgments, moral principles, and relevant
background knowledge of which one is aware. In doing so, one resolves
conflicts between moral judgments, principles and background theories
by rejection, or revision, based on what one believes most strongly, or
what one takes oneself to have most reason to believe. The ultimate,
though perhaps unachievable, goal is to achieve the best overall fit be-
tween the different sets of beliefs.

Reflective equilibrium is best viewed as a method whereby one discov-
ers what one should believe about moral issues. Rawls (1999d) sometimes

1 John Rawls first described what appears to be a version of the method of reflective
equilibrium in his “Outline of a Decision Procedure for Ethics” (1999a [1951]),
though without yet using that phrase to label it. Not until the publication of A Theory
of Justice (1999d [1971]), some twenty years later, had he invented that by now fa-
miliar phrase, and the distinction between narrow and wide reflective equilibrium,
equally familiar, was not explicitly introduced until the publication of “The Indepen-
dency of Moral Theory” (1999b [1974]) a few years later. Norman Daniels (1979) dis-
cusses wide reflective equilibrium. In what follows, I use‘reflective equilibrium’ to re-
fer to wide reflective equilibrium.

2 T.M. Scanlon writes that reflective equilibrium “is the only defensible method: appar-
ent alternatives to it are illusory.” (2003: 149) Jeff McMahan writes, “[t]he most com -
monly endorsed method of moral inquiry among contemporary moral philosophers is
the method described by John Rawls under the label ‘reflective equilibrium’” (2000,
p. 100), and that “[i]t seems to me that the method of reflective equilibrium, or
a process very much like it, is the best or most fruitful method of moral inquiry”
(2000, p. 102). Shelly Kagan says, “[t]he general approach to justification in ethics
that I endorse is similar to the notion of ‘reflective equilibrium’ described by Rawls in
A Theory of Justice.” (1998, p. 306) Michael DePaul (1998) argues that proposed al-
ternatives to reflective equilibrium reduce to this method, and that it would be irra-
tional to follow any alternative procedure.
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writes as if he takes the goal to be purely descriptive — in his case giving
a characterization of “our” conception of justice. Francis Kamm (1993)
adopts a version of reflective equilibrium, the “method of cases,” which in-
volves considering hypothetical cases with a view to formulating moral prin-
ciples that account for one’s moral intuitions about them.? She writes that,

“[t]he idea here is that the responses come from and reveal some un-
derlying psychologically real structure, a structure that was always (un-
consciously) part of the thought processes of some people. Such people
embody the reasoning and principles (which may be thought of as an
internal program) that generate these responses. The point is to make
the reasons and principles explicit.” (1993, p. 8)

This suggests a purely descriptive account of the goal of the metho-
dology.

However, as Scanlon has pointed out, this descriptive view of ref-
lective equilibrium is secondary to a “deliberative” account of the me-
thod. According to the deliberative account, the aim is to figure out what
to believe about some moral issue. These two conceivable goals are not
mutually exclusive, however:

“Even if our aims in deploying the method of reflective equilibrium are
understood as descriptive, in order for the method to be carried out,
someone — the person whose considered judgments are in question —
must be trying to decide what to believe.” [Scanlon, 2003, pp. 147—-148]

Thus, the deliberative account is the primary one.

Reflective equilibrium should not, without further ado, be viewed as
an account of justification. There are two main reasons for this.

First, although the method is essentially coherentist, a foundationalist
about justification might also want to adopt it. Although she does not re-
gard justification as consisting in coherence, she could adopt reflective
equilibrium as a way of, say, discovering moral principles that can justify
less general moral claims. The method itself is merely one whereby one
arrives at sets of beliefs (particular moral beliefs, moral principles, and
background theories) that cohere. Justification would consist in the fact
that less general judgments can be deduced from more general moral
principles, or perhaps a single fundamental one.

Second, this method, even if successfully carried through, is not
guaranteed to yield justified moral beliefs, bar perhaps in a subjective
sense.* Indeed, there are strong arguments against regarding reflective

3 For discussion of Kamm’s “method of cases,” see [Daniels, 1998].

4 We might say that S is subjectively justified in believing that p just in case it is reason-
able for S to believe that p, given the evidence S has available, and the credence (to S)
of that evidence. And we might say that S is objectively justified in believing that p
just in case S’s belief that p is justified because the facts are evidence that p, and S’s
belief that p is formed because S recognizes this.
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equilibrium as an account of justification.> For example, such a view
would be vulnerable to charges of conservatism, and relativism.

The method is perhaps, in certain contexts, more plausible as a me-
thod for discovering justified moral claims, and the evidence for them.
Notice that the objections against the method of reflective equilibrium
seem to be motivated by the underlying epistemic principle that

(J) A person S is objectively justified in believing that p only if
(i) there is no defeater of S’s justification for believing that p of
which S is, or ought to be, aware, or
(ii) provided that there is a defeater of this kind, then S has avail-
able a “defeater of the defeater.”

Thus, it is the fact that reflective equilibrium allows for the pos-
sibility that a person can proceed in ignorance of alternative views and
their supporting reasons that render the method implausible as a method
for arriving at justified moral beliefs.

Looking at some of the practices of professional normative ethicists
however, it may be possible to adduce some reasons for thinking that re-
flective equilibrium, at least in this context, is more plausible as a method
for discovering justified moral beliefs. One might argue that professional
ethicists are more likely to be aware of, and take seriously, arguments
against moral claims and positions that they hold to be correct. Moreover,
they might work in a community with high standards when it comes to
assessing evidence and arguments. And perhaps they devote a relatively
large amount of time and energy to the study of the merits of positions
and arguments put forth by other members of the community. And so on.

If this is correct, then perhaps it is less likely that there is a defeater
that a member of this community isn’t aware of, or that they ignore, or
fail to respond to in a rational manner. Thus, it might be more likely that
the reflective equilibrium of someone belonging to this community will
yield a set of justified moral beliefs.

In any case, I’m not going to defend reflective equilibrium as a the-
ory of justification. As I said, one can employ the method solely as
a method for discovering what to believe. However, in what follows,
I will assume that normative ethics, or moral inquiry, essentially involves
the use of this method to a greater or a lesser extent.

5 Cf. [Hare, 1952, p. 40], [Brandt, 1979, pp. 21-22], [Cummins, 1998], and [Stitch,
1998].
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Moral Inquiry — A Priori, Or A Posteriori?

One way of facilitating an assessment of the merits of the Armchair
Claim, would be to consider how to characterize reflective equilibrium in
terms of the distinction between the a priori and the a posteriori. Pursuing
this strategy, it seems natural to ask how three components involved in
the pursuit of a reflective equilibrium — the input, the process of reflec-
tion, and the output — should be viewed in light of this distinction.

The problem with this approach, as I hope to illustrate, is that to an-
swer these questions, one has to enter into disputed issues in meta-ethics.
The method of reflective equilibrium is supposed, as far as possible, to
remain neutral on these issues. Perhaps one has to be committed to cogni-
tivism in order for it to make sense to employ the methodology. Beyond
that, adherents to different meta-ethical positions should be able to pursue
reflective equilibria regardless of their views on the epistemological sta-
tus of the input, process of deliberation, and output involved. Nonethe-
less, the Armchair Claim characterizes normative ethics in a way that
might be accurate on some meta-ethical views, and inaccurate on others.
It therefore cannot be evaluated without engaging with the arguments for
and against these meta-ethical views. In what follows, I will illustrate this
point mainly by discussing how two prominent meta-ethical positions, in-
tuitionism and naturalism, view the input, process of deliberation, and
output involved in reflective equilibrium.6

Regarding the input, part of the basis for deliberation are particular
moral judgments. These could, on the one hand, be based in moral obser-
vations. There is, however, a debate concerning their status as empirical,
based on a disagreement about what the best explanation of someone’s
making a moral observation is. According to Gilbert Harman (1977), the
best explanation does not require us to refer to any moral fact. The fact
that someone makes a moral observation, such as observing that “That’s
wrong” upon seeing some kids pour gasoline over a cat and ignite it, can
be explained solely by making “assumptions about the psychology or
moral sensibility of the person making the moral observation.” [Harman,
1977, p. 6] Thus, since the best explanation does not essentially mention
anything about moral facts, there’s no need to postulate their existence to
explain why the observation is made. If correct, this would make moral
observations different from scientific observations, where we do need, ac-
cording to Harman, to make reference to scientific facts to explain why
an observation is made. Thus, Harman maintains, if someone sees a vapor
trail in a cloud chamber and observes that “There goes a proton,” this is

6 Since the epistemological status of the output is the same as the input (particular
moral beliefs, moral principles, and background knowledge), I skip consideration of
the output below.
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evidence for the existence of a proton because, in this case, an explana-
tion of her making that observation which mentions the proton is better
than one that includes merely psychological or sociological facts. Thus,
moral observations do not seem to be empirical in the relevant sense —
they are not about mind-independent properties, since their predicate
terms do not express such properties. If Harman is right, it seems moral
methodology wouldn’t be empirical in the right way even though it
makes use of moral observations.”

Sturgeon (1988) believes that Harman’s argument begs the question
against moral the realist. This is not the place to discuss his argument.
I’m merely making the point that there are issues in meta-ethics one will
have to resolve before we can settle the issue of whether the fact that
moral observations are used in moral theorizing renders it either a priori
or a posteriori.

Another kind of input into reflective equilibrium are particular moral
judgments. They might be constituted by, or ultimately derive from, intui-
tions elicited by considering hypothetical cases. This would make them
prime candidates for being a priori. On the standard view, an a priori judg-
ment is a judgment one can be justified in believing independently of expe-
rience, save for the experiences needed in order to understand the proposi-
tion the judgment expresses. Since we understand propositions by grasping
concepts, this implies that we need to have the experiences necessary to ac-
quire the concepts that correspond to the properties involved in the proposi-
tion. But no other experience is needed on the standard view.

Since a given moral intuition is elicited by considering a hypothetical
thought-experiment, it is natural to classify it as a priori, given that none
of the senses appear to be used in thinking about, or forming judgments
on the basis of, thought-experiments.

An alternative view is that of the ethical naturalist Richard Boyd
(1988), who holds that moral intuitions, just as scientific intuitions, are
a kind of “trained judgment:”

“Moral intuitions are simply one cognitive manifestation of our moral un-
derstanding, just as physical intuitions, say, are a cognitive manifestation
of ‘physicists’ understanding of their subject matter. Moral intuitions, like
physical intuitions, play a limited but legitimate role in empirical inquiry
precisely because they are linked to theory and to observations in a gene-
rally reliable process of reflective equilibrium.” [Boyd, 1988, p. 333]

Thus, just as a physicist’s intuition about, say, whether a particular
experimental setup will work, is based on her understanding of the rele-
vant theories of physics, so a person’s moral intuition is based on her un-
derstanding of moral theory. On Boyd’s account therefore, moral intu-
itions are reliable indicators of the moral facts to the extent that the moral

7 Huemer [2005, p. 84-87], argues that moral facts cannot be known by observation.
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theory is approximately correct, just as the physicist’s intuition is a reli-
able indicator provided her physical theory is. Since Boyd is a moral nat-
uralist, his account of moral intuitions can be understood as one whereby
intuitions, under favourable conditions perhaps, are indicators of what
the empirical moral facts are.® The fact that the intuitive judgment itself
might best be described as a priori is irrelevant to whether or not its con-
tent corresponds with the moral facts. That depends on whether the moral
theory the intuitor holds is approximately correct.

Hence, with respect to the input represented by moral intuitions there
are different views on how to characterize them. On the one hand, they
seem to be a priori, but there are ways of conceiving of them so that their
status as a priori is irrelevant because they might nonetheless represent
allegedly empirical, moral facts.

Regarding the moral principles that also constitute part of the input,
contemporary intuitionists believe that a sub-class of these principles are
self-evident. Russ Shafer-Landau, for example, mentions principles such
as “other things equal, it is wrong to take pleasure in another’s pain, to
taunt and threaten the vulnerable, to prosecute and punish those known to
be innocent, and to sell another’s secrets solely for personal gain.” [2003,
p. 248] By their being self-evident, intuitionists mean that one can be jus-
tified in believing a true proposition that expresses the principle just on
the basis of understanding its content. So, if one believes the principle on
the basis of that understanding, then one knows it.° This qualifies such
principles as a priori, since, if one can be justified in believing them
solely on the basis of understanding them, then no empirical evidence is
needed to justify believing them.

Contemporary intuitionists, however, do not believe that such justi-
fication is indefeasible. One might, employing the method of reflective
equilibrium, discover a defeater of one’s justification for believing
a seemingly self-evident moral principle.10 Defeaters include empirical
evidence regarding the cognitive processes that are causally responsible
for the intuition.

Walter Sinnott-Armstrong (2008), for example, argues that studies of
framing effects show that the view that intuitive moral principles can be
justified without independent confirmation is untenable. He believes that
the studies establish that it is reasonable to assume that the intuitive prin-
ciples adduced by intuitionists belong to a class of beliefs that are gener-
ated by an unreliable process. One can therefore not have justification for
a moral principle without some independent confirmation that a belief in
a particular moral principle is justified. In particular, this could involve

8 T am presupposing an epistemological conception of naturalism. Such a view is de-
fended by [Copp, 2008].

9 See[Audi, 2004, p. 48-49]. Cp. [Shafer-Landau, 2003, p. 248].

10 See [Audi, 2004, p. 66-67].
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a reason for believing that the particular intuition in question is not gener-
ated by an unreliable process, i.e. that it doesn’t belong to the class of be-
liefs that are subject to framing effects. This would seem to undermine
the intuitionist’s claim that some moral principles are a priori justified,
since merely understanding the content of the principle is insufficient for
justification. One would also, Sinnott-Armstrong maintains, need to have
assurance that the particular intuition in question isn’t generated by
an unreliable process. Since such assurance would have to come from
an empirical source, one cannot be a priori justified in believing any
moral principle.

The goal is not to settle this debate, merely to point out that the view
that certain moral principles are a priori justified is controversial. William
Tolhurst [2008, pp. 79-81] and Russ Shafer-Landau [2008, p. 90] argue
that the evidence mentioned by Sinnott-Armstrong (2008) isn’t substan-
tial enough to undermine the reliability of intuition, because it doesn’t
show that their probability of being wrong is below the threshold of relia-
bility.

I believe this brief discussion shows that there is disagreement in
meta-ethics about whether any moral principle is justified a priori.
It would therefore be premature to claim that moral inquiry is a priori due
to its reliance on moral principles as input.

Most would agree however, that at least some of the background the-
ories that serve as input are empirical. We have, for instance, already dis-
cussed how studies of framing effects appear relevant to the reliability of
intuitions. The debate between critics of moral intuitions, and intuitionists
who believe that their contents can be self-evident, can be seen as evi-
dence that empirical theories (about, say, the reliability of intuitions) are
in fact taken into account in the pursuit of a reflective equilibrium by
moral intuitionists. They would still deny, however, that moral inquiry is
empirical.

Regarding the process of reflection itself, one’s answer would de-
pend in part on one’s view of the nature of the input. Since intuitionists
believe that moral properties are non-natural, they would not view moral
theorizing as empirical, since moral properties aren’t empirical. In addi-
tion, because the process of deliberation itself is guided by constraints of
rationality, and is thus normative, it would be natural to regard it as a pri-
ori. Moreover, because intuitionists insist that some general moral princi-
ples are a priori, intuitionism doesn’t sit well with the view that moral in-
quiry is empirical. Empirical disciplines such as science are typically
thought not to involve a priori truths.1

Some naturalists, on the other hand, would tend to view the method
as a kind of empirical inquiry. For first of all, they believe that mo-
ral terms express empirical properties. Thus on this view, wrongness, for

11 See [Shafer-Landau, 2003, p. 61].
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instance, is to be understood as a natural property because claims such
as‘an act is wrong if and only if it has the N-property’ are true, where N is
a natural property.

Some naturalists have attempted to show how we might understand
moral inquiry as akin to the paradigmatic kind of empirical inquiry,
namely science.!?2 Thus, apart from the already mentioned view, that
moral intuitions are to be understood as analogous to scientific intuitions,
reflective equilibrium in ethics is itself to be understood as analogous to
scientific methodology. For, as in science, in ethics one theorizes based
on the available data. Such theorizing may itself be non-empirical, but if
so, such naturalists would argue, then so is the equivalent scientific one.
For in formulating hypotheses in science one relies on theory-dependent
background knowledge, as well as intuitions and customs. And in testing
and defending them, one again uses background knowledge, as well as
rules of inference such as induction, inference to the best explanation,
statistical rules of inference, etc. Thus, such naturalists would regard the
analogy between reflective equilibrium and scientific methodology as
strong enough that the seemingly non-empirical nature of the process of
deliberation in ethics, doesn’t render ethics non-empirical. For in ethics,
as in science, this process involves operating on empirical data, using
various rules of inference. So, if, as most believe, scientific methodology
is empirical despite this, so is the methodology of normative ethics.

The upshot, I believe, is that an interpretation of the Armchair Claim
as a descriptive claim about the method of reflective equilibrium is prob-
lematic. The naturalist argues that moral inquiry is relevantly analogous
to scientific inquiry, and that it’s therefore empirical. Without any argu-
ments that this view of moral judgments and of moral inquiry is inade-
quate, the Armchair Claim would therefore simply beg the question as to
why we should think that moral inquiry isn’t, as it is actually practiced,
empirical.

Perhaps, then, the descriptive version of the Armchair Claim should
be seen as being in agreement with the naturalist’s view of moral inquiry.
On this view, the burning armchair might be viewed as a comment on
other accounts, such as that of the intuitionist, according to which moral
inquiry is a priori. Of course, to determine which view is correct, we
would need to look into the respective arguments of the intuitionist and
the naturalist, amongst others. Merely stating that one is in agreement
with a particular view, does not help us determine which view is more ade-
quate as a characterization of moral inquiry.

These remarks also affect the normative version of the Armchair
Claim. This position is going to have to address the debate between posi-
tions such as those of the intuitionist and the naturalist. As we have seen,
the intuitionist views certain moral principles as a priori, and hence moral

12 See e.g. [Boyd, 1988].
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theorizing, as a priori. The intuitionist could grant that empirical back-
ground knowledge is relevant in moral inquiry, and thus that normative
ethics should be empirically informed. Intuitionists would still deny that
moral inquiry is empirical, because empirical disciplines such as science
do not involve foundational a priori principles. So the intuitionist would
reject the normative version of the Armchair Claim because it is based on
a mistaken conception of moral judgments and of moral inquiry. Norma-
tive ethics simply cannot be empirical. An empirical version of normative
ethics would not be normative ethics.

The naturalist on the other hand would be happy to agree with the nor-
mative version of the Armchair Claim based on her account of the nature of
moral judgments and moral inquiry. So perhaps this normative version of
the Armchair Claim is best viewed as recommending that we take up some-
thing like this view. But should we? What if the intuitionist is right?

Further interpretations of the Armchair Claim

Perhaps, then, the Armchair Claim should be interpreted as the claim
that moral methodology as characterized by reflective equilibrium, either
cannot, or has in fact failed to accommodate findings from the empirical
sciences in moral theorizing (descriptive claim), or that it ought to take
such findings into account (normative claim).

The claim that reflective equilibrium cannot accommodate empirical
findings, is, I believe, easily dismissed. Reflective equilibrium bids us to
take into account relevant background knowledge, of which empirical
findings are a subset. This also implies that there should be no opposition
to the normative version, since ethicists appear to employ that very
method.

Thus, we are left with the interpretation of the Armchair Claim
which says that moral philosophers have in fact failed to take empirical
findings into account in their theorizing. Although reflective equilibrium
bids moral philosophers to take empirical findings from the sciences into
account, it is still up to the individual moral philosopher to resolve
a given conflict between such empirical findings and moral judgments,
principles, or theories, based on what she finds most plausible. So per-
haps there is a general tendency on the part of moral philosophers, to ei-
ther resolve such conflicts in ways that are biased against empirical find-
ings, or even to ignore empirical findings altogether. In other words, they
have a tendency to violate something like principle (J), which I intro-
duced in section 1.

This is of course itself an empirical claim about the actual behavior
of moral philosophers, which, to my knowledge, hasn’t been investigated,
even by adherents to experimental philosophy. One would have thought
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that someone dedicated to empirical methods would have bothered to do
so, if one were actually advancing such a controversial claim. So perhaps
this interpretation of the Armchair Claim isn’t the most charitable, and
should be set aside.

Apart from this formal reason to dismiss these interpretations of
the Armchair Claim, we may bring a few examples from the practices of
moral philosophers to bear.

Rawls (1999d) took one of the criteria for the success of his theory of
justice to be its ability to sustain what he called a stable society. If Rawls’
conception of justice — “justice as fairness” — failed to be stable, he be-
lieved, the participants in the “original position” wouldn’t choose these
principles to govern the basic structure of their society. Rawls therefore
argues (1999d: ch. 8) for the claim that a society in which the basic struc-
ture is governed by justice as fairness will be stable, since children grow-
ing up in such a society would come to endorse these principles. To sup-
port this claim, he appeals to empirical principles of developmental
psychology. Rawls later came to believe that he had been mistaken —
briefly, because his argument relied on a substantive account of the good,
and therefore wasn’t consistent with “reasonable pluralism.” He then
went on to publish another book (Political Liberalism) in an effort to save
his theory from the empirical implication that it wouldn’t be capable of
sustaining a stable society.

Horowich (1998), has argued that the intuitions taken to support the
distinction between doing and allowing are best accounted for by a kind
of covert reasoning posited by prospect theory. In a nutshell, the argu-
ment is that if intuitions that have been taken to support a central distinc-
tion in ethics are best explained by postulating a psychological theory
about behavior, then that distinction should not be taken to be morally
significant, since the mechanism itself does not seem to be. The responses
given by Kamm (1998) and van Roojen (1999) can be seen as an attempt
to reach a reflective equilibrium, taking into account the empirically
founded worry raised by Horowich (1998), whilst nonetheless rejecting
her conclusions.

Although these cases may be merely anecdotal, I believe that, in the
absence of any empirical evidence to the contrary, the version of the Arm-
chair Claim under consideration should be dismissed. Moral philosophers
do not appear to ignore, or be biased against, empirical findings.

The final version of the Armchair Claim that I’'m going to consider,
interprets it as making the practical recommendation that moral philo-
sophers themselves start engaging in empirical research of the kind expe-
rimental philosophers engage in.

Here we may distinguish between, on the one hand, moral philoso-
phers who have no training in the methodologies of the social sciences,
neuroscience, etc., and who due to constraints on resources (funds,
time, etc.) would have difficulties learning and employing these methods,
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and, on the other, the moral philosophers of the future, who might receive
such training as a part of their education.

Whether either of these groups should learn to do experimental phi-
losophy will of course depend on the actual, and projected, relevance and
successes of employing these methodologies. A case can be made that,
with respect to the first group, the best strategy is to engage in a division
of labour — providing experimental philosophers with empirical hypothe-
ses to test, and critiquing concrete methodologies and findings. With re-
spect to the second group the case for this version of the Armchair Claim
is made stronger by the relative absence of practical constraints. But
clearly, it will have to be assessed based on the previous and projected
success and relevance of experimental philosophy.

I suspect that some might find it hard to see experimental philoso-
phy as a clear-cut success. Consider the widely discussed neuroimaging
research by Joshua Greene and colleagues (Greene et al. (2004), Greene
et al. (2001)) defending a dual process view of moral judgment, re-
search which in turn has been used in arguments against deontology. 13
Aside from the confusion about what the hypothesis put forth by Greene
and his colleagues actually is, here are ongoing discussions in the litera-
ture concerning whether these neurological findings are relevant to
moral philosophy (Berker (2009)), whether they support the conclusions
that Greene claims they do (Berker (2009), Bluhm (2014), Helion and
Pizzaro (2014), Kahane (2014), Kumar and Campbell (2012) and Mey-
ers (2014)) and whether the results can be replicated [Moore et al.
(2008)]. So some might doubt the fruitfulness of experimental philoso-
phy to normative ethics, despite the relevance of some of the move-
ment’s results.

Conclusion

Normative ethics, which I have argued involves the method of reflec-
tive equilibrium, cannot be characterized as either a priori or a posteriori,
without engaging in longstanding debates in meta-ethics. Contrasting in-
tuitionism and naturalism, we saw how there are disagreements regarding
such issues as the nature of moral properties, and the epistemological status
of moral observations, intuitions, and principles. There is also disagreement
about the nature of the process of reflection involved in moral inquiry —
should it be understood as analogous to scientific inquiry, and thus as an
empirical mode of investigation, or is it a priori? The burning armchair,
which suggests that normative ethics isn’t empirical, or insufficiently so,

13 See [Greene, 2008], and [Singer, 2005].
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could either be an adequate comment on normative ethics or not, depending
on how these debates in meta-ethics are best resolved.

Engaging in normative ethics, and hence pursuing a reflective equi-
librium, does not, in and of itself, force one to take sides on these issues.
It therefore seems wrong to indicate that the entire thing should be com-
mitted to the flames. There will be normative ethicists who take them-
selves to be doing essentially empirical work, and others who think ethics
can’t be empirical. Meanwhile, as the debates in meta-ethics continue,
there are important and challenging moral problems that have to be ad-
dressed. So there is a need for normative ethics, whether it’s an armchair
discipline or not.
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This article aims to critically examine three approaches to reflexiv-
ity in philosophical texts, specifically the case when the textuality
becomes its own topic. The first approach is when there is no re-
flexivity at all. It is just describing how - according to the author -
things are. As an example of this approach | take German media
philosophy. This tradition is specific because reflexivity is supposed
to be its very topic. However, the media philosophers succeeded in
touching the indefinability of mediality itself. Another method is to
question one’s own and possibly also the reader’s position. | have
chosen Annemarie Mol’s empirical philosophy as the example
here. The problem is that despite following the “ontological turn”,
the author remains (probably inevitably) also to a large extent
trapped in the fact that he/she describes the world, that is, in sub-
ject/object dichotomy and therefore, in epistemology. The third
way to write aims to make readers feel what the author tells. My
example here is the varied work of Walter Benjamin whom | for
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the precise thinker who he (also) by all means was. While using
the second approach myself, | discuss advantages and challenges
of the three and find their points of touch.
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dunocodus AHHMapu Mon. ITOT NpUMep UHTEPECEH TEM, YTO,
X0Tsi Mon cnefyet NpUHLMNAM «OHTOJIOFMYECKOTO MOBOPOTA»,
OHa BCe e ocTaeTcs (CKopee BCero, HemsbexXHo) 3an0XKHULEN
ONMUCaHWUs MUpa 4epes 3SMUCTEMOSIOTUYECKYIO [LUXOTOMUIO
«CYy6BbeKT-06beKT». TpeTuil Noaxos K NOBECTBOBAHUIO 3aKJlto-
YyaeTcs B CTPEMJIEHUM 3acTaBUTb YMTaTeNsl MpPovyBCMBOBAMb
TO, O YeM pacckasbiBaem aBTop. Takoi NoAXoA XapakTepeH
[ONs pasHbix paboT BanbTepa BeHbsiIMMHA, KOTOPbIVA B JaHHOM
CTaTbe MpeAcTaeT CKopee NPOPOKOM, YeM COBCTBEHHO MbIC/IN-
TeNeM, KOUM OH TOXe HECOMHEHHO sBAsAcs. Mcnonb3ys BTO-
povi noAaxof, aBTOp 3TOKM CTaTbM paccMaTpuBaeT npeumylle-
CTBA U HEAOCTATKU KaXKAOro U3 TPEX, a TaKXKe ULLET BO3MOXXHO-
CTU 4151 UX COOTHECEHUSI.

KntoyeBbie cnoBa: Hemelukas Meauadunocodus, akTopHo-ceTeBas
Teopus, AHHMapu Mon, Banbtep beHbsMUH, OHTONOIMA

However much “writing” has become a topic
that is theoretically discussed, there still aren’t
many books that do something to enrich, com-
plexify, and change academic writing practices.
Writing methods are still not taken as seriously
as methods of gathering and analyzing material.

Annemarie Mol, The Body Multiple

It is characteristic of philosophical writing that

is must continually confront the question of
representation.

Walter Benjamin,

The Origin of German Tragic Drama

Introduction: The Text and Its Others

The problem of any text! is that it has at least two sides of being: it
exists in its physical form (on paper, stone, clay tablet, or a data disc) and
it tells something about something other than itself. Both of these sides
have their own issues. The physical form had been until recently unrecog-
nized by many people and while its concrete shape sometimes seems ut-
terly unimportant, without materiality, no text would exist. And the refe-
rential aspect itself is unclear: how accurate is the reference? What is it
that makes the text referential in the first place? What is that part that dif-
ferentiates itself from the reference so that we recognize that the text is
not the thing which is being described?

1 T now restrict myself to the narrow meaning of the term, that is, I consider text to be
something that is written in order to be — at least in theory — read and/or readable.
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My text presents different strategies for dealing with these questions.
I found three traditions that approach these from various perspectives,
with different degrees of self-reflexivity and with diverse emphases either
on the material existence of the text, or on the fact of sharing some mean-
ing, the form of this sharing etc. The list is by no means exhaustive: my
research touches some possibilities with their advantages and deficien-
cies, rather than giving a complete account.

The first of the traditions I engage with is German media philosophy
(throughout the text called by the German expression “Medienwis-
senschaft”). Even though I am rather critical about the lack of reflexivity
in most texts falling under Medienwissenschaft, the thematic focus of this
approach is truly innovative because it tries to capture media — including
text — in the very moment of their mediation, communication or referen-
tiality.

The second tradition I want to discuss is derived from Actor-Network
Theory (ANT), sometimes termed after-ANT. My main point of interest
will be the empirical philosophy of Annemarie Mol. Like many others be-
fore her — both with an explicit ANT background and without — she is
concerned with her own position in her research and most importantly for
me, in her position as an author of academic texts. I hope to be able to
present the particularity of her theory, as well as the questions or chal-
lenges it — maybe inevitably — fails to solve.

The last example is Walter Benjamin's metaphysical adventure in
The Origin of German Tragic Drama. The text is notoriously difficult,
even for Benjamin’s standards. I was working with the text for some time
but the transformation that I underwent thanks to it started taking its own
shape. Therefore the last part of my text is to be taken as a chain of asso-
ciations rather than a close interpretation. Using Benjamin as the conclu-
sion is a leap back in time, but I like to think of it as a sort of Ben-
jaminian “dialectical image”:2 From the clash of new methods and
Benjamin’s somewhat old schoolish philosophy, that has nonetheless the
power to transform its readers, might arise a new meaning. In a flash, in
the fraction of time. “The eternal ... is far more the ruffle on a dress than
some idea.” [Benjamin, 2002, p. 463].

2 T am aware of the fact that this concept was explicitly articulated only later but the im-
mediate clash of two temporalities revealing something else; the truth as something
that lets itself be seen discretely, not continuously, are motives already present in Ben-
jamin’s earlier texts.
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What is the Other

In order to be considered as a text, ‘it’ has first to exist and second to
give account of something else, something other than itself. I aim to ex-
plore the situation when this other is supposed to be a text — either
the text as such or the very text the reader has in front of her.

I argue that even in this situation — the text being about itself — there
is this other. The reasons are, first, that it makes explicit something that
has been implicit till now, therefore it is obviously different; second, it is
a never-ending game of mirroring, a spiral. In the attempt to write about
the just written, there is always a space-time lag which is multiplying ad
infinitum. It is because the existence of a text is always somewhere else
than in the meaning of the written and the meaning only comes after the
fact of the text. This is the problem Wittgenstein addressed in his Tracta-
tus: What is shown through the text, cannot be said by the text.3 Thus also
the existence of the text is shown but cannot be said, just like we cannot
measure the length of the length norm: “There is one thing of which one
can state neither that it is 1 metre long, nor that it is not 1 metre long, and
that is the standard metre in Paris.” [Wittgenstein, 2009: 29e, §50]

These problems emerge when we consider the text (and language in
general) a grid to be put more or less accurately on the fixed world out
there. And then we can speculate about the extent to which these two
realms are entangled: on the one hand, everything I aim to approach is al-
ready interpreted, so I cannot escape to sheer materiality [e.g. Mol, 2012,
p. 3]; on the other hand, every text and every language production are at
the same time material to some extent [e.g. Butler, 2011, p. 6] because it
is materialized as aural, visual, or tactile marks.

Alleged Transparency of Medienwissenschaft

The entanglement and the infinite mirroring I have just described are
truly vertiginous for me. Not only for me, to tell the truth: it is very simi-
lar to the German philosophical field called Medienwissenschaft's strug-
gle with the very description of mediation. Yes, mediation in general it
may be, but the real problem is text and textuality, because it is unsurpris-
ingly the medium of text through which Medienwissenschaft philosophers
(just like most academics in general) form and tell their thoughts. I hope
to demonstrate their problem later but to understand it, I believe that one

3 “Was gezeigt werden kann, kann nicht gesagt werden.” [Wittgenstein, 1969, p. 43,
§4.1212]
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has to get an idea about fundamental propositions of Medienwissenschaft
and its specificity.

One of the inspirational sources for contemporary Medienwis-
senschaft is Marshall McLuhan’s “the medium is the message” quote.
[McLuhan, 1995, p. 7] As one of the philosophers from the tradition,
Sybille Kramer wrote, McLuhan’s goal was to “take away the transitory
transparency and neutrality of the media and make visible their autono-
mous opacity and instrumental shaping power.” [Kramer, 2015, p. 28].
The ‘medial turn’ is analogical to the‘linguistic turn’ but Kramer rightly
points out that whereas the linguistic turn claimed that “language was no
longer ‘only’ a medium”, the medial turn aims at the mediation itself.
Thus most of the authors of Medienwissenschaft discern themselves from
previous ‘turns’ in that they do not concentrate on any specific commu-
nicative tool,* rather they try to capture the space where mediation itself
is (being) performed. So when we talk about various languages shaping
our experience or different experiences when reading on a screen or
a book made of paper, this is exactly what (at least some of) the authors
of Medienwissenschaft are not interested in. In fact, according to Dieter
Mersch, the function of media is their very disappearing. [Mersch, 2008,
p. 305] McLuhan turns upside down! The medium here is not the mes-
sage, or rather: the medium is exactly that, what the message is not. It’s
a trap and Mersch — while perfectly aware of the problem — does not see
a way out. His biggest concern is language because it is his main tool for
doing what he does but instead of trying to make his language speak
about it, much less reveal it through performing, he seeks refuge in analo-
gies from the field of art. Talking or writing — in a language of course —
about mediation as if it was any other topic, without any reflection, is
like ... well, it is very similar to the way I have been writing up to this
point. If — as Dieter Mersch (2008, p. 306) says analogically to Wittgen-
stein: “no medium can inform of its own mediality because the form of
the information itself cannot be informed about” but it “manifests itself”,
then I would expect to see or sense it somewhere, anywhere. The problem
is that Medienwissenschaft philosophers were feeling the non-describable
elusive space where mediation is being performed but they want to in-
form about it. How? Entirely transparently. The only way to manifest me-
diality Mersch came up with was a blank page in one of his book as he
said in an interview [Mersch, 2016, p. 306] but when he talks about
anamorphic paintings, he only uses art in order to talk about mediality
and medial aspects of text, but he is not inspired to actually make such
a depiction. After all, anamorphic paintings are made with painter’s tools,
on canvas or a desk and they are still reflexive and point to their own
mediality so it is not unavoidable not to write in order to reflect writing,

4 Iput aside very interesting materialist analyses by Friedrich Kittler. (E.g. Kittler, 1986)
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just as one doesn't have to stop painting to reflect visual arts.> Even
though Dieter Mersch is perhaps the most striking example of this prob-
lem, it is quite similar with other Medienwissenschaft philosophers. Not
that their texts are bad or their argumentation unconvincing, not at all, but
they write as if no language, let alone medial turn ever happened. I think
that one of the reasons is that they are afraid to step out of epistemology
and dare to taste the space of new ontology: they try to describe how
things are but neglect the fact that they inevitably also perform, create
something. Which is so much the worse since this is what Medienwis-
senschaft is supposed to be about.

Ontological Entanglements

Authors connected to the tradition of Actor-Network Theory have
chosen a different path. Mostly because they are interested in ontology.
[Gad; Jensen, 2010, p. 64] Therefore Annemarie Mol’s main question is
how things are. After having experienced and described many different
situations in which a particular disease — in Mol’s book it is atherosclero-
sis — is talked about and worked on, her answer is quite simple: they are
how they are being done, how they are enacted by themselves and by oth-
ers. [Mol, 2002] And since things, bodies, people, diseases, identities etc.
are being done differently at different places and in different times, reality
loses its presumed singularity. The multiplicity that proliferates in Mol’s
texts is more typical of so called after-ANT work, whereas what now can
be called classical ANT is better known for — and has been criticized for —
neat networks where the victorious and the most active actor defines ev-
erything. Nevertheless, most of the authors connected to ANT (be it
the classical ANT or its after-version) are occupied with writing style
(Gad; Jensen, 2010: 60ff) because they know that they cannot exclude
themselves from the ontological facts they ... well, write about. Thus also
the critical article by Christopher Gad and Casper Bruun Jensen I have
been referring to made this clear, although it is itself written in a rather
asymptomatic style: “For those already working with ANT, it should be
obvious that our effort, as any other, is not simply descriptive but also has
an integral performative component, which aims to guide further deve-
lopment of ANT in certain directions rather than others.” (57)

This stance is explicitly reflective towards what the reader is just
about to read (if she reads from the beginning to the end) and it is one of
the ways to relate to the text. But ANT scholars are quite creative in this

5 The blank canvas as a means to reflect and maybe criticize painting only came much
later. Probably the most famous example I know of from the Western art history are
Robert Rauschenberg's White Paintings from 1951. (See e.g. [Joseph, 2003, 25ff.])
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respect. Bruno Latour (over)uses exclamation marks — maybe to wake up
his readers (e.g. Latour, 1993); Helen Verran wrote her book Science and
an African Logic (2001) as a dialogue between her various writing selves,
across time; Annemarie Mol in her first book Body Multiple (2002) wrote
in fact two books running in alongside each other: one on the upper half of
pages describing the body affected by atherosclerosis in a hospital, another
one at the bottom of pages relating to literature. This book is not one, not
many, “more than one — but less than many”, it is truly multiple. (55)

This is not the only way Mol explicitly reflects on writing style: she
cites a Dutch article and then comments on the language difference,6 she
cites famous books to give herself credibility but pokes fun at the fact,
that credibility is gained by this very citing: “If I import Strathern my text
becomes stronger ... But how do authors ever acquire authority? Answer:
by being related to. It is a circle.” (23) When I was reading the text for
the first time, I was fascinated by how Mol was waking me up from
the comfortable irreflective snooze a reader can sometimes experience
when she is immersed in reading, by a question, joke or shout. It is where
the text suddenly appears outside of itself, because it leaps from the neu-
tral place where the reading is being done, straight onto me. It is
an anamorphic depiction Dieter Mersch was seeking: the painting in
which depicted objects appear somewhere else. [Mersch, 2008, p. 311] It
is here where I see “intrusions, disruptions, obstacles, reversals of struc-
tures, extreme retardations or accelerations, doubling or iteration of
signs” that should be according to Mersch “the basic lines of a negative
medial theory” (314) and that I so desperately wanted to find in the texts
of Medienwissenschaft.

I used to like Mol’s leaps in space and I still do but now, after a cou-
ple of years, I appreciate primarily Mol’s doing what she does by describ-
ing it at the same time, as in the quote about quoting above. A circle, in-
deed, but a circle that makes your thoughts spin.

Another example of this is the claim made by Mol in the beginning
of the third chapter of Body Multiple, where she revisited the question
from the very beginning of the book: What is atherosclerosis? “But after
the shift from an epistemological to a praxiographic appreciation of real-
ity, telling about what atherosclerosis is isn’t quite what it used to be.
Somewhere along the way the meaning of the word ‘is’ has changed.”
I mentioned earlier that for Mol, entities are through enacting and that's
also the reason why reality multiplies. It is also the answer to her ques-
tion, the question and its answer around which the whole book is built on.

6 “The article mentioned is entitled ‘Gesprekken over ziekte in een Kameroenees dorp:
Een kritische reflectie op medisch-antropologisch onderzoek’ (Pool 1989). Do you
recognize the language? It's Dutch. There must be lots of interesting articles I cannot
relate to because they are in languages I do not understand.” [Mol, 2002, p. 24]
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For my present argument, these two passages are crucial and
the most important. The first section of the two is a part of Mol’s text
written at the bottom of pages. Those are the passages dedicated to liter-
ature so here it is easier to use the meta-ontological level and doing
something by commenting on that very action: the text is both the topic
and — obviously — the tool, but consciously used. In the case of the other
passage, it is more covert. Mol actually couldn't say it while doing it be-
cause then the ontological dimension would be lost. But she informs us
about it, because informing about her methods is a very distinct part of
her writing style. Along with J. L. Austin (e.g. 1962, p. 52) I hold the
opinion that every text inevitably does something in the strong ontologi-
cal sense, that is, it affects the world around itself and not admitting it
doesn’t change anything about it. Mol is very reflective of it but this part
is still special because “the meaning of the word ‘is’” is changing
through the very reading of the text. Every text changes its readers, at
least in the sense that they get some information — not necessarily new
information, but ... some. However, here the author changes the mean-
ing of a word by showing it: we live through this change while reading.
The technique is similar to narrative methods in novels or movies: in-
stead of saying that a character is annoying, it is usually more useful to
show it, or even better to make the character annoy the readers or specta-
tors. Mol's virtuosity consists in the fact that she uses this method in
an unusual context: it is not that difficult to, say, make people feel sick
by describing something repugnant; but to shift the meaning of the word
‘is’ through describing the being of the disease (and not the disease ev-
erybody is talking about on top of that, like cancer for example), that is
a true masterpiece.

Nevertheless, no matter how much I like Mol’s work, I see that there
is a problem. It lies in the fact that even though her topic is practice, she
still mostly writes about it instead of practicing it. Not that I have any
idea myself how else it could be done without the text becoming utterly
cryptic. After all, a writer has to write about something and if it is practice
they are interested in and how it changes ontology, one can write about
the ontology of the text and how it is established through the practice of
writing and reading but ... in case of everything else, one ends up in de-
scriptions of a world out there.

It is characteristic of ANT-inspired scholars that they refuse to stay in
what they call an epistemological realm, instead they, in various ways, re-
late themselves to ontology. Helen Verran for example writes that when she
was doing her research in Australia, on the topic of different burning prac-
tices of indigenous and white Australians, the whites were perplexed by the
incommensurability between the world they were used to and the indige-
nous techniques: “Coming to life within disparate epistemic regimes,
the forms of generalizing they embed are justified by incommensurable
metaphysics.” [Verran, 2002, pp. 730-731] Before the so-called “ontolo-
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gical turn” in anthropology, if we were progressive enough, we did not de-
prive others of their right to interpret reality from their perspective, but we
still presumed the material reality at the center to be something fixed and,
well, suitably very similar to our own perspective. Facing a different and
for us incomprehensible ontology that nevertheless works, our world starts
losing its contours: white scientists saw indigenous Australians skillfully
setting and managing forest fires, while performing tasks that don’t make
any sense, no matter which perspective they were willing to accept as pos-
sible.

It is not my intention here to question the ontological turn or to en-
dorse it, although I am very much fond of it, as is probably already obvi-
ous from this text. The problem is that I don’t see any way to be true to
these ontological propositions in writing. The world is being reshaped at
every moment by any action which applies to the existence of the text
too. But what the text is — which here means also what and how it does,
in Annemarie Mol’s sense — is not what the text is about. Mol does not
enact the atherosclerosis in her text, instead she describes it. And every
time she tells her readers about what she has just done through the text,
the intended effect weakens. What is told by the text, cannot be per-
formed through it. Or rather: the more the text tells about something,
the less successfully can it be performed.

Unfolding Reality

Medienwissenschaft addresses an interesting problem, but the au-
thors seem to pretend that it doesn’t concern their own writing. An-
nemarie Mol and many other (after-)ANT authors first write about perfor-
mativity — or how they often call it, ‘enactment’ — while performing
something else (that is, shaping the world by writing), and then they write
about this new performativity. A circle again. It’s usually called reflexiv-
ity and for now, it is my model to follow. My text is performative like any
other text, persuasive, and it tries to be suggestive. However, there is an-
other philosophical style I would like to discuss, the bold literary one,
that doesn’t explain or describe but shows. The less it seems intentional
from the author, the better it works. In contrast to the previous examples,
it turns around: it is no longer the text which is a medium, it is the author.
The text doesn’t have to be and cannot be a medium because it is the real -
ity itself. Before turning to Walter Benjamin, whom I have chosen for
more reasons, it is necessary to note that there are many texts like this.
One shining example is G.W.F. Hegel and his Science of Logic. When we
read in the beginning of the text the first phrase “Being, pure being”, it is
not a description, it is building up the world anew. I have to hold my
breath, not to proceed too fast, let it come to existence at its proper pace.
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[Hegel, 2010, p. 59]7 The language here has the mystical power to bring
into existence, much like the word of God. “Reading the Logic and com-
prehending it is to read the mind of God before he created the world.”
[Ruda, 2018, p. 87] The language is coessential with reality.

With Walter Benjamin, it is similar, or at least I feel it in a similar
way. One of his questions in the “Epistemo-Critical Prologue” of The Ori-
gin of Tragic Drama is the question of representation,? that is, the problem
of philosophical form or style in a broad sense: how to make, or rather let
the truth talk.? To be able to do this, the form is supposed to be the perfor-
mance of the truth itself. The proper form for philosophy is thus “the rep-
resentation of truth” and philosophy should practice this form rather than
anticipate it. It is an intended tautology because through the exercise of
form, form is being implemented.

For Benjamin, “method is a digression”, which means that while
practicing philosophy I am not allowed to ‘ask’ for the truth directly, like
I ask if I stay in the realm of knowledge, which is something radically dif-
ferent. In “representation of truth”, there is no place for a firm structure or
uninterrupted argument: the original object of our thinking stands in the
middle of our practical efforts and we should approach it each time from
a different angle. Never directly, as if by alternation of breathing and hold-
ing breath. The truth-content can therefore be grasped only through im-
mersing oneself in the factual details, not by presupposing a unity which is
yet to appear. The text — lacking intonation, gesticulation, or facial expres-
sions which help to smooth a narrated speech — is inevitably incoherent:
“the writer must stop and restart with every new sentence.”10

Benjamin uses his method even when describing his very method.
Or rather, the method is performed and co-created through the existence of
the text.1! In his own words (translated to English of course), it is “the art
of the interruption in contrast to the chain of deduction; the tenacity of

7 1 owe these ideas to the workshop I attended at Humboldt University in Berlin on No-
vember 24-25. [Schneider, 2018]

8 The German expression Darstellung translated as “representation” has a broader
meaning: it is also presentation, depiction, bringing something to light.

9 The following two paragraphs are my interpretation of [Benjamin, 1998, p. 28-32].

10 Tt is also reflected in the sentence structure, which is possible in German, but not com-
mon. Many sentences start with the rheme and only after that the theme follows.
“Benjamin’s text thus gets peculiar dynamics of breath ... thanks to which ... an ap-
peal and voice penetrate the text and perhaps it might not be too presumptuous to as-
sume that the lingering of the rheme is thus intensified. ... The rheme is not saved to
be a surprise at the end of the sentence — on the contrary it is disclosed in advance and
the thought stays with it throughout the whole length of the sentence.” [Pokorny,
2016, p. 16 — my translation].

11 Tt is possible to trace an analogy between language and truth: “Just like language can-
not be reduced to semantics, the truth cannot be reduced to conceptuality, to the con-
ceptual grasp of events.” [Ritter, 2019 — my translation]
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the essay in contrast to the single gesture of the fragment; the repetition of
themes in contrast to shallow universalism; the fullness of concentrated
positivity in contrast to the negation of polemic.” (32)

A philosopher is supposed to approach their topic (which is the truth
in its ultimate goal) every time from the beginning, so that every shard re-
flects the whole, imperfectly. It is like Leibnizian monads: each of them
reflects all the other monads, the whole world, but each one on a different
level of perfection.!? This is the method used in the Prologue, as well as
later, in two long chapters about the baroque tragic drama itself.

Walter Benjamin’s style is well traceable, he was influenced by early
German Romantics, for whom the “art, brought to completion by criti-
cism, converged with philosophy (Schlegel) and religion (Novalis) as rev-
elation of truth.” [Buck-Morss, 1977, p. 124] It is a program that Ben-
jamin followed in the essay Goethe’s Elective Affinities and that is also
present in The Origin. But in the midst of writing The Origin, his attention
was engaged by Marxist surrealism which too affected his style of writing
and thinking to a large extent. And although something we can call the
surrealist method is more developed in Benjamin’s later work, such as the
Arcades Project, it is easy to notice it here already: in The Origin, Ben-
jamin emphasized the importance of “the authoritative quotation” as an
educative tool. [Benjamin, 1998, p. 28] His writing style is thus a little bit
like a collage, a favorite surrealist art technique, or a film montage,!3
which was especially praised by Benjamin: “It was the artistic technique
of surrealism that fascinated Benjamin. Surrealist art portrayed everyday
objects in their existing, material form [...], yet these objects were at
the same time transformed by the very fact of their presentation as art,
where they appeared in a collage of remote and antithetical extremes.”
[Buck-Morss, 1977, p. 125]

No matter how non-standard the style of The Origin was for aca-
demic writing at Benjamin's time,'# from the above written, it is obvious
that the author chose his words and sentences carefully and by no means
in a random way, making use of the contemporary academic and art vo-
cabulary and style, as well as of the language that was characteristic of

12 «[...] chaque substance simple a des rapports qui expriment toutes les autres, et qu'elle
est par conséquent un miroir vivant perpétuel de 1’univers.” [Leibniz, 2002, p. 19,
M56]

13 Tt was actually the only aspect of film, which Benjamin considered to be truly artistic.
[Benjamin, 2006, p. 110]

14 “He uses many words, whose sense the author doesn’t consider to be necessary to clar-
ify, but which don't have any fixed meanings. Or if we understood them in their usual
meanings, they do not make sense in the commonly used context. ... therefore I cannot
suppress the objection in myself that with his unintelligible way of expressions — which
however has to be considered as a factual vagueness — he is not suitable to be students’
guide in this area,” wrote professor Hans Cornelius in his rejection of The Origin as
Benjamin’s habilitation. ([Cornelius, 1991, pp. 771-772] — my translation)
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the artworks and older academic literature he wrote about. However, the
metaphysical conviction deductible from the text and also Benjamin’s
time distance allow more speculative reading, where despite the truth be-
ing the ultimate goal of philosophy, it is even more the source, the origin
of everything and as such not anything we can reach by means of usual
methods: “The object of knowledge, determined as it is by the intention
inherent in the concept, is not the truth. Truth is an intentionless state of
being, made up of ideas. The proper approach to it is not therefore one of
intention and knowledge, but rather a total immersion and absorption in
it. Truth is the death of intention.” [Benjamin, 1998, p. 36]

In this reading, Benjamin would be a prophet through whose mouth
the very truth speaks, rather than a rejected academic. It is however the
performative in the strongest sense, the truth of the tragic drama is being
unfolded through and by the words of the text. The style like this is only
possible in the realm of metaphysics, where language has a creative
power. I am not promoting this kind of philosophy, it may be no longer
possible to write this way and certainly not for me. But Benjamin’s texts
are extraordinary and when I was reading them for longer time, my world
sensing and understanding changed and words lost their instrumentality,
unimportance, and innocence. Lacking the knowledge and world shape
of Benjamin’s contemporaries, now in the time of the ontological turn
in human sciences, Benjamin’s truth may emerge: “Every present day
is determined by the images that are synchronic with it: each ‘now’ is
the now of a particular recognizability. In it, truth is charged to the burst-
ing point with time.” [Benjamin, 2002, pp. 462—-463]

Conclusion

In this text I explored three different styles of treating the text. Si-
multaneously, all three methods have textuality as one of their topics.
Medienwissenschaft is concerned with the abstract notion of mediality, in
a rather original way, but media philosophers don’t seem to be able to
give it a distinct shape, much less to perform it through their own writing.

Annemarie Mol and other after-ANT scholars are aware of the onto-
logical aspect of their texts but the performative power is inevitably re-
duced while describing the so-called “real world”. In Mol’s texts spe-
cifically, the choice to write as clearly and reflectively as possible and
thus to make her texts comprehensible for their readers, turns the per-
formativity into a loop. It is not wrong, it is a choice I am grateful for,
actually.

I deliberately concluded with the oldest thinker. Anachronistically,
Walter Benjamin could be considered as a part of the ontological turn,
and a very radical one at that. With him, the ontological is folded into
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the words themselves but — at the cost of entering the metaphysical realm.
However, Benjamin’s truth can talk to us in “the now of a particular re-
cognizability”. [Benjamin, 2002, p. 463]
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O CMbIC/IE BOMNPOCA «4YTO TAKOE ®dUTOCODUA?»

Teopop Nnbuu OiizepmaH

Cratbsa T.WU. OisepmaHa «O cMblic/ie Bonpoca “4To Takoe ¢punocodpus?”» snepsble 6bi1a onybam-
KOBaHa B )XypHane «Bonpocbl ¢unocodumn», 1968, 11. ITOT BbINYCK KypHana AaBHo ctan 6ubamno-
rpaduyeckol peaKocTbio U 10 CUX MOP HE CYLLeCTBYeT B LMGPOBOM BUAE. [lpyrue e BapuaHThbl
CTaTbM 6blIM NepepaboTaHbl B GOpMe KHUKHbBIX F1aB U TPaHCOOPMUPOBAHbI B KOHTEKCTE COOTBET-
CTBYIOWMX MOHOrpaduyeckmx uccnegoBaHuii. MNMpepnaraemas nybavkaums OCHOBaHa Ha OfHON
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EcTb BOIPOCH], HAa KOTOPble UMEETCs MHO)KECTBO OTBeTOB. Eciv opuH
Y3 HUX TIPaBWIeH, TO pelleHHe 33yl CBOAUTCS K BHIOOPY MPaBH/IBHOTO
oTBeTa. Takoi BbIOOp He MOKeT OBITH CJie/IaH BCJIENYHO: KaK B TAKOM CITy-
yae y3Haelllb, YTO OTBeT BbIOpaH npaBwibHO? B dunocodum cymecTyer
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HEeHUCUMC/IMMOe MHOXKECTBO Pas/IMUHbIX OTBETOB Ha BOIPOC «YTO TakKoe
¢dunocodusi?». DTH OTBETHI HeJb3sl OXapaKTepru30BaTh HU Kak IMPaBU/Ib-
Hble, HY KaK HeTlpaBUJIbHbIE.

[leno B TOoM, UTO KaXKJblii OTBET Ha yKa3aHHBINA BOIPOC eCTh, Npexze
BCero, OTBeT Ha /IpyTroii, 6omee yacTHbIN Borpoc. Tak, apucToTeneBCKas Jie-
¢buHMLMs ¢puocodun ecTb B CYLIHOCTH oripefesieHue ¢unocodun camoro
Apucroresnsi. Ho B Kakoii Mepe yueHre ApucroTens (Kak 1 Jiob0ro pyroro
¢dunocoda) npeacrapmseT cobol ayTeHTUYHOE BLIPAXKEHVE UCTOPHUUECKH H3-
MEeHSIFOLLIErocst CoZiepKaHusl, peaMeTa, cylHoCcTH ¢unocodun? Po3a ectb
pacTeHue, HO pacTeHue He ecTb po3a. Kak cBuzeTesnbCTBYeT UcTopust (uso-
codvy, TIoUTH Bce Gumocodbl ObIM YOEXKIEHBI B TOM, UTO MX YYeHUe — 10/
JIMHHOE BBbIP&KEHHe HeM3MeHHOW cyiHoctu ¢unocoduu. Kaknass HoBast
dunocodckast cucrema 3akirodaer B cebe ybexxieHre, UTO OHa pellnia 3a-
Jlaud, KOTOPbIe OKa3a/IkCh He 10 IUIedy ee Mpe/iiieCTBeHHUKaM.

Takum 00pa3oM, ec/ii UMeeTCsi MHO)KeCTBO OTBETOB Ha BOTIPOC «UTO
Takoe (unocodusi?», TO ero pelieHre He MOXKeT ObITh CBeZleHO K BbIOOpY
Haubosiee TIPaBUILHOTO M3 OTBeTOB. HeobxoAnMMoO McciieoBath 3TO Crie-
duyeckoe MHOKecTBO. IIpy 3TOM, BEpOSTHO, OOHAPY)XHMTCS, UTO Kak
BOIIPOC, TaK YU MHOTOYMC/IEHHbIE OTBEThI HAa HEr0 BBIHY)K/AIOT Hac obpa-
TUTbCSI K TOH MHOTO0OpasHol eHdCTBUTELHOCTH, KOTOPYIO (unocodus
ocMmbIcivBaeT. M Torga f1st OTBeTa Ha BONPOC, KOTOPBIH BCJIeCTBUE CBO-
ero C/IMIIKOM YacTOro IMOBTOPEHHs] HauWHAeT BbI3bIBaTh JOCaZly Aaxe
y ¢unocooB, okakeTcsi HEOOXOAUMBIM He CTOBKO COTIOCTaB/IeHHe yiKe
VMIMEIOLLXCSI OTBETOB, CKOBKO MCCeoBaHUe omHoweHusi Gpunocodcko-
r0 CO3HaHMs K TOBCEAHEBHOMY U HCTOPUUECKOMY OIIBITY JIIOZieH, K Tak
Ha3bIBaeMbIM YaCTHBIM HayKaM, K COLMabHBIM ITOTPeOHOCTSIM 1 MHTepe-
cam. JIvib ucciefoBaHre 3TOT0 UCTOPHUYeCKH W3MEeHSIFOLLerocsi OTHOLIe-
HUS MOXKeT 00bSICHUTh KakK (pyHZiaMeHTa/lbHbIM XapaKTep caMmoro BOIPO-
Ca, TaK ¥ HECOBMECTUMOCTb Pa3/IMYHBIX OTBETOB Ha Hero.

Korza 3aatoT BONPOC «UTO Takoe KOHCUCTEHLUA?», TO peub, MO-
BUZUMOMY, U/eT 0 cMbic/ie TepmuHa. Korga cripammBarot: «Uto smo Ta-
Koe?», To 0ObIUHO yKa3bIBAlOT Ha NpeJMeT, BbI3BaBIIMi BOMIPOC, U TOT/a
OTBeT He COCTaB/sieT TPYAa, eC/I, KOHeUHO, Mbl UMeeM IpeJ|CTaB/IeHue
0 JaHHOM npejmeTe. KoHeuHO, BOMIPOC «UYTO MO Takoe?» MOXKeT HO-
CUTh Y PUTOPUYECKHI XapaKTep, HO TOT/ja OH BhIpa’kaeT CKOpee SMOLIH-
OHaJIbHOe COCTOSIHME BOIPOILAIOIIEero M MO3TOMY e[Ba /M HYKAaeTcs
B OTBeTe. B HEKOTOPBIX C/Iy4yasix BOIPOC «UYTO 3MO TaKoe?» OTHOCUTCS
K SIBJIEHHI0, KOTOpoe OOHapykeHO, HO ellje He M3y4yeHO. B Toil mepe,
B KaKO# 3TO siBjieHHe Hab/rojaeMo, OTBETOM Ha BOTIPOC MOXKET CITY)KHUTh
ero JeCKpUNTHBHAs XapakTepucTHKa. Ec/M ke oHa HEBO3MOXKHA WU
He /JaeT HUYero CyL[eCTBeHHOI0, TO BOTPOC OCTAeTCs OTKPHITHIM: MbI
MPOCTO He pacrojiaraeM HeO0OXOAUMBIMH SMIUPUUECKUMU [JaHHBIMH
[J151 Y7I0BJIETBOPUTEILHOTO OTBETA.

CoBepitieHHO WHaue obcTouT feno B dunocoduu. CMBICT BOMPO-
ca «uTo Takoe Guiocous?», MO-BUIUMOMY, CBSI3aH CO CMBICJIOM BCEX
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¢dunocockux BopocoB BooOlLje, a TAK)Ke C M0/I0)KeHHeM, B KOTOPOM Ha-
xounack prunocodusi Ha MPOTSHKEHUN ThICSUeIeTHH, C CUTYal[uel, KOTo-
PYIO OHa B M3BECTHOU Mepe Mepe)kK1BaeT ellle U Terephb.

Koneuno, Bonpoc «uto Takoe (Guaocodusa?», Kak U BCIKUHA BOIIPOC,
MOKeT OBbITh BBIp@KeHHWEM TOW Caboil 3arHTepeCcOBaHHOCTH, KOTOpast
CIUIOIIb W PSIZIOM YAOB/IETBOPSIETCS JIFOOBIM OTpe/ie/IeHHbIM OTBETOM.
Tak, HarpuMmep, TYpUCT CIIpallliBaeT O CJIyyalHO IOMaBIleM B I10jie ero
3peHusi coopy)keHud. EMy OTBeuaroT, OH 3aluchbiBaeT Ha3BaHUe U JIBU-
JKeTCs [lasibllle, K HOBBIM Ha3BaHUSIM. VIMEHHO C TaKUM Momy0e3pa3inuu-
eM HepeZIKO 3a/laeTcsi 3TOT BONPOC 0O6pa30BaHHBIM Ue/I0BEKOM, KOTOPOTO
¢unocopust UHTepecyeT r7aBHBIM 00pa3oM TIOTOMY, UTO O Hel TOBOPST.
HekoTopbie 0Opa3oBaHHBIE JIFOAW XOTAT MMeTh KpaTKHe OTBEThl Ha BCE
BOIIPOCHI, KOTOpble 0OBIUHO 3aTparuBaroTcs B Oeceflax Mexy HUMU: UM
TIPOCTO He XOUeTCsl OKa3bIBaThCsl B HEJIOBKOM TosiokeHnd. Ho Korja Bo-
MPOC «UTO Takoe (unocodusi?» craBsar nepes coboit camu GUIoCodsl, TO
He MPUXOJUTCSl COMHEBAThCS B TOM, UTO OHU CIIPAIIKBAIOT O CMBIC/IE CBO-
el COOCTBEeHHOW WHTe/IEKTYalbHOW YKU3HU U JIaKe O TOM, UMEeTCs Jid
TaKOW CMBICI.

Bor noueMy rnocTaHOBKa HWHTepeCyHOIero Hac BOIpOCa CaMUMHU
¢dunocodamMy B 3HAUMTETHHON Mepe O3HauaeT CO3HaHWE HeoOXO[UMO-
CTH OTpaBJaTh CyllecTBOBaHUe Quiocoduy, AOKa3aThk ee JelCTBUTENb-
HbI raison d’étre. 3HauuT, IMEIOTCSI COMHEHUs B IPAaBOMEPHOCTH U CO-
CTOATE/ILHOCTH eciu He ¢unocoduu BoobIe, TO, BO BCIKOM Ciyuae,
OO/BIIMHCTBA paHee WM HbIHE CYIIeCTBYIOUIMX ee pa3HOBUIHOCTEH.
OueBuHO, HeOOXOAUMO HCC/e/jOBaHUE TTPOMCXOK/AEHHUsSI BUJOBBIX pa3-
muuit Mmexxay ¢unocopusmu. To, UTO OHU LUCMoOpuYecKU BO3HUKIIY, [0-
KazaHo (akramu. Ho He SIBJISIFOTCS JIM 9TH Pa3/iNuusi HeMpeXOAsUMU?
[Toka He [0Ka3aHO NPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOE, BOMPOC «YTO Takoe (huaoco-
¢buA?» 3ByudT MHOW pa3 MpPUMEPHO TakK e, Kak 3HAMEHUTBIA BOMIPOC
[MonTust [Iunata «4to ecTh UcTUHA?». He mpexcrasiser ocoboil Tpyz -
HOCTM OTBETUTb Ha BOIIPOCHI: «uTO Takoe ¢unococus IlemnnHra?»,
«uT0 Takoe ¢unocodus Huiie?», «uro takoe dunocoduss Caprpa?» —
He TIOTOMY, YTO 3TO IPOCThIe BOMPOCHI, a TIOTOMY, YTO MX COZep KaHre
MOXKeT ObITh CTpPOro (prkcupoBaHo. Mexay TeM, UToObl OTBETHUTh Ha BO-
TIPOC «YTO Takoe ¢Gunocopus?», HeoOXOAUMO OTBIEULCS OT TOTO, UTO
ormryaer Illennvura, Hume, CapTpa u MHOrux Apyrux ¢umnocodos
Jpyr ot gpyra. Ho uTo ocraeTcs rocse Takoro oTB/eueHus], UCKJIFOUar0 -
IIero omIMuKve ofHOH (uiocoduu OT Apyroi? AOCTpaKTHOE TOXIe-
ctBo? Ho OHO /UIIIE MOMEHT KOHKPETHOTO TOXKJEeCTBa, CyLeCTBEHHOCTh
KOTOPOT0 HaxOJUTCSl B TIPSIMOM OTHOIIEHUU K CyII|eCTBEHHOCTU 3aK/Iio-
YarolL[erocsi B HeM pas/InyMsl.

Cy1iecTBoBaHMe MHOKeCTBa HECOBMECTUMBIX JIPYT C APyroM (Qusio-
coduii BecbMa OC/JIOXKHSIET OTBET Ha BOTPOC «UTO Takoe (uaocopusi?».
Ho 3T0 ke 06CTOSITENILCTBO CBUZETE/NBCTBYET O TOM, UTO TPYAHOCTh OT-
BeTa Ha TakoW BOMPOC TeM Oosibile, yeM Oosiblie hakTHueCKUX JaHHBIX
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I1s ero perieHusi. Punocodbl B OT/IHMUKE OT HECIeL[UalIucToB B GUI0CO-
(um pacronararoT 3TUMH (HaKTHUeCKUMU TaHHBIMH. [103TOMY-TO BOITPOC
«4To Takoe ¢umocodusi?» MpeacTaBiseTcs UM 0cobeHHO TpyaHbIM. Ta-
KM 00pa3oMm, BOTIPOC «4To Takoe (hunocodusi?» CoBepieHHO To-pa3Ho-
My 3BYYHT [iji YYaIlIMXCs, TPUCTYTMAOIIUX K HU3yUeHHI0 (GHUI0COhUH,
Y Assi camux GuocodoB, KOTOPbIe He HaXOAATCs BHe Guiocodud, 3aza-
10T BOTMPOC caMuM cebe, ITOHUMAFOT, UTO OTBET HeJib3sl POCTO BHIUMTATh
13 KHIDKKH.

HekoTopeix 00pa30BaHHBIX JIHOfleH, PacCMaTPUBAOLIUX (QUIOCO-
(U0 KaK CJIMIIKOM Cepbe3Hoe (M YTOMUTe/NbHOe) 3aHsTHe, YToObI OT/Aa-
BaTh €My Yachl I0CyTa, HO BMECTe C TeM He/[0CTaTOYHO Cepbe3HOe, UTO0-
ObI OTBOAUTD [Jis1 Hero pabouee Bpemsi, 00/Ie3HEHHO pa3zipa’kaeT TO, UTO
MHOTHe TIpeJiCTaB/eHus], yOexeHus, IOHSTHS, UCTUHBI, HUKOT/A He BbI-
3bIBABINME Y HUX KaKUX-THOO COMHEHMI, OKa3bIBAlOTCS JIOBOJBHO He-
SICHBIMHM, COMHUTE/IbHBIMH, IIAaTKUMH, KaK TOJILKO OHU CTaHOBSITCS
npeaMeToM KBanuduiLpoBaHHOTO (unocodckoro oodcyxaenus. M Ka-
JKeTCs, UTO UX 0OMaHy/H, JUIIUB 0e31yMHOU YBEPEHHOCTU B TOM, UTO
TIPe/ICTaB/ISANIOCh UM CTOJIb OYeBUAHBIM. MeXy TeM B MCTOpPUH (HIIO-
couu, Te KaXKAbIA BbIAOLIUICS MBICJTUTE b, BMECTO TOTO UTOOBI BO3-
BOJIUTH CJIeIVIONIWN 3Ta)k, HaUMHAeT BHOBb 3aK/a/IbIBaTh (DYH/IAMEHT,
B CYIIHOCTH HET TaKUX Tpe/CTaB/leHUH, MOHSATUN, UCTHUH, KOTOPbIe He
BbI3bIBaJIM ObI BO3PaXKeHUH: 3[1eCh BOTIPOCHI, 00bsIB/IEHHbBIE PellleHHbIMU
(a HepemKO B KakOW-TO Mepe AeMCTBUTE/NbHO pellleHHbIe), TIOCTOSTHHO
CHOBA CTaHOBATCS TipobsiemMamu. He 1oTomMy /i BOMIPOC «UTO Takoe u-
nocodus?» obcyxzaaercs B ¢punocopur co BpeMeHH ee BOSHUKHOBEHUS
Y JI0 HAaIlUX JHeu?

Bce Boigarougmecs ¢unocodckre yyeHUsi OTPULIAIOT APYT Apyra —
3TO 3MMUPUYECKUM (DaKT, U3 KOTOPOTO HUCXOAUT WCTOPUKO-PUiocodckas
Hayka. Takoe OTpuIjaHHe MOXeT ObITh abCTPaKTHBIM WM >Ke€ KOHKPET-
HBIM, HO UMEHHO OHO, OTPHUIIAHWE, XapaKTepu3yeT Kaxcoyio ¢umocod-
CKYIO0 CHCTEMY, a Ce[JOBaTellbHO, U CrieliuuKy ¢pumocopuu, HeCMOTPS
Ha TO YTO HETOCPE/ICTBEHHO OHO YKAa3bIBAeT JIUIIh Ha OT/IMUME OFHUX (hH-
M0CO(CKUX CHCTEM OT APYrUX. DTU Ha TEepBbId B3IV «aHTarOHUCTHUE -
CKUe» OTHOIeHUs (HunocoCKuX yueHWH [pYyT K APYTY MOCTOSHHO CTa-
BWIU TIOJ, BOMPOC Wujer efuHcTBa ¢uiocodckoro 3HaHus. Ho eciu
CYIIeCTBYIOT JIUIIh (hunocoduu, a He pumocodus, To He TepseT JIU BCS-
KWW CMBICJT BOTIPOC «YTO Takoe unocodpus?». Bo3amoxkHa /1 B TakoM
cnydae Gumocodus Kak HayKa? 3HaueHHe STHX BOMPOCOB UCTOPUYECKH
BO3pacTajo BMeCTe C YCU/MBAIOIIENCS AuBepreHyvied (Qpuiocopckux
cucteM. A TO 06CTOSITENBLCTBO, UTO PUIOCOMCKHE CUCTEMBI Aa/eKOro
MIPOIIJIOTO TIOCTOSTHHO BO3POXK/AAIOTCSA W PA3BUBAIOTCS HA HOBBIU JIaf,
NpYzaeT emje OOJMBIIYI0 OCTPOTY 3THUM BOIPOCAM, TMOCKOJBKY BC/Ie-
CTBHE 3TOTO APYT APYTy TIPOTUBOCTOSIT HE TOJBKO (uiocodckre yde-
HUS JaHHOW MUCTOPUYECKOH STOXH, HO U BCe KOT/[a-ub0 CyIeCTBOBAB-
e ¢unocopuu.
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B ¢unocoduy He cyiriecTByeT 0HO3HAUHOI'O OIIpe/ie/IeHHs TIOHSATUH,
B TOM umcJjie U roHsaTusi ¢punocodun. V3BectHo, uro JI. ®eiiepbax Heop-
HOKpATHO 3asiB/isul: Most ¢usiocodusi BoBce He ¢usiocodus. Ho Hukomy
He TIPUXOJUT B TOJIOBY yTBepkzarh, uTo Peiiepbax He ¢unocod. [Jua-
JIeKTUYeCKW MaTepHrasr3M, HeCMOTPSI Ha CBOe HleiiHOe POZCTBO C Jiua-
JIeKTUYeCKAM HjeanusmoM [eresisi 1 aHTPOMONIOTUYECKAM MaTepHhasIn3-
MoMm @eiiepbaxa, BBICTYNaeT Kak ompuyaHue (Guaocoduy B CTapoM
CMBIC/Te C/IOBA: OTpHLIaHWe (GUI0Co(hCTBOBAHUS, TIPOTUBOIIOCTABISOLIE -
r0 ce0st MOMOKUTE/TBHBIM HayKaM M TIPaKTHKe.

TeMm He MeHee 3Ta «CTapasi» QuUIoCcodus POJOKAET CYIeCTBOBATh,
CO37laéT HOBBIE CHUCTEMbI M CHCTeMKH. JTO He 3HAuMT, UYTO OTpUL{aHHe
ctapo#i ¢punocodun He COCTOSIIOCH; JUAIEKTUYeCKU MaTepuaan3M eCTh
He TOJIBKO OTpHLIaHKe NpeAiecTBytouieil ¢punocodun. OH BbICTyTaeT Ta-
KKe Kak oTpuilaHude Bcex (UI0COMCKUX YUueHWM, BO3HUKILIUX TIOCTe
Hero. JTO HeolpaB/laHHOe, B CYIITHOCTH, allpUOPHOEe OTpHLjaHHe oOpeKa-
eT ¢unocodrio Mapkcu3Ma Ha JorMaTu3aLiio COOCTBEHHBIX MOTI0KEHUH.
be3 npeofioneHys 3TUX MOPOKOB (uyiocodry MapKcH3Ma ee flabHeldlee,
JIeVCTBUTENIEHO TBOPUECKOe pa3BUTHE MPUHLIUIINAIBEHO HEBO3MOKHO.

B nono)xutesnpHbIX HayKax MCTUHA 0ObIYHO 1o0exaeT 3ab/yskaeHre
B TeueHHe CPABHUTE/LHO JIeTKO 0003PHUMOr0 HCTOPUYECKOTO I1epuofa,
HeoOX0MMOr0 /ISl ee OCMBIC/IEHUS], JOTOTHUTETbHBIX TPOBEPOK, HOBBIX
MO TBEPKeHuM U T. 1. VicTopuko-dunocodckuii rpoliecc He 3HaeT TaKoi
3aKOHOMepHOCTH. HeBO3MO)KHO CKa3aTb, CKOJILKO TOTpeOyeTcsi BpeMeHH
[J1s1 Toro, uToObI hrocodckast KICTHHA BOCTOP)KeCTBOBasIa Haf, 3a0/y»kzie-
HHMeM: HeKOTopble (UI0COCKYe UCTHHBI, yCTAHOB/IEHHbIE COTHU JIeT Ha-
33/, 10 CUX TIOp elje He Tpobumm Tommu Gpunocohckux (M He TONTBKO
dbunocodckrx) mpeapaccygkoB. [IpUUMHBI 3TOTO KPOIOTCS HE CTOJIBKO
B ¢unocoduy, CKOJIbKO B UCTOPUUECKH ONpe/ie/IeHHbIX COL{aIbHO-3KOHO-
MHUeCKHX YCIOBUSIX, KOTOPbIe HaXOJATCS B MpoLiecce U3MeHeHMUs], Pa3BH-
tust. Ho dakt ocraetcs gakrom, U UMEHHO B HEM 3aK/IFOuaeTcsi He Gusio-
codCKUii, HO 3aCTy)KMBAaIOLMH CaMOro NPHUCTAJbHOIO BHUMaHUS
HCTOUHUK BOTIPOCA «UTO Takoe (hunocodus?».

MoxeT TOKa3aTbCsl, YTO HECOBMECTUMOCTh OOJIBIIMHCTBA BbI/AI0-
myxcst GUIocodCKUX yuyeHWd Apyr C ApyroM, HeCOBMECTUMOCTh pas-
JIMUHBIX WHTEpTIpeTalii caMoro MOHATUS (uiocodud AenaroT BecbMa
3aTpyAHUTENBHbIM OTrpaHuyeHre GUIoCOPCKUX BOMPOCOB OT Heduo-
codckux. Mexay Tem ¢unocodsl, pUHaJIeXalljie K pajukaabHO Ipo-
THBOIIOJIO’KHBIM HaIpaBIeHUsIM, 0OBIYHO COTTIACHBI IPYT C APYTOM B TOM,
Kakve BOIPOCHI SIB/SIOTCS (GMI0COPCKUMY, a KaKhe He SIBISIOTCS TakKo-
BbIMU. HUKOMY M3 HUX He IpHZeT B royioBy cuurtarh Jlamapka ¢usoco-
oM motomy, uto oH Harmcan «Punocoduo 300/I0THH», XOTS B 3TOM
TIPOU3BeJIeHNH pacCMaTpUBaroTCs U Guaocodckre Bonpockl. U He TOJb-
Ko ¢unocodbl, HO U TIPOCTO MCKYIlleHHble B ¢uaocodud yuTaTe/u
BIIOJIHe OTIMUaroT ¢unocopckue uged oT Hedwmnocopckux. Bosblie
TOrO, UunTast Hedunocodckoe Mpou3BeeHre, CKakeM, M03MY WM POMaH,
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onu 6e3 ocoboro Tpyza oOHapY>KUBAKOT B HUX (hrmocodckre uaen, a usy-
yast HeKOTOphle paboThl, Ha3biBaeMble (GUIOCOPCKUMU, OHU C YBEPEHHO-
CTBIO 3asiB/ISIIOT, UTO B HUX OTCYTCTBYIOT (UIOCOQCKUE MBICIH. DTOT
HEOCTOpPUMBIM (aKT, 3HaueHWe KOTOPOro, Kak TpPaBHJIO, HeJ0OLleHHBa-
nock unocodamu, B 0COOEHHOCTH BBIIAIOIIUMUCS, — CBUJETENTHLCTBO
TOTO, UTO, HECMOTPSI Ha Ha/IMuMe B3aUMOMCKIIOUAIOMMX (HI0COPCKIX
yUeHUH, CyIIeCcTBYeT HEKOTOPOe BIIOJIHE OTpefesieHHOe (XOTS M BechbMa
TPYAHO TIOZ/IAFOIIIEeeCs OTpe/e/IEHHI0) eJJMHCTBO 3TUX YUEeHUH, eUHCTBO
¢unocodckoro 3HaHUs, IPOTUBOPEYNBOE €JUHCTBO, €JUHCTBO MPOTHBO-
nosiokHOCTel. OTCHOAla BbITEKAeT BLIBOJ;: AeUHULIUS TOHITHS GUI0CO-
(UM He TOJBKO BO3MOXKHA, HO M HEOOXOJMMa, XOTs1 OHa, KOHEUHo, Oyzer
BeChbMa abCTPAKTHOM, MOCKOJIBKY, (OPMY/IUPYSI TaKyko Ae(UHULHIO, TIPH -
XOIUTCsA abCTparupoBarhbCst OT TOTO, YTO OTIWYaeT OJHU (GHUI0COPCKUe
yueHus oT pyrux. Ho aGcTpakTHOe BOBCe He O3HauaeT HeBEepHOe, Be/lb
WCTHHA B TOW Mepe, B KaKOW OHa KOHKDEeTHa, TpeJicTaB/isieT CO00M euH-
CTBO MHOTO00PAa3HbIX aOCTPaKTHBIX UCTHH.

S Tak dopMmynupyo abCTpakTHOe OrpejesieHHe TIOHATHS (QHIIo-
couu: ¢dunocodust ectb cucteMa ybedxcoeHull, obpasyroiux obiree
meopemuueckoe Mupog8o33peHle, KOTOPOe OCMBICJTHBAeT, KPUTHUeCKU
aHa/M3upyeT, 0000IjaeT HayuHble 3HAHUS, MMOBCEJHEBHYIO TMPAKTHKY,
WCTOPUYECKWH OIBIT, UCCAefyeT MHOroobpasve TpHUCYIIMX TIPUPOAe
1 obmecTBy dopM BCceobITHOCTH, pa3pabarkiBasi Ha 3TOM OCHOBE TIPUH-
L[UTIB TI03HAHWS, OIIeHKH, TIOBEJEHHS U TPAKTHUeCKOW J1esSTeTbHOCTH
BOOOIIIe, C KOTOPBIMU JIFOAU B Pa3/IMUHbIe NCTOPUYECKHE SMTOXH CBSI3bI-
BalOT KOpeHHbIe Ku3HeHHbIe nHTepechl. B.A. Jlekropckuii u B.C. IIBbI-
PEB TakKe YKa3bIBAlOT HA 3HaueHWe (QUI0COPHM KaK MUDPOBO33PEHUS:
«®unocodusi Bcerga BHITIONHSJIA U JO/DKHA BBITIONMHATH MUPOBO33pEH -
YyecKyr (GyHKLHUIO, KOTOPYIO He OepyT v He MOTYT B34Tb Ha ce0sl HA OT-
JleNlbHble KOHKPeTHble HAayKW, HU COBOKYITHOCTh KOHKPETHO-Hay4HOTO
3HaHus Boobue» [Jlektopckuid, I1IBbIpeB, 1972, c. 21].

$1 XopoI1I0 0CO3Haro, YTO C TaKWUM Orpe/esieHrneM (HUIocopuy MHOTHe
He coracsarcsi. Bo-nepsbix, Hemarnast yacTb GUI0CO(OB CUMTaeT, UTo (u-
nocodust MUIIb TOTZA AOCTOMHA STOTO0 HaMMEHOBaHMs, KOT[A OHa Tpe[-
CTaB/sieT co0OM CUCTeMy /l0Ka3aHHBIX, 000CHOBAaHHBLIX UCTHH, a He Mpo-
cTo ybexcoeHutl. Bo-BTOpBIX, Janeko He Bce (UI0Co(bl COIMacHkI C TeM,
uyto (hunocodusi ecTb MUPOBO33peHUe; MHOTHE M3 HUX CUMTAIOT (PUIoco-
(U0 cUCTeMHBIM UCC/IeZ0BaHHEM, CAMOTIO3HAHHEM, CaMOCO3HaHHUEM.

TTo3Bom0 cebe Bce ke 0OOCHOBAThH MPABOMEPHOCTh TIPE/ITIOMKEHHOH
MHOIO AedyHUIMU TOHATHSA (umocopun. TepMHUH «MHUDOBO33PEHHE»
IIMPOKO BOIIIeS KaK B HAay4YHbIM 00OPOT, Tak ¥ B TIOBCEAHEBHOE CJIOBO-
yrnotpebnenve. M. BopH, BbIJaromuics (GU3NK-TeOPETHK, BCTIOMHHAs
o I'mnbepre 1 MuHKOBCKOM, oTMeuan: «Ha MeHs mpou3sBesio riybokoe
BIIeYaT/ieHre MUPOBO33pDEHUE 3THX [IBYX BEJMKUX MaTeMaTHKOB» [BopH,
1977, c. 6]. Cucrema H. KoniepHuka, NpOTUBONOCTaB/I€HHAs TeOLIeHTPH -
yeckoil cucreme I1Tosiemesi, BOCIIPUHSATON XPUCTUAHCKUM BepPOyUYeHUEM,
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00BIYHO Ha3biBaeTcs (M He 0e3 OCHOBaHWIA) 2enuoyeHmpuyeckUmM MUpPO-
BO33peHHEM B TIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTb 2e0yeHmMpuUUeckoMy MUPOBO33pe-
Huto. B ecrectBo3Hanuu XVII-XVIII BB. rocrofcTBOBA/IO, M0 06IeMy
TIPU3HAHUIO, MexaHUCmu4eckoe MUPOBO33peHue. 3BeCTHbI aCTpOHOM
W.C. IIk10BCKMi TT0JUepKHBaeT, UTO «IPU BCell OTPOMHOM POU acTpo-
HOMUM B UICTOPUM Pa3BUTHSI 3eMHOW TEXHOJIOTWM OHA UMesia U UMeeT pe-
1arolllee 3HaueHue AJi1 (OPMUPOBaHUSI MUPOBO33peHus. B Haiuu aHu
MHPOBO33peHYeCKOe 3HaUeHHe aCTPOHOMHUM 0COOeHHO BenKo» [II1K/I0B-
ckui, 1959, c. 61].

[erenib Mosib3yeTcsi MOHATHEM «TeOPeTHUeCKOe MUPOBO33peHHe» I/t
orpefiesieHHsI UJIeHHO-3CTeTUUe CKOM MOo3ULuN XyAokHUKa [[erenb, 1938,
c. 192]. OTa Touka 3peHUs SB/SETCS pa3BuUTHeM Tosiokenud M. KanTa,
KOTOPBbIM B cBoeli «KpUTHKe CMOCOOHOCTH CyX[eHUs» BIlEPBbIe BBeJ
B hunocohckuii 060pOT TEPMUH «MUPOBO33peHUue». W.I. ®uxte BoC-
TI0/Tb30BaJICSl ITUM TePMHUHOM B pabote «KpUTHKa BCIKOTO OTKPOBEHHS»,
B KOTOPOM DeJIMTMO3HOMY MHUPOBO33PEHHI0 MTPOTUBOMNOCTAaB/SETCS PaLyo-
Ha/IMCTHUYeCKOoe, TI0 CyIi[eCTBY, UDPeIUri03H0e MUPOBO33peHue.

MupoBo33peHre B CBSI3M C 3TUM TPAKTyeTCsl KaK WHTe/IeKTya bHbINA
LIEHTP TSDKeCTU JYXOBHOM >KU3HM Ue/IOBeKa, HampaB/sOLIUA MHOTO-
obpa3ve Tmepe)KMBaHWM, HACTPOEHWH, yOeXIeHWd, MHeHH, HamMepeHHUil.
B noBceHeBHOM XM3HU U 3a4acTyl0 TakKKe B UCKYCCTBE, HayKe, ITOJTUTHKe
TOBOPSIT, HampuMmep, 00 ONTUMUCTUYECKOM MHPOBO33DEHUH, KOTOpPOE,
€CTeCTBeHHO, TIPOTHBOIIO/IOXKHO [MeCCUMU3MY, UMEHYeMOMY Tak)Ke TecCH-
MHCTUYECKMM MUPOBO33peHreM. [lecCMI3M TeopeTHueCKH 000CHOBBIBAT
A. lomnenrayap. B ¢unocodun XX B. reccUMUCTUUECKOe MUPOBO33peHMe
TeopeTHUYeCcKHd 000CHOBBIBA/M A. Kamro, cpaBHMBasi ue/loBeUECKYIO >KU3Hb
¢ 6ecrutoHOM, HeccMbIc/ieHHOM paboToii Mudosoruueckoro Crsuda.

K coxasneHnuto, o CUX 1Op He co3/ilaHa HayYyHO-000CHOBaHHasI THUTIO-
jorusi MUpoBo33peHuii. Te monbITKH, KoTOopble umenu mecto (I Tom-
niepc, B. [InnbTeit), HeyOBIeTBOPUTE/IBHBI, TaK Kak /il HUX XapaKTepHO
MIPUHWKeHWe HayyHoTo (T1aBHBIM 06pa3oM, ecTeCTBEHHO-HAyYHOTO) MU -
POBO33peHHsl BIUIOTh /10 OTPULIAHMS BO3MOXKHOCTU TakoBoro. Tak, n/st
[OueTest UCXOLHBIM B OTIpeJe/ieHUH TIOHSATHSI MUPOBO33peHUsl SIB/ISIeTCS
uppayuoHaaucmuyeckas KOHLIeMNLMsl KU3HH, B COOTBETCTBUU C KOTOPOM
MHUDOBO33PEHHUE OTpeJeNsieTcss Kak CyObeKTHBHOe OCO3HaHWe UyBCTBA
JKU3HH, AYXOBHOTO COCTOSIHUSI IMYHOCTH, OPMBbI KOTOPOTO HMCTOpUYE-
CKHY U3MeHSTIOTCs, 00pa3ysi TeM caMbIM BayKHeHIIee cofiep>kKaHue Kaykaon
3TI0XY BCEMUPHOMN ucTOpuu. JJubTell pa3rpaHUuMBa Mo3THYeCKoe, Me-
Tadu3ryeckoe U MO3UTHBUCTCKOE MUPOBO33DeHUs], He Bhijesiss QyHIa-
MeHTabHOW TPOTHUBOIIO/IOKHOCTH HayKU M PeJIMTMM, HayyHOTO U pe-
JIUTUO3HOTO MUPOBO33peHui. HayuHoe MHpPOBO33peHHe OH CBOJUI
K MO3UTUBUCTCKOW OpHEHTALH, KOTOPOW MPOTUBOIOCTABJISITIOCH MeTa-
¢ur3nueckoe BUZieHUe MUpa.

PasBuTre qUIBTeeBCKOM KOHLEMLIMY MUPOBO33pPEeHMS MbI HAXOAWM B CO-
BpPeMEHHOM 3K3UCTeHLMaiM3Me, KOTOPbId B Psifie OTHOLLUEHWH BBICTYIIaeT
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KaK HOBEMIIMH, CyObeKTUBUCTCKUN BapyuaHT «duiocoduu >xusam». K. fc-
mepc, HampuMep, yTBepKaeT: «[0BOPS O MHPOBO33DPEHHH, MbI MBIC/TAM
CWJTBI ¥ IZIEW, KOTOPBIE BO BCEX CITyYasiX sIB/ISIIOTCS B Ue/IOBeKe M3Haua/IbHbI-
MY, ToTabHbIMUA. CyOBbeKTUBHO MUPOBO33peHHe BBICTYTIaeT KaK MepekuBa-
HUe, cuIa, 0Opa3 Mbicsieli, a 0ObEKTUBHO — Kak MPeMETHO 0(hOPMJIEHHBIH
mup» [Jaspers, 1956, S. 1].

Takum o6pa3oM, CylecTBYIOT pas/IU4Hble TUIbl MHPOBO33pEHUIL.
MupoBo33peHHe eCTeCTBOMCIIbITaTe/Ield HOCUT, KaK IPaBH/IO, HAy4HBIN
XapakTep, eC/JM OHO CHUCTeMaTH3MpyeT 000OILeHHs], CKJIa/IbIBArOLHeCs
B HayKax O Ipupoje. BaxkHeiilllee MUPOBO33peHUECKOE OCHOBOIIOJIOXKE-
HHUe eCTeCTBO3HaHWs — OOBSICHATH TNPUPOAY W3 Hee CaMoOM, OTBepras
CCBUTKM Ha CBEPXbECTECTBEHHOE, — ChITPaji0 TPOMAZIHYIO POJIb B pa3BH-
TUY He TOJIbKO eCTeCTBO3HaHUs1, HO U Hayk 00 obrlecTBe.

OjiHaKo /la/ieko He Bce MUPOBO33peHuecKre 0000ITIeHHs HayK O TpU-
pojie MPUMEHUMBI B 00111eCTBOBe/jeHHH. VI3BeCTHO, UTO TOTIBITKY TIepeHe-
CeHusl JapBUHM3Ma B COLIMOJIOTHIO NPUBOAW/IN K aHTUHAYyUHBIM MHUPOBO3-
3peHUeCKNM BbIBOZAM. TOJBKO YUMTBIBAsi CyIeCTBOBaHHE Ppa3/UUHbBIX
THIIOB MHPOBO33DEHHI, MOXKHO TOHSTH HECOCTOSTENBHOCTb CyOBEeKTH-
BUCTCKOM HHTepIpeTaLy 3TOr0 [YXOBHOrO (peHOMeHa M HerpaBOMep-
HOCTh abCTPaKTHOW MOCTAaHOBKM BOIPOCA: SIB/ISIETCS JIM MHUPOBO33peHHe
Hay4YHOM WM JKe, HAlIPOTUB, HEHayYHO! cucTeMoi B3mia0B? CyliecTBo-
BaH{e KaueCTBEHHO PAa3/MYHBIX, B TOM UMC/Ie U HECOBMECTHUMBIX JIPYT
C IpyroM, TWUIIOB MHPOBO33DeHMH [ieslaeT TaKyl0 TIOCTaHOBKY BOIpOca
TIPOCTO HeCypa3HOM.

MO)KHO BBIJJe/IUTh TPU OTHOCHUTE/IBHO He3aBUCHUMBIX APYT OT Jpyra
TIPUHLIMITA Pa3rpaHUueHHs] MUPOBO33peHHi. [1epBblii U3 HUX 51 ObI Ha3Basl
3NUCMeMOn02UuHeCKUM, TIOCKOJTBKY UMEIOTCS B BUIYy HayUHble, HeHayuHbIe
Y aHTUHAY4Hble BU/bl MUPOBO33peHUi. BTopoil mpuHLMN pasrpaHnyeHust
HOCHUT TIpeIMeTHbIM XapakTep: peub HJeT O PeajbHOCTU — TPHUPOZHON
WIM COLMAJIbHOW — KOTOpasi TosiyyaeT CBoe 0000IjeHHOe BbIpakeHHe
B €CTEeCTBEHHO-HAYYHOM WIM COLMa/IbHO-TIO/IMTHYECKOM MMPOBO33pe-
HUY. TpeTHii NMPUHLIMM C/ie/[yeT ONpee/UTh KaK YHUBepCa/lIbHbIA U CUH-
TeTUUeCKHIA, PaBHO OTHOCSIIMICS KakK K TIPUPOJe, TakK U K obujecTsy. Ta-
KM MMPOBO33pEHUEM SB/ISIETCs, BO-TIEPBLIX, DEJUTUsl U, BO-BTOPBIX,
¢bunocodus.

OHrenbc, 000CHOBBIBasi MAaPKCUCTCKOe OTpHLiaHue (unocodun B cTa-
pPOM CMBIC/IE C/I0BA, Has3Bas AuaneKTHUecKUid MaTepuaau3M «IpoCTO MU-
poBo33peHreM». OJJHAKO TIPOCTO MUPOBO33PEHHUS], KOHEUHO, He CYIIIeCTBY -
eT, TaK KaK CYyILIeCcTByeT MH(OJIOrUYecKoe, PeJUrHo3HOe, eCTeCTBeHHO-
Hay4yHOe MMPOBO33peHHe, COLMaJbHOe MHUPOBO33peHHe, MUPOBO33peHHe
00bI/IeHHOTO, TIOBCEZHEBHOTO OIBITA U, KOHEUHO, (pu10co¢ckoe Muposos-
3peHue, Kopoue TOBops, ¢hunocodust, TouHee, punocoduu.

[TpuHIMIIUaNbHOE 3HaueHue pasrpaHUYeHus] pasHbIX TUIIOB MHPO-
BO33peHUI (HEeCMOTpPS Ha TO UTO OHM OOBIYHO He CYIIeCTBYIOT, TaK
CKa3aTb, B UMCTOM BU/E) TIPeJICTaB/IsIeTCs] HeoOXOAUMOCTBIO, He TIofiJIe-

188



O CMBICJIE BOITPOCA «4TO TAKOE ®IMJIOCODPUA?» (é

Kairlelt coMmHeHMI0. EcTecTBeHHO BO3HHMKaeT BOINPOC, KaK OIpeJie/IuTh 110-
HSITHEe MUPOBO33peHUs? B «®unocodckoit SHIMKIONeAN» MUPOBO33pe-
HHUe OTpe/iesisieTcst Kak «000011eHHast CHCTeMa B3IVISIIOB Ha MUP B L[€JIOM,
Ha MECTO OT/e/IbHbIX SIBJIEHUH B MHUpe U Ha CBOe COOCTBEHHOE MeCTO
B HeM, ITIOHUMaHKe U OLleHKa YesI0BEKOM CMBIC/IA ero /lesiTeIbHOCTU U Cy-
neb ueyoBeueCTBa, COBOKYITHOCTh HayuHbIX, (PUIOCO(CKUX, TTOUTHYE-
CKMX, TPaBOBbIX, HPAaBCTBEHHBIX, PEJIMTMO3HBIX, 3CTETUUECKUX yOexze-
HUl U upeanoB mofei» [Punocodckas sHIMKIONeaus, 1964, c. 454].
TOCTOMHCTBO 3TOTO OTpeZeeHHsi COCTOUT B YKa3aHWHU Ha TO, YTO MUPO-
BO33peHUe CK/afiblBaeTcsi U3 ybescOeHull, a He MPOCTO U3 3HAHUM, Kak
3TO HEPeJIKO yTBepJaeTcs. B ofHUX ciyuasix 3TO HayyHble, B APYTHUX —
peMruo3Hele, B TPETBUX — HPABCTBeHHbIE yOexzaeHus U T. 1. [ToHsTHE
yOexx/ieHns1 OXBaThbIBAeT pa3/MUHOIO THUIA BO33pPEHMs: HayuHble U He-
Hay4Hble, TeOpeTHUeCkre W HeTeopeTUdecKre. YOexJeHusi MOTyT ObITh
JeHCTBUTeTbHBIMU W/TA )K€ MHUMBIMH 3HaHUSIMU, HAallpuMep, OFHOM JIUIIIb
CyObeKTUBHOMN yBepPeHHOCTBIO, JIMILIEHHONH OObeKTHBHOI OCHOBBI, Bepo-
BaHUeEM, He OMUPAIOIIUMCS Ha aKThI.

HepocraTok mpuBeseHHOTO OTpeZesieHrsl 3aK/I04aeTcsi B TOM, UTO
OHO CBajIMBaeT B OJHY Kyuy TO, UTO B peasibHO CYIIleCTBYIOLIMX MUPOBO3-
3peHMsIX OKa3bIBAeTCSI HECOBMECTHUMBIM, T. €. HEIpUCYIHe pa3/THuHbIM
THIaM MUPOBO33peHHUH crieljuduyeckre yeptel. MUPOBO33peHHe, Coriac-
HO 3TOMY OIIpe/ie/IeHHI0, eCTh «COBOKYIHOCTb HayUHbIX, (UI0CODCKUX,
TIOTUTUYECKUX, TTPABOBbIX, HPABCTBEHHBIX, PETUTHO3HBIX, 3CTeTUYeCKUX
ybexxeHui 1 ueasoB yogeli». Ho Takoil COBOKYITHOCTH HET HA B KAKOM
MHpPOBO33peHuH. HayuHoe MHpOBO33peHHE MPOTUBOCTOUT PeIUrho3HO-
My, COLIMa/JbHO-TIONIMTUYECKOe MUPOBO33peHre HeoO0s13aTebHO SIB/ISeTCs
Hay4HbIM, GUI0COGCKUM, a TeM Oosee 3cTeTdeckuM. TakvM oOpa3om,
3TO «3HLUK/IONEeUUEeCcKoe» MHMPOBO33peHHe, IMOCKOAbKY OHO BKJIHOYAeT
B cebs Bce MHOrooOpasve BO3MOXKHBIX CITOCOOOB JIYXOBHOTO OCBOEHHUSI
MMPa, OKa3bIBAeTCs C/TUILIKOM YHHUBEPCaTbHbIM, BCeOOBEMITIOIUM 110 CBOE-
My COJlep)KaHHI0. JTO 0OCTOSITe/ILCTBO Ba)XKHO IOAUYEPKHYTb, TOCKOJIBKY
MHPOBO33peHHe He SIB/ISIeTCS JOCTOSIHUEM OZHUX JIMIIL 00pa30BaHHbBIX
mopelt (B JaHHOM CJ/iyyae Ja)ke BBICOKOOOPA30BaHHBLIX); OHO WMEETCs
(hakTUUeCKM y Ka)K[0ro B3pOCJIOro 4esoBeKa, HO OTHIOZb He KaK Koppe-
JIAT YHUBEPCaabHOTO 3HaHUA. [103TOMy, UTOOBI OTIpeieNuTb pakm mMupo-
8033peHusi KakK OH CYIIIeCTBYeT B [IelCTBUTE/TbHOM )KU3HH, HaJJ0 OTKa3aTh-
s OT TOTBITOK 00beUHNTH BOEJUHO BCe UepThl, IPUCYIIe BCEM BHZaM
MHPOBO33pEHUH.

ABTOp LIUTUPYEMOM CTaTbd B WM3BECTHOW Mepe M CaM YyBCTBYeT
HeJJ0CTaTOK Ipe/|I0KeHHOT0 UM OIpe/iesieHus, TIOCKO/bKY BCJlel, 3a TIpU-
Be/|eHHOM BbIILIe LUTaTOW OH TpeJyiaraeT pasrpaHUUYUTL MHUPOBO33peHHe
B IIMPOKOM U Y3KOM CMBIC/IaX CJI0Ba. DTHM CaMbIM, B CYLTHOCTH, TIPHU3HA-
eTCsi, UTO MUPOBO33peHHe B LLIMPOKOM CMBIC/IE CJIOBa eCTh He Oosee uem
abCTpakTHOE TIOHATHE O MUPOBO33peHUsX BooOIre. PaKTUUeCKU XKe Cy-
IIeCTBYIOILMMHM MHUPOBO33DEHUSIMU CUMTAIOTCS MHUPOBO33PEHHUST B y3KOM
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CMBIC/IE CJIOBA, K KOTOPBIM aBTOP OTHOCUT (PUI0CO(]HIO, PesIUTHI0, COLU-
a/IbHO-TIONIUTUUECKOE MHPOBO33peHHe U T. . Mexay Tem ¢unocodus,
TaK ke KaK W PeJIUTHsi, MeHbIIIe BCero MOKeT ObITh Ha3BaHa MHPOBO33pe-
HUeM B Y3KOM CMBICJIe C/I0Ba.

Beiiite yKe rofiuepKuBanoch, 4to r060e MUPOBO33peHre CKJla/biBa-
eTcsi u3 ybescoeHuli. TepMUH «yOeXKZeHHe» MMeeT TpakJaHCKUe TpaBa
He TOMbKO B DeJIMTUM, I7le OH COBIMaJaeT I0 COZAEp)KaHUI0 C 8epoll,
He TobKO B (punocopyy WM COLMaNbHO-TIOMUTUUECKOM MHPOBO33pe-
HUM, HO TaK)Xe B MOUHbIX HAayKaX, T7e yUeHbIM h3/iaraeT CBOU yOexieHus
He KaK CY)XJeHusl BKyCa, a KaK HayuHble BbIBO/IbI, [I0UepIIHYTbIe U3 (aK-
TOB U IOATBep)XKJaeMble MOC/jeAHUMHU. A. DUHINTelH, B 4aCTHOCTH,
yTBEpXKJaJl, UTO CYIIeCTBYIOT OCHOBOIIO/IAraroliye HayuHble YOexaeHus,
0e3 KOTOpBIX HEBO3MO)KHA HayuyHO-MCC/efioBaTenbcKasi pabora. «OcHo-
BOM Bcell HayuHOH pabOTHI C/IYXKHUT yOeXXJeHHe, UTO MHpP TIPe/ICTaB/SeT
co00ii yropsiIOYeHHYI0 ¥ TT03HABAEMYIO CYIHOCTh» [D¥HIITelH, 1967,
c. 142].

INopuepkrBasi 3HaueHHe MHPOBO33peHMsI BO Bcex cdepax uesoBeye-
CKOW [1esITe/TbBHOCTH, s1 He MOTY OOOMTH MOJTYaHWeM TIOTILITKH Tepeyepk-
HYTb €r0 3HaueHue, C KOTOPbIMU Mbl CTaJKHUBAeMCsl B Pa3/IMUHBIX MO3UTH-
BUCTCKUX ¢uocodusx. Tak, HeONMO3UTUBUCTHI POBO3IVIACK/IN TIPOTPaMMy
OYMILIEHHMST HAyKU OT «MeTaU3UKK», Pa3HOBUAHOCTHIO KOTOPOM OHU CUMTA-
I BCSIKOe MUPOBO33peHue. Vziest pa3paboTKy, 060CHOBaHUSI HAyYHOT'O MU-
POBO33peHHsI TPETUPOBA/IaCh HEOTIO3UTHUBHUCTaMU Kak MarybHoe cTpemie-
HHe MOJKPeNyTb HayUYHBIMY apryMeHTaMH HeHay4YHYH0 CHCTeMY B3IVIZI0B.

K coxanenuto, HeoOXOAMMOCTb TIOCTaBUTh I10f, COMHEHHe TOHSTHe
MHPOBO33peHHsI CTaBW/I U TaKOM UY)K/bIi /TF0OBIM Pa3HOBHIHOCTSIM TI03H -
THUBU3Ma TalaHTIMBBIA pycckuid ¢unocod, kak I1.B. Komuun. «CoBpe-
MeHHasl HayKa, — [1caj OH, — [OCTelIeHHO 3aMeHsleT 5TO MHOTIO3HayHOe
C10BO (T. e. MHpoBo33peHue. — T.0.) APyrMMM CTPOTO OIIpeZiesleHHbIMU
TepMUHaMU. Mup — noHsTHe (prnocodun U HayKy Tieproja UX BOSHUKHO-
BEeHUsI, KOI/ia ellje He CyIeCTBOBasO JpYyrux, 6osee 3pesbIx MOHATHI acT-
poHomuy, ¢usuky, dunocopum» [KomauH, 1966, c. 10]. K coxanenuro,
I1.B. KorHUH He yKa3as «ApYrux, Oosee 3pesibix MOHATHI», KOTOPbIe MOT -
1 Obl 3aMEHUTh JIeHCTBUTETLHO MHOTO3HAYHBINA TepMUH «MUp». He yka-
3a71 OH M TeX HOBBIX «CTPOIO OIpeJe/leHHbIX» TePMUHOB, KOTOPHIMU
MOYXHO OBIJIO OBI 3aMEeHUTh TEPMUH «MHPOBO33peHHe». V1 3To Hec/TyJaii-
HO. YueHble He IpeJjlarar0T yIpasJHUTL [IOHATHE MUPOBO33peHUs WU
3aMeHUTh ero KaKUM-JIM00 pyriuM ToHATHeM. MOXXHO C TTOJTHBIM OCHOBA-
HHeM KOHCTAaTHpOBaTh MOHSITHEe MHUPOBO33pEeHHs B HayKax O TIPUPOJe, Tae
OHO OKasbIBaeT CYIL|eCTBEHHYIO [IOMOLLb B aHa/iu3e JONyLeHui U MeTo-
Jl0JIOTMYeCKUX OCHOBaHUM Hay4YHOTO MoMcKa. YTo >ke KacaeTcsi HeCOMHeH-
HOM MHOT03HaYHOCTH TEPMHHA «MHPOBO33pPEHHEe», TO 3TO, Ha MOU B3IVIsA,
OTHIO[Ib He SIB/ISIeTCs ero HeZloCcTaTkoM. VIcTopust HayKu NOKasblBaeT, UTo
ee Hauboslee coziepyKaTesibHbIe TIOHATHS HeM30e)KHO OKa3bIBAalOTCSl MHOTO-
3HaYHBIMU, B UeM [JUaIeKTHIeCKH TIPOSIB/ISeTCS] 3aKOHOMEPHOCTh Tporiecca
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No3HaHusl. MO)XXHO, KOHEYHO, 3aMeHUTb TepMUH «MHPOBO33peHHue» He-
CKOJTbKMMU JIPYTMIMH Ha3BaHUsIMU, 0003HaYaroMMHY pa3Hble Belly, K KO-
TOpPBIM HMMeeT OTHOLIeHWe 3TOT TepMUH. OJHAaKO Takasg UCKYCCTBEHHas
oriepaLiist (MHe OHa Ipe/ICTaB/IseTCsl efjBa /I BO3MOXKHOI) 03Hauasna Obl
erije 6osbITee yC/IOKHEHE POOIEMbl MUPOBO33DEHUS.

[IpensioykeHre OTKa3aTbCsAd OT TePMHHA WM Ke OT CaMOIo TOHATHS
«MHPOBO33peHHe» OCTaB/sieT B TEHU BecbMa CYIL|eCTBEHHOe 00CTOosITeNb-
CTBO: ThICSIUE/IETUsI CYLLeCTBYeT peau2uo3Hoe MUpO8033peHue. SIBseTcs
/I penUrusi eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MO)KHBIM MMPOBO33peHHeM? Eciv 310 Tak
(a x sTOMy, no-BuAMMOMY, ckoHscs [1.B. KonHyH), To MUpOBO33peHue
OKasbIBaeTCsl, B CYLIIHOCTH, PeJIMTMO3HbIM MUPOBO33DEHUEM, /1e/I0M Bephl,
a He 3HaHus. [To3TOMy /r00ast MOTBITKA JIUIIUTE MUPOBO33peHHe Hay4YHO-
ro WM (QUI0CO(CKOro craryca sIB/AsSeTCs, ec/id He NPSMO, TO KOCBEHHO,
TIPU3HAaHWEM TOTO, UTO TOJIBKO PeIUTHsi MOXKeT ObITh 00bsICHEHHEeM MUPO-
Boro uesoro. ITonsitue MupoBo33peHust mnpegcrasiasercs 11.B. Konnuny
yCTapeBIlIMM, TaK KaK CaMO CJIOBO «MHD» SIBJISIETCS, C €r0 TOUKH 3PeHwus,
JIMIIEHHBIM OTIpeZle/IeHHOTO, KOHKPEeTHOTO cofepkaHus. B ocobeHHOCTH
3TO OTHOCHUTCS K IIPe/CTaB/IeHHI0 O MUPe KaK HEKOEM LIeJIOM.

BrickasanHast I1.B. KorHMHBIM TOuKa 3peHusi Oblna JOBOJIBHO pac-
TIpOCTpaHeHa B COBETCKOM MapKCUCTCKOM uTeparype. Ee npuzepxusan-
Cs, HampyUMep, TakoM aBTOPUTETHBIM ee TpefcTaBUTeNb, Kak b.M. Ken-
poB. B nosieMrKe ¢ HUM $1 IIpMBeJ1 OLHO IOJIOKEHWe U3 K/1aCCHUeCKOro
yuebHuKa ¢usuxu JI. Jlangay u E. Jludmmna, nosokeHue, KOToOpoe BbI-
HYAW/IO ero 1o MeHblIel Mepe YaCTUYHO MepecMOTPeTh CBOe BO33peHHeE.
OTH BbIJjAOLIMECs TeOpeTUKU-U3UKY nucanu: «B obieil Teopur 0THO-
CUTEeIbHOCTU MUpP Kak yenoe (Kypcus Moil. — T.0.) [o/DKeH paccMaTpu-
BaThCs He KaK 3aMKHYyTasl CUCTeMa, a KaK CUCTeMa, HaXxO[AIIasacs B mepe-
MEHHOM TpaBUTALIMOHHOM II0Jle; B CBSI3U C 3TUM IIpUMeHeHHe 3aKOHa
BO3pacTaolIiel SHTPOITUK He TIPUBOJUT K BBIBOAY 0 HE0OXOJMMOCTH CTa-
TUCTUUECKOTO paBHOBecus» [Jlanpmay, Jludiur, 1964, c. 46]. Ho To, uTO
OTHOCHUTCS K 00l11leii TeOpur OTHOCUTE/IBHOCTH, 10-BUIUMOMY, NIPUMEHH -
MO U K ApyruM (pyHJaMeHTa/JbHbIM TeOpUsM. 3HauuT, MUP Kak Liesioe
He CTIeKy/sTHBHas abcrtpakiust HatypouiocodoB, a ocoObli, s Obl
CKasaj, onocpedo8aHHblll TIpeZiMeT HayuyHOro HCC/iefjoBaHMsl. Mup Kak
L|eJIoe He eCTb HEUTO TPaHCLieHJeHTHOe, 3ampefie/lbHOe TI0 OTHOLLUEHUIO
K I000My JOCTUTHYTOMY 3HaHMIO. OTpHULIaHWe MPUHIMIHMAILHON (BCe-
I, pasyMeeTcsl, MCTOPUUECKU OrpaHUYeHHOM) [103HaBaeMOCTH MUpa Kak
1]eJIOT0 — ITyOOKOMBIC/IEHHAs Ha TIePBbIN B3IVIsi/, TOUKA 3PEHHsT — OKa3bl-
BaeTCsl MpU O/KakIieM pacCMOTPEHUM TMOBEPXHOCTHO-3MITMPUCTCKOM.
Bezib UMeHHO peBHOCTHBIE IIPHBEP)KeHLbl OJHOCTOPOHHEro 3MIIMpU3Ma
BCer/ja YTBep)KJa/M, YTO Mbl TIO3HaeM JIMIIIb KOHeuHoe, OeCKOHeuHoe ke
COBepILeHHO HeMo3HaBaeMo.

Camo coboii pasymeeTcsi, UTo MI03HaHUe MMpa Kak 1jeJIoro Bcerja oT-
HOCHUTCS K OTIpe/ie/IeHHBIM «pa3pe3aM» YHHUBEPCYMa, a He MPOCTO KO BCek
MBIC/TMMOM COBOKYITHOCTH HaJWUYHBIX U BO3MOKHBIX siBIeHUH. Eciu,
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HarpyuMmep, BCe COCTOMT U3 aTOMOB, M3 00pasyIolIMX aToMbl 3/1eMeHTap-
HBIX YaCTHLl, TO, 3HAUUT, aTOMHasi (U3MKa U3y4yaeT MUD Kak Liesioe, XOTs
OHa He M3yuaeT MCUXUUEeCKUX MPOLIeCCOB, OOIeCTBEHHOW JXU3HU U T. [.
A cornacen ¢ C.T. MemoxyuHbIM, KOTOPbIN THcan: «TOT ¢akT, UTo HUKa-
Kasl HayKa He MO)KeT [jaTh 3aKOHUEHHOI'0 [IOHMMaHUsI MHpa B Lie/ioM, ellle
OTHIOZIb HE O3HAyaeT, UTO B HAILMX MPe/CTAaBIeHUX He MOXET OBbITh HU-
KaKoll J0CTOBepHOW WMH(OpMAaIMM O CBOMCTBAaX BCEro MaTepyUaJbHOTO
MHpa U UTO HEBO3MOXKHO COZlepKaTe/lbHOe MUPOBO33peHue» [MestoxuH,
1970, c. 144].

ScHo TaKKe U TO, UTO (PUIOCOPHIO UHTepecyeT He TOJIbKO MUP Kak Lie-
noe. ®uocodusi, B 0COOEHHOCTH MaTepUaIMCTHUecKast Gumocodus,
BIOJTHE COJIMZAPU3UPYETCs C eCTeCTBO3HAHMEM, KOTopoe ellle Ha 3ape Ho-
BOTO BpeMeHM XapaKTepH30Baslo BCe/IeHHYI0 KaK OeCKOHeuHOe MHOXKeCTBO
MHUpOB. CoBpeMeHHOe ecTeCTBO3HaHMe BHOCUT B IOHSTHE MHpa [aseKo-
uaymyo auddepeHpanyo. MakpoMUp ¥ MUKPOMUD, aTOMHBIM | CyO-
aTOMHBIM, MUD BUJUMbIM U HeBUUMbIM, HO OTHIOIb He TPaHCL|eH/eHTHBII.
Mup >KUBOTHBIX, MUP pacTeHWl, MHUpP HeoJylleB/IeHHbIX Belljeid U JyX0B-
HBI MHD YesIOBeKa, T. €. MUP MCKYCCTBa, MUD HayKH, MUP TOBCeJHEBHOTO
onbITa. TakuM 06pa3oM, MUPOBO33peHHe UMeeT [ie/io He MPOCTO C MUPOM,
a C MHpaMH, U3 KOTOPBIX CK/Ia/IbIBAeTCS eMHBIA 1 BMeCTe C TeM OeckoHeu-
HO MHOTOO00Opa3HbIi MUP. B 3TOM CMBIC/Ie KaXXIBIN U3 HaC )KMBET BO MHOTHX
MMpax, 4 BCe OHM IIOCHOCTOPOHHUE MUPBI, jaKe eC/IM 3TO MUP TPOILLIIOro,
KOTOpOTrO Y)Ke HeT, Uiy Mup Oyzyiriero, Kotoporo eiie HeT. Y1 oco3HaBast
MHOTO3HaYHOCTb, M s OBl TakKKe CKa3aj, MHOTO3HAUMTEILHOCTH CJIOBA
«MHP», KOTOpasi, HACKOJIbKO MHe U3BEeCTHO, BbISIB/ISIETCS B S13bIKaX BCEX Ha-
POJIOB, MBI, TaK cKa3aTb, ad oculos 0co3HaeM MOJHOBECHOe 3HaueHUe MOHs-
THSI MUPOBO33DPEHUSI U HECOCTOSITeIbHOCTh BCEX TIOMBITOK JAUCKPEAUTHPO-
BaTh 3TO NOHATHE U [IPOTHUBOIIOCTaBUTh eMY HayuHOe 3HaHUe.

Urtak, ¢punocodckoe oT HerI0CcoPCKOro OTVIMUUTS, ITOXKaIYH, jerde,
yeM XUMUYeckoe OT ¢u3uueckoro. OTIMUUTeNbHBIE TIPU3HAKK (unocog-
CKMX pacCy)X[eHHI IOUTH BCeryja Ha/lullo, TaK Kak OTpULiaTe/IbHOe OIlpe-
Jenenve ¢uiocopun (T. e. yKasaHUe Ha TO, UTO He eCThb ¢uiocodus)
00bIuHO He cocTapssieT TpyAa. Ho cnermduka ¢unocodun mo-npeskHemy
ocraetcsi ipobnemoii. [To3ToMy BoOTpoC «4To Takoe guocodusi?» cieny-
€T OTHeCTH K UHMC/Ty OCHOBHBIX (MI0CO(MCKUX BOIIPOCOB: OH 00CY’KAaeTcst
He TeMH, KTO He 3HaeT (unocoduu, a TeMH, KTO ee 00CTOSITeTbHO M3ydasl
Y AJ1s1 Koro ¢unocodus — npegMeT MCccaefoBaHusl. JTo, C/efoBaTe/lbHo,
BOITPOC, KOTOPBIN CTAaBUTCS He CTOJILKO APYTHM, CKOJIBKO camomy cebe.
[TocTaHOBKa 3TOTO BOTPOCA — CBUETENLCTBO Pa3BUTHSI CaMOCO3HAHUS
¢dunocoduy, HeobxoarMoOe NposiBlIeHNE ee CAMOKPUTUUHOCTH.

Haperock, Temiephb sICHO, UTO (GUIOCOGhUs CyIlleCTBEHHENIIINM 06pa3oM
OT/IMYaeTCs OT JPYTHX CUCTeM 3HaHHsl, B YACTHOCTH, TAKXKe U TeM, UTO OHa
TIOCTOSTHHO BOTIpOIIaeT camy cebsi 0 cBoeii COOCTBEHHOM CYLLJHOCTH, TIpef -
MeTe, Ha3HaUeHHH. JTa crieldpudeckass 0c06eHHOCTb (HUI0COMUH BIIOTHE
BBISIBWIach yke B [IpeBHell I'peryy, Korga Cokpar nMpoBO3IIacuiI B Kade-
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ctBe (hunocodCKoro Kpeno uspeueHve [eb(PUiCKOTO0 Opaky/ia «I03Haii
camoro cebsi». Kak CBUZIeTeNIbCTBYIOT TJIATOHOBCKUE JTUA/IOTH, 3Ta 3a/aua
TIOCTOSTHHO CBOJM/IACh K 0OCYK/IEHHIO CMBIC/Ia ¥ Ha3HaueHust (GrIocoduu.
[erensb yKasbiBasl, UTO COKpaTUUeCKHe IIKOJIbl, HeTIOCPeJCTBEHHO TI0C/ef0-
BaBIlve Tipu3biBy COKpaTa «I03Hail camoro cebsi», UCCIEeAYIOT «OTHOIIIE-
HUEe MBIIJIEHHS K OBITHIO», MBITAsICh BCKPBITh CyOLeKTUBHYIO CTOPOHY Ue-
JIOBEYECKOTO 3HaHWsI, BC/IEICTBUE UEro «IpeaMeToM (hunocoduu sSBisieTcst
cama ¢uocodust Kak To3Harolras Hayka» [[eresb, 2006, c. 87]. Pa3Burtue
¢unocoduu B HoBoe Bpems elrje Gosiee BeyaT/isitoLLe MOKa3ano, uTo ca-
Morio3HaHue ¢unocoduu, TpeBpaileHye Ghuaocopuu B rpeaMeT Crely-
anbHOro ¢unocoCKoro Mcc/ieloBaHus cocrapssier conditio sine qua non
ee TIOAOTBOPHOTO pa3BuTHsl. V1 TeM He MeHee KaxK/blii ¢pumocod obocHoO-
BbIBaeT CBOe COOCTBeHHOe MOHUMaHUe TpeaMeTa QUIoCcohun, MOCKOIbKY
OH CO3JaeT CBOIO COOCTBeHHYIO umocodckyto cucremy. HarmsaHbli ripu-
Mep 3TomMy [eresib, KOTOPBIN yTBEPXKJA/: «...eCJIM B APYTUX HayKax Tpej-
METOM MBIIIEHUs] SIB/ISIeTCS TIPOCTPAHCTBO, YHC/O U T. A., TO (unocodust
[IOJDKHA C/lefiaTh MpeMeTOM MBIIIUIeHUs caMo MbliiiieHue» [[erens, 1974,
c. 102]. OtBnekasicb OT TereseBCKOr0 Hfean3Ma, B paMKax KOTOPOTO
MBIIIIJIEHNe WHTEPIPETUPYeTCs Kak CyOCTaHLMs-CyObeKT, ciiefyeT Tof-
YepKHYTh, UTO MBbIIIJIEHHe TpakTyeTcsi [eresieM He MpPOCTO Kak (YHKIUS
MO3ra, a KakK CoJepkare/ibHoe MBILLIeHWe, 3HaHWe, KOTOpOe HaxOAWUTCS
B TIpOLIeCCce pa3BUTHs, oboraijeHus], mporpecca. 3To 3HauuT, uto [erenb
HICTOJIKOBBIBaeT MbIIJIeHWe Kak )eHOMeH KY/IbTYpPbl, MOXKHO CKa3aTb Jlayke
OoJbIIIe — KaK KBUHTICCEHLIUIO KY/IBTYPBI.

S cocnancs B JaHHOM CJTyuyae Ha rerejieBCKyH0 KOHLIEMLMIO MpeMe-
Ta Ghunocodun B CBA3M C TEM, UTO CBOe0OPa3HbIM, pa3yMeeTCs, MaTepra-
JIUCTUYECKUM TIPUMEPOM TaKOTO KY/IbTYypPOTIOTHUECKOTO MOHUMAaHUSI TIpe[ -
MeTa ¢unocopuu siBsietcs: koHuernuus B.C. CrenuHa, cucTeMariyecku
W3NIoKeHHasi B hyHZaMeHTanbHOM Tpyje «TeopeTHueckoe 3HaHWe». Pac-
cMarpuBas UIoCOMUI0 KaK «TEOPEeTHUECKOe SIPO MHUDPOBO33PEHUS»,
B.C. Creniun nipoomkaeT: «OcyiecTBiisis pedieKCHUI0 Hafl YHUBepCasIv-
SIMU KYJIBTYPbI, OHa BBISIB/ISIET UX U BbIpaXkaeT B JIOTMUeCKUA-TIOHATHUIHON
dopme kak ¢dunocodckue Kareropuu. Onepupys ¢ HUIMH Kak C 0COOBIMU
vpeanbHbIMA oObekTamu, Gunocodusi criocobHa CKOHCTPYHPOBaTh HO-
Bble CMBIC/IbI, @ 3HAUWT, ¥ HOBBIE KaTeropuajbHble CTPYKTYpbI» [CTemnuH,
2000, c. 195].

CylijeCcTByeT MHOXeCTBO JedHHULIUN TIOHATUS KYAbTypbl. OJHU UC-
CJ/Ie/IoBaTe/Td TIOHUMAKOT KY/JBTYPY Kak paljfioHajbHOe MpeoOpa3oBaHHe
JIOOBMHM TIPUPOZAHON cpeAbl 0OWTaHWS 4YeOBeYeCTBa; JAPYrve BHUAAT
B KYJIbType [OCTKeHUs HayKH, TeXHUKU, UCKYCCTBA; TPeTbU XapaKTepH-
3yIOT KYJIBTYpPYy KaK MCTOPUUECKU Pa3BUBAIOIIYIOCS COIMA/IbHYIO TIPUPO-
[y uejioBeKa U ee OOBEKTHBAIMM B paMKaX CyIIeCTBYIOLeld HepapXuu
LleHHOCTel. JTH IM0J0XKeHUsl, KOHEeYHO, He MCUepIbIBal0T TOHSTUS
KYJIBTYPbI, OHU JIUIIIb OTPA’KAIOT ee MHOTrooOpaswue, ee «CyOCTaHIUAIb -
HOe» 3HaueHHe B PAHML[AX UCTOPUU YesIOBeueCTBa U MHAVBUYaTBEHOTO
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pasBUTHSI UYeIOBeUeCKOr0 MHAMBHAYYMa. JTO U faeT, Kak s IoJjarat,
ocHoBaHue B.C. CrenuHy onpezensts ¢Guiocopuo Kak pegekcuio
0 Kynbmype. «KynbTypa, — OJUepKUBaeT OH, — XpPaHUT, TPaHC/IUPYeT, re-
HepupyeT IpOrpaMMbl ZlesiTe/IbHOCTH, NOBe/leHHsl U 0OIIeHHsl, KOTOpble
COCTaBJISIIOT COIMATLHO-UCTOpUYecKuit onbiT» [CremnuH, 2000, c. 268].

Camo coboii pazymeetcsi, uto unocodusi Kak pedieKCHsi 0 Ky/IbType
npejicTaBisieT coboli HeoTbemsieMoe Cojiep>KaHue Ky/abTypbl. [losTomy
OHa U XapaKTepu3yeTcsl aBTOPOM KaK CaMOCO3HaHUe Ky/bTYphl, T. €. 0CO-
3HaHWe, OCMBbIC/IeHHe, BhIDXKEeHUe B MOHSTHSX, KaTeropusix ee, B CyILIHO-
CTH, HeoO03pUMOro COZiepyKaHusl, TIOCTHKeHHe KOTOPOro BCerja OrpaHu-
YeHO KaK 00beKTUBHBIMHU HCTOPUYECKUMH YC/IOBUSIMH, TaK U HeN30e>KHOM
CyOBEKTHBHOCTBIO Ue/IOBeKa, BBICTYTIAIOIIErO B KauecTBe (umocoda. Itum,
HO, KOHEYHO, He TOJIbKO 3TUM, B U3BeCTHOU Mepe 00bsICHSeTCS MHOKECTBO
bunocodckux yueHui, KOTopoe Hempexozsie U obpaszyer modus essendi
¢dunocoduu kak crerpdryeckoit hopmbl no3HaHus. Punocodusi B OTIH-
yye oT yit000M /Ipyroil Hayku, KakoB Obl HU ObLT HCTOPUYECKUH YPOBEHb
ee pasBUTHUS, CYL|eCTBYET, TaK CKa3aTb, JIMIIb BO MHOKECTBEHHOM UHCJIe.
VHaue roBops, ¢unocodusi cyljecTByeT TONbKO Kak ¢unocoduw, T. e.
HeoIpe/ie/leHHOE MHOXXECTBO Pa3/IMUHbIX, [IPOTUBOCTOSIMX JAPYr JAPYry
¢unocodckux cucreM. Takoii oHa ObLTa y)Ke B TIepBOe CTOJIETHE CBOEro
HCTOPUYECKOTO OBbITHS; TAKOM OHA OCTajIach U B Hallle BpeMsi, U HET OCHO-
BaHWM nosararh, 4To Korga-Huoyp B Oyayiem ¢unocodus yTpaTuT CBOHO
MHOTOJIUKOCTh, KOTOpasi, KaK 51 YOeX[eH, sIBlseTcsl ee creLuduueckoi
CYILIHOCTHO# OTIpe/ie/IeHHOCTEIO.

dunocodus Kak (eHOMeH Ky/bTypbl SIB/SETCS BMECTe C TeM ee [Iy-
XOBHOW IOTeHLel U, eC/Ii MOXKHO TaK BbIPasUThLCS, ee IBIDKYLLel CU/IOM.
«Punocodckoe mo3HaHWe, — nogyepkuBaer B.C. CTenuH, — BBICTyTaeT
Kak ocoboe camMOCO3HaHHe KYy/bTypbl, KOTOpOe aKTHBHO BO3/leiCTByeT
Ha ee pas3BuTHe. [eHepupysl TeopeTUYeckKoe siJp0 HOBOI'O MUPOBO33pPEeHUS],
¢unocodusi TemM cambiM BBOJUT HOBBIE TIPEACTABIEHUS] O >Ke/laTelbHOM
obpase >KM3HU, KOTOpPBIM IpezaraeT uesoBeyecTBY. OOOCHOBbBIBasi 3TU
TIpe/iCTaB/eHUsI B KauecTBe LieHHOCTel, OHa (DYHKLMOHHPYeT KaK Weos0-
rusi. Ho BMecTe ¢ TeM U Kak ee TMOCTOSIHHAsl MHTEHIMsI Ha BBIPabOTKY HO-
BbIX KaTeropHasbHbIX CMbIC/IOB, TIOCTAHOBKA U pellleHue NpobieM, MHOTHe
M3 KOTOpBIX Ha JIaHHOM 3Tarle COL{Ma/bHOIO PasBUTHS OIpaBaHbl Ipe-
VMMYILeCTBEHHO MMMAaHEHTHBIM TeOpeTHUeCKUM pa3BUTHeM (HI0COpUH,
CcOMKaroIMM ee CO CriocobaMy HayuHoro MmbluieHus» [Crerun, 2000,
c. 284].

IpuBnekatensHOCTL mTpefyokeHHoW B.C. CtenvHbiM AepuHULMN
noHsATUs (prnocopuy HecomHeHHa. Ho MoxeT yiu sTa fepMHULIUA CTaThb
obuienpuHsTON cpeau ¢unocopor? Koneuno, Het, n60 mmropanusm ¢u-
nocoduii ¥ COOTBETCTBEHHO 3TOMY IUTIOPAJIM3M OfpefesieHnHd (umoco-
b1y ucKIIIoUaeT Takyro cutyaiuio. Tak, HanpuMmep, O/IM3KUM K 9K3UCTeH-
puanusmy X. Optera-u-I'accer yTBep)k[aeT, UTO IOJJ/IMHHBIM NpegMeT
¢unocodckoro momcka — yHHMBEPCYM. «YHHBEPCYM — 3TO Ha3BaHHe
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oObekTa npobremsl, /7151 UCC/IES0BaHUS KOTOPOTO POAWIachk Gpunocodus.
Ho 3ToT 00b€eKT, YHUBEPCYM, HAaCTO/BKO HeOObIUeH, Tak TIyboKo oTivva-
eTCsl OT BCeX OCTaJbHBIX, UTO, KOHEUHO ke, TpedyeT oT ¢unocoda cosep-
LIIeHHO MHOIO IOJX0/a, YeM B JIDYTHMX HayuHbIX AucliydiuinHax» [Ortega
y Gasset, 1968, p. 86]. 1 panee ucnanckuii ¢unocod NpUCOBOKYILISET:
«YHHBepCcyM caMm 1o ceOe, 10 CBOel CTPYKTYpe HEeNPOHHLIAeM /IS MbIC-
M, oo uppauyoHanen» [Ortega y Gasset, 1968, p. 91]. CoBepileHHO
OYeBH/HO, YTO Takoe IIpefcTaBieHUe O IpeMeTe GUIOCOPUN KakK,
B CYIIHOCTH, Herl03HaBaeMoOM «00beKTe» COBEpPLIEHHO UYyKA0 TMOHUMa-
HUIO (pU0Cco(UN KaK CaMOCO3HaHHUS KY/IbTYyPBhL.

M. [IInvK — ofvH U3 IaBHbIX Npe/iCTaBUTe/ell HeOI03UTHBU3Ma, IV1a-
Ba 3HAMEHUTOTO0 «BEeHCKOTo KPY>KKa», CJeAYIOIIUM 00pa3oM HMCTOJKOBbI-
BaeT Ipe/iMeT, BepHee /lake, Ha3HaueHUe ¢unocouu. «B HacTosIee Bpe-
M Mbl BUZUM B ¢unocopud — ¥ 3TO BakKHelIllass uepTa IOBOPOTAa,
COBEPIIMBLIEr0Cs B Hell, — He CUCTeMY Pe3y/IbTaToOB TI03HAHKS, a CUCTEMY
nmetictBuit. dunmocoduss — 3TO /AeATeNHHOCTb, ITOCPEACTBOM KOTOPOM
YTBEpIKAAeTCsi UK 00BSICHSIETCSI CMBIC BbICKa3biBaHus1. Punocodusi 00b-
SICHsIeT BBICKA3bIBaHMS, a HayKu ux Bepruduypyrot [Schlick, 1930-1931,
S. 8]. Her Heo6x0iMMOCTH [J0Ka3bIBaThb, UTO TaKOe, Ipe/ie/IbHO 3ayKeHHOe
MOHMMaHUe TIpeJMeTa M 3afilau ¢uiocodpry He MMeeT HUUEro obimero
C TeM, UTO Jja/ieko He 0e3 OCHOBaHHI MOXKET ObITh Ha3BaHO CaMOCO3HaHHM-
eM Ky/nbTyphbl. Teopetuueckas nosuuus M. Illnuka nonyvaer cucremaru-
YyecKoe pasBUTHe B CTaTbe, ornybOnukoBaHHOW P. Kapnarowm, I'. ['aHHOM
u O. Helipatom — «HayuHoe noHnMaHue — “BeHckuli Kpy>XoK”». B HeH,
B YaCTHOCTH, yTBep)KAaeTcs, uto «IIpeicTaBUTeM HAyuHOTO MHUPOTIOHH -
MaHHUSl pelIUTe/bHO CTOAT Ha IOYBe IPOCTOIO YesI0BEYECKOro OIbITa.
OHu yBepeHHO paboOTalOT Haf, TeM, YToObI yOpaTb C ZOPOTU ThICSUeseT-
Huli MeTabr3UUeCKUM U TeopeTUUeCKUM Xj1aM... B mpoIiuibie BpeMeHa Ta-
Kasi MO3ULMs HasblBajlaChb Mamepuaiusmom, HO C TeX TOp, IpeofosieB
orpesiesieHHbIe yiiepOHbIe (HOPMBI, Pa3BU/ICS COBPEMEHHBIN SMITMPH3M,
KOTOpbII 00pes1 CBOIO MPOUYHYI0 OCHOBY B HayyHOM ITOHUMaHWUW» (Iiep.
AJL. Hukudoposa). O1o 3asBieHue, Kak W Jeknapauus M. Illnuka,
HEeCMOTPSI Ha HeIPaBOMepHOe OrpaHrYeHHe MPobIeMaTHKY U 3azad (uo-
coduy, HECOMHEHHO, SIB/ISIeTCS BBIJAIOLIMMCS U TIPOTPeCCHBHBIM COOBITH-
eM B ¢uocopuy Mpouuioro BeKa, 3HAMEeHYIOIIMM pearnbHoe cOmbKeHre
tdunocodun u Hayk o ipupoze.

Emie 6osiee orpaHuurBaeT U TeM caMbIM 00efjHseT TIOHATHE (GUso-
coduu pofioHauaTbHUK TaK Ha3bIBaeMOW JIMHIBUCTHYe CKOU, UK aHaM-
THUeCKoH, pumocoduu JI. Butrenmreitn: «®unocodus ects 6opnba
MPOTUB IOMpayeHHsl Hallero pasyma I0OCPe[CTBOM s3blka» [Wittgen-
stein, 1953, p. 47]. Pannuii Butrenuureiin Bugen 3azauy ¢uaocopuu
B KDUTHUECKOM aHasM3e HayYHbIX TePMHUHOB (MMEHHO TEPMHHOB, a He T10-
HATHH). B cBOMX MO3HUX TpyAax BuTreHiTelin npoBosramiaia OCHOB-
HOWU 3ajiaueil GUI0COpuM KpUTUUECKWH aHAN3 TEPMUHOB OOBIZIEHHOTO
si3bIKa, TIOBCEJHEBHOTO cJoBOynoTpebneHus. CBefeHue ¢Gunocopun
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K 9TOM YacTHOM, XOTs U MpaBOMePHOM HCCeloBaTe/IbCKOM 3ajaue, dak-
THUYeCKU TIOPBIBAJIO C BeJMKOHN (pusmocodckol Tpasulivieli, COOTBeTCTBEH-
HO KOTOpO# (humocodust TpakToBaachk Kak crieriuduueckoe (MMeHHO (u-
J10CO(PCKOe) MUPOBO33peHHe, KaueCTBEHHO OTIMYHOe OT PeUrMO3HOro,
a TaK)Ke eCTeCTBEHHO-HayuHOTO MHUPOBO33peHusi, MU(OIOTUHN U 00bIIeH-
HOTro0 37paBoMbIC/HsL. TOT hakT, uTo aHanuTHUecKas ¢unocodusi, HeCMOT-
Psl Ha peLlIWTe/IbHOE BBICTYIIeHHe NpoTyB Hee b. Paccena, K. Tonmepa,
3aHMMaeT TOCIIOJCTBYIOLIee M10/I0)KeHHe B COBpeMeHHON AHIVINM, CBU/e-
TeJIbCTBYET, 10 MOeMY YOeXIeHHI0, 0 KpaiiHe O[HOCTOPOHHEM TIOHHMa-
HuUU ustocopuu B 3TOM CTpaHe, JaBilieii B CBOe BpeMsi MUPY TaKUX Beju-
Kux ¢punocodos, kak @. bakon, k. JIokk u 1. FOMm.

W3BecTHbIN (paHIy3cKuil UCTOPUK (HUIOCOPUNA U TEOPETHK MCTO-
puko-uocogckoro npouecca A. I'yile nbiTaeTcs foKasaTb, YTO IO -
JMUHHOEe cofiep)KaHue Kakaod (Guiocopckoi CUCTeMbl — BbIpakeHUe
HEeTIOBTOPUMOIN TBOPYECKOH WHAWBUAYaJBLHOCTH (HI0CO(CTBYIOLIETO
VH/MBU/A, CTIOCO0 MHTe/IEKTYyalbHOTO caMoyTBepsKAeHus. «C Harlei
TOUKU 3peHusi, — TofuepkuBaet ['yite, — HU Of[UH “U3M” He TIOPOXKJAaeT
apyroit “usm”. Ecm 6b1 Bapyx (CrmHo3a. — T.0O.) ymep B [|eTCTBe,
He 0b110 ObI ciHO3U3Ma» [Gouhier, 1966, p. 20]. TTonyuaeTcs, uto hu-
nocodckas cuCTeMa, B TOM UMC/Ie U UMelollast S110XalbHOe 3HaueHue, —
He Oojlee yeM MHUBH/YaIbHOE, TI0 CYIIeCTBY CyObeKTUBHOE, MUPOBOC-
npusitie. Pa3BrBas 3Ty CyOBbeKTHBUCTCKYIO TOUKY 3peHus, I'yite yTBep-
)paeT: «Kapre3uaHcTBO, ManbOpaHIIN3M, KOHTH3M, OeprcOHMAaHCTBO
OTCBIIAIOT HAaC K ToMy, 4uTO Mbiciumu Pene [dekapt, Hukomnaii Manb-
opani, Orioct Kont, AHpu Beprcon» (tam >xe). Takoe moHHMaHue
CMBICJIa U COZiepKaHus GUI0COPCKUX CUCTeM OeCKOHEYHO /jaeKo OT UX
JIeiCTBUTEIBHOTO KYJ/IbTYPHO-UCTOPHUUECKOTO 3HAueHUsi B UHTEN/IeKTY -
a7bHON Ororpaduu uejo0BeyeCTBa.

EcTecTBeHHO BO3HHMKaeT BOMNPOC: B Kakoi Mepe 000CHOBaHHas
B.C. CrenusbiM JeduHALMS TOHATHSL GUIOCO(OUM OTHOCUTCS K MHOTO-
06pasuio MPOTUBOCTOSAIIMX APYT ApYyry ¢unocodckux yueHuit. [Iis otT-
BeTa Ha 3TOT BOIPOC He0OXOJMMO, Ha MOM B3IVIsiJ], TUIIOTIOTHUYEeCKOe pas3-
rpaHnuenre ¢uiocockux yueHu. Harypdunocodckre yueHus repBbix
JpeBHerpeyeckux (unocodos (Paneca, AHakcumaHzpa, AHaKCHMEHa,
lepakmura, [Tapmenuga, Omreokia, AHakcaropa), Tak ke Kak HaTyp-
¢wmnocodpus [OpeBHero Kutas u [peBHeit VHavu, eaBa /M MOTYT pac-
CMaTpYBaTbCsl KaK CAMOCO3HAHUe Ky/IbTyphbl, XOTSI CaMO UX IOsiBlIeHUe
Ha MCTOPUYECKON apeHe — BeJIMKOe KY/IBTYPHO-MCTOpHYecKoe COObITHe.
Ho y»xe Bo33penust Cokpara, ¢punocodusi I11atoHa 1 B 0COO€HHOCTH 3H-
LIUK/IOTIefuuecKast cucremMa ApHcToTess, 0e3yC/0BHO, IpeZCTaB/sIOT
coboii caMoCco3HaHUe KY/IBTYPhI CBOETO BpEMEHH U TIPUTOM TaKOTO poza
CamMOCO3HaHHWe, M03HaBaTeJbHOe 3HaueHHe KOTOPOr0 COXPaHseTCs B He-
MaJIoil Mepe U [l BCero Moc/e/lytollero pa3BUTHs Ky/bTYPbI.

Beigarouuiicss ucropuk Hayku A. Kolipe crmpaBejjiuBo OTMeyaet:
«Tpyn Apuctotens obpa3syeT MOATMHHYO SHLMKIIONEHIO UesI0BeYeCKOTo
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3HaHUs... HeyauBUTeNbHO TIOTOMY, UTO B 310Xy pa3BUToro CpenHeBeKo-
Bbsl, OCJIETUIEHHOTO M TIOZAB/IEHHOTO 3TOM MacCOM 3HaHUs, TUM JeMCTBU-
TeJIbHO He3aypsifHBIM UHTEJJIEKTOM, APHUCTOTeb CTAHOBUTCS TIPe/CTaBH-
TesieM MCTHHBI, BEPIIMHON U COBEpILIEHCTBOM Ue0BeueCcKoi MpUPOJbI»
[Koyré, 1966, pp. 18-19].

YTo e KacaeTCs KUTAWCKUX U MHAUKWCKUX (UIOCO(CKUX yueHUH
Oosiee TIO3HEr0 BpeMeHW, TO s He Gepych OIeHWBAaTh WX OTHOILEHME
K KY/IbType COBPEeMeHHOM UM 3T0XH, TaK KakK He 3aHUMaJiCs UX UCC/Ie/io-
BaHueM. To ke s, MOXKa/TyH, JOJDKEH CKa3aTb O €BPOIeHCKOM cpeHeBeKO-
BOH (huocodun, XoTs C HEH s, Mpapga, Oosee 3HaKOM. UTo >Ke KacaeTcs
3ara/IHoeBPOTeickoi u pycckont ¢punocodun HoBoro u Hogeitiiero Bpe-
MeHH, TO OHa, HECOMHEHHO, BBICTYyIaeT KaK CaMOCO3HaHWE KY/BTYpBI.
HoctarouHo ykasaTh Ha aHrukckuii Marepuanusm XVIII B. (P. BakoH,
Ixon JIokk, T. [066c), pauyonanusm P. lekapTa, ¢paHiiy3ckoe rpocse-
menue XVIII B. (Bosbrep, Jlamerpu, Tonbbax, I'estbBeruii ¥ B 0COOEHHO-
cta 1. Ougpo u XK.-XK. Pycco), dunocoduro JlefibHMIIa, HEMELKYIO (-
nocoduro ot Kanra o Terens u @etiepbaxa BKIHOUUTENBHO, (IO COMDUIO
MapKcH3Ma M HeKoTopble ¢unocodckre TeueHuss XX CTOMETHs, UTOOBI
3BpUCTHUECKOe 3HaueHUe mpedyiokeHHoN B.C. CTenuHbIM Ae(UHUALIUN
MoHATUS (prnocodum CTano JOCTaTOYHO OUEBUIHBIM.

IMpaB 6bw1 @. IllennuHr, yTBep)KAABIINKM, uTO «uzes (umnocoduu
cama sIBisieTCsi pe3y/sibTaToM Gunocoduu, KoTopasi Kak 6eckoHeuHasi Hay -
Ka OJTHOBPEMEHHO eCTh W HayKa 0 camoii cebe» [Schelling, 1927, S. 661].
KoneuHo, ¢unocodusi oka3biBaeTCsi «HayKoW 0 caMoii cebe» He TIOTOMY,
uyTo OHa «beCKOHeUyHasl HayKa», KOTopasi oxBaTkiBaeT Bce. CyTh fesna, KO-
TOPYO MPaBWILHO Bbipa3w LlleivHr, 3aK/TrouaeTcst B TOM, UTO ufes Gu-
nocouu — pesynbTaT ee UCMOPUYECKO20 PA3BUTHUSI U TIPOTUBOPEUYUBOE
cofiep>kKaHHe 3TON UJied — OTpakeHue AelCTBUTE/bHBIX MPOTUBOPeUMid
pa3Butus (usocodru U BCEro TOro, UTO OMpefessieT W COfep)KaHue,
¥ $OpMy 3TOTO Pa3BUTHSI.

B pabote «TpaHcrieHeHTanbHbIN Hiean3m» LllennuHr nopguepku-
BaeT: «...umo Takoe (punocodus — sIBASETCS [0 CUX IOP HepelleHHbIM
BOMPOCOM, OTBET Ha KOTOPBIM MOKeT TIOTyUHThCS JIMLIEL B Pe3y/bTare ca-
Mot punocodun» [[enmunr, 1936, c. 37]. 3ToT oTBeT, nonaran Ilen-
JIVHT, eCTh BMECTe C TeM pa3pellieHre BCeX TeX Mpo0bsieM, KOTOPhIMH 3a-
HuMaeTcs gunocodusi. CremoBaresibHO, 3TOT OTBET He CBOAWTCS K OfHOM
b JeUHULMA TOHATUS (UI0COpUM; OH HeMoCpPeACTBeHHO CBsi3aH
CO BCeM cofiepkaHueM (punocodckoro yueHus. OT0 BUAHO U Yy CaMOro
[IenymHra, MOCKOJBKY OH CUMTAeT MpeAMeToM (Guiocopuu «He ObITHE,
a 3HaHUe».

He cnienyer, ofjHako, Toararb, UTo KaX bl pa3, Korga ¢guaocod cra-
BUT BOTIPOC «UTO Takoe (uaocodusi?», cofepskaHde BOMPOCA OCTaeTcs
HeU3MeHHbIM U peub WJIeT JIMIIb O ero HeyJOBAeTBOPEHHOCTH MUMeIOLI[H -
Mucst oTBeTaMu. Ha camom Jiesie hakTUUeCKy 0 MPeATIoChITKY ITOCTaHOBKH
3TOr0 Bompoca ¢unocodamMy COCTaB/sieT He CTPeM/IeHHe K COBepIIeHHOM
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JeduHumy, a HoBas (unocodckas pobremarrika, KOTopasi TPOTHUBOIIO-
CTaB/ISIeTCSl CTapOH, TPOBO3IVIAIIAETCA HMMeEIOIIell HecpaBHEHHO 0oJiee
Ba)XKHOE 3HaUeHHE U B CYIITHOCTH OTpe/IeISIONel MOHSTHEe (GrIoCoOhuH.

Korpa N.I. ®uxTe pemmTe/nbHO 3asBiseT, UTO «Bpsi[ U HaljeTcs
Y TIOJIZIFOKUHBI TaKWX, KOTOPBIE 3HA/MM Obl, UTO Takoe COOCTBEHHO (pumo-
coust...» [Puxte, 1937, c. 3], To OH, KOHEUHO, UMeeT B BUJY (humocod-
CKve TIpo0/ieMbI, BBIZIBUTAeEMble €ro COOCTBeHHOU (uiocodueli U KOTo-
pble, TI0O ero MHEHWIO, TIpeBpaIiaT Gunocoduio B MOAJIMHHYIO HAyKy,
CTIOCOOHYIO C/TYXKUTh JIeJTy Pa3yMHOrO TepeyCcTPOoNCTBa 0OIleCTBeHHOM
>ku3HU. TlepBoii 3ajauedt pusocodckoro uccaegopanus OuxrTe oObABIS-
€T pellleHre BOTPOCa: B UeM 3aK/IIOUaeTCs Ha3HaueHWe 4esioBeKa BOOO-
me? Tlocnenneii (T. e. 3aBepiaroiiei) 3afaueil BCAKOTO (hUmocodCKoro
WCCieOBaHUs SIBJISIETCS PellleHre BOTIPOCa, «KaKOBO Ha3HaueHHe yueHo-
0, WIK — UTO TO K€ CaMoe, KaK BBIACHUTCS B CBOe BpPeMsi, — Ha3HauUeHHe
BBICILIET0, CAMOr0 UCTUHHOIO uesjioBeka...» [Puxre, 1935, c. 59]. ITo m0-
HUMaHWe GUIocoQur Kak HayKH O YesioBeKe W MOHUMaHKe YesioBeKa Kak
CylecTBa, Haubosee a/IeKBAaTHO peayM3yIoIIero B Hayke NMMaHEHTHYIO
JIeMCTBUTETBHOCTD U CyOCTAHI[MATBLHYIO Pa3yMHOCTh, 03HAYAeT, C TOUKU
3penusi ®uxre, uto HUMOCoduUsi eCTh HaykoyueHue, T. e. PellleHre BOIPO-
COB, TIOCTaBJIeHHLIX eille KanToM. CoBepITIeHHO 0YEBH/IHO, UTO 3TO HOBOE
TOHWMaHWe CMBIC/IA U 3afiau ¢puyiocodry ecTb BMeCTe C TeM U HOBasl 10-
CTaHOBKA BOMPOCA «UTO Takoe (pumocohus?».

TakuMm o6pa3om, 06CysKIeHre BOMIPOCa «UTO Takoe (GHUI0COhHs?» T0-
CTOSIHHO BBISIB/IAET oboramjaromieecs cofepkanue ¢unocoduu, oOHOBIE-
HUe ee MPOOIeMaTHKU WCTOPUUECKUM OTILITOM uejioBedecTBa. biarogapst
3TOMY 00CYX/]aeMbIii BOIIPOC COXPAHSET CBOE 3HaueHUe B TEUeHHE BEKOB.
B Haim AHU OH TipHOOpeTaeT 0COOYI0 aKTyalbHOCTh, TaK KaK UejoBeye-
CTBO OBJIaZIe/I0 MOTYIIeCTBEHHbIMY CUJIaMH TIPUPOALI, U 3TO BCJIE/ICTBUE
MIPOTMBOPEUYMBOTO XapakTepa OOIeCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIIEHWM OKAa3bIBAeTCS
He TOJIbKO 6/1aroM, HO U HeOBIBa/ION YIpo30i CaMOMYy CYITIeCTBOBAHMIO Ue-
noBeuectBa. CoBpeMeHHbIN HayuHO-TeXHUUEeCKH TIPOrpecc, 3HaueHue KO-
TOPOTO B WCTOPUYECKOMW TEPCIEKTUBE Pa3BUTHSI Ue/IOBEUECTBA TPYAHO
Tepeor|eHUTh, BHOBh U BHOBB IIO/JHIMAaeT CTapble, HO BEUHO HOBBIE BO-
TIPOCHI O CMBIC/IE YeJIOBEeUeCKOU >KU3HU U «CMBIC/IE UCTOPUW», O TIPUPOJe
YesioBeKa, ero OTHOITIEHUH K BHEIITHEMY MHPY U K CaMOMy cebe, 0 ero oT-
BETCTBEHHOCTH, CBOOOJE BOMM U OOBLEKTHBHOM /I€TEPMUHHUPOBAHHOCTH,
0 HEeroJIaroIIUXCs TPeABUAEHUIO OTAA/IeHHBIX TOC/Ie[CTBUSIX Tporpecca
uT 1. Te, KTo yTBepxk/aeT, UTo (pumocopusi ecTb UCTOPUUECKU U3KUB-
i cebst crnocod OCMBIC/IEHUS] SMITMPUUECKON JIeHCTBUTETBHOCTH, 00b-
SIBJISIIOT TEM CaMBIM BCE 3TH CMBICIO}KU3HEHHbBIe BOTIPOCHI TCeBompobie-
Mamu. Takass sikoObI CBOOOJHAsi OT MHUPOBO33DEHUECKOTO IMPHCTPACTHS
YCTaHOBKAa XapaKTepHAa He TOJILKO /IJIsi TTO3UTUBUCTCKOTO W CTPYKTypa-
JUCTCKOTO GUT0CO(CTBOBAHUSI, HO U [IJIl TEXHOKPATHUUEe CKOTO MBIIILJIEHHS;
Kak, BIIPOUEM, U [/IA BCETO CIMEHTH3MA, HEPE/IKO OKa3bIBAeTCSI KOCBEH-
HOM aroyioruelt «TPaUIIMOHHBIX», T. €. KalTUTaJTUCTHUeCKUX, OTHOLIIEHHH.
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Uro ke KacaeTcs MbIC/IMTe/Nel, 0CO3HAIOIIMX JelCTBUTe/bHOe 3HaueHue
3TUX Qunocodckux (M He TOMBKO (rmocodCKUX) BOPOCOB, MBIC/TUTEIEN,
OTZAIOIMX CBOU CUJIbI UX PELIeHHIO, TO OHA PaHO WM TO3AHO TPUXOZASAT
K TMOHUMAaHWI0 UCTOPUYECKON HeoOXOJUMOCTH PafWKaIbHOW TIOCTAaHOBKU
KOPEHHBIX COIUAJIBHBIX Mpo0/eM. [Iig HUX BOTMPOC «UTO Takoe (GHI0Cco-
¢us?» B U3BECTHOW Mepe COBMAZiaeT C NMpobsieMol paljioHaIBHOTO Tepe-
yCTpPOMCTBa 001[eCTBEHHOM >KMU3HU. HayuHo-TexHuuecKasi peBOIOLUS, ee
pasuTesbHble JOCTWXKeHUs], TIepCIeKTHUBLI, IPOTUBOPEUls], ee COIaTbHbIe
TIOC/Ie/ICTBUS TTOPOXKAAIOT HOBBIE (unocodckue mpobneMer. CoBpemMeH-
HBbIM puIocoPCcKuit UpparjioHaIn3M TeCCUMUCTUYeCKU OIleHUBAeT «uy-
JIOBUILIHBIE» HAYYHO-TeXHUUYeCKUe IOCTIKeHUs Haimx gHed. JK. Martucc
B MoHorpadum «YHuBepcanbHasi OecCBSI3HOCTb» yTBepzIaeT: «Mup —
CBU/IETETbCTBO TPAHCLIEH/IeHTaIbHOW OecCB3HOCTH. MOXKHO J/TUTeNTbHOe
BpeMs1 MPe/IaBaThCsl UIJTFO3USIM, BEPUTh, UTO MHUDP TapMOHUYHO cOa/laHCH-
POBaH, yIipaB/isieM TOYHBIMH U TTPOCTBIMU 3aKoHamu. Ho Garogapst 6osee
TIO/THOW U TIPaBU/IbHOW MH(OPMALMK OH OKa3bIBAeTCsl OCHOBATebHO bec-
TIOPSIZIOUHBIM, TIOJIHBIM aHapXWUeCKOW aKTUBHOCTH BO BCEeX OTHOILIEHUSX.
PaccmarpuBaeMbiii 17100a/1bHO, OH BBICTYTIAeT KaK Kyda TreTepOreHHBIX
CYIIHOCTeH, MOJ0OHBIX B pe3y/bTare OPOyKeHUIO CMelllaHHBbIX (heHOMEHOB,
KOTOpble KOMOWHHMPYIOTCS, UCKXKAIOT JIPYT APYTa, PYT APYTY TPOTHBO-
peuar. M coupanbHBIi MHUD He OT/IMYAeTCs OT CIHeKTak/s (u3ndeckon
npupopl. CMyTHBIe, OecriopsioUHbIe SIBJIeHHs], aHTarOHUCTUYeCKUe, Jie-
CTPYKTHBHBIE, XOTS UHOT/IA OHU TIOI00HBI MHTEHITMOHAILHO HarpaB/ieH-
HBIM. .. UeJIOBeK, MMokanyk, Haubosee notpsicatomiuii (le plus frappant) 3K-
3eMIUIIP UHTUMHOM 0eCCBA3HOCTH TpUpoabl» [Matisse, 1953, VI-II, IX].
OpHako 1o/3aro/I0BOK LIUTUPYeMOoU MOHOTpaduu T1acuT: «JIoruka peasb-
HOTO ¥ 3aKOHBI IPUPOJBI».

CornuanbHBINA CMBIC/ BOTIPOCA «UTO Takoe (HUI0Ccopusi?» To-CBOeMy
oco3HaeT U ¢opmynupyer M. Xaiiserrep. XoJ ero pacCykfeHui Ipu-
MEepHO TaKOB: aTOMHBIN BEeK, aTOMHasi SHEPTUsi — BHYTPEHHSIS CYIITHOCTD
MaTepud, WMelasi HermoCTH)KMMOe OTHOIIeHWe K OBITHIO CyIIero,
orpejienisieT Hailie Oyayiriee. Ho Hayka UMeeT CBOUM IE€PBOHMCTOUYHHUKOM
dunocoduro. dunocodra Kak 0CO3HAHHE HEMOCTHKUMOCTH ObITUS —
BOT TO CJIOBO, KOTOPOe «Kak Obl HalMCaHO Ha Bparax Hailed cobCTBeH-
HOUM MCTOpPWH, Mbl OCMEJIUMCS [la)Ke CKa3aThb — Ha BpaTax COBpeMEHHOU
BCEMHUDHO-UCTOPUUECKOM 3TI0XH, KOTOpasi Ha3bIBAeTCsl aTOMHBIM BEKOM»
(234, 8). Xatigerrep, Kak HepeAKo ObIBAeT, OTBJIEKAETCS OT peasbHOro
HCTOPUYECKOTO TIPOI[ecca, T. €. aHTarOHUCTUYECKUX 00II[eCTBEHHBIX OT-
HOLLEHWH, BCJIeICTBUE KOTOPBIX OTKPBITHE aTOMHOM SHEPrud MOIydrsio
CBOIO TIEPBYIO BIIEUAT/ISION[YI0 O0OBEKTUBALMI0 B aTOMHOM Oombe. YTpo-
3a, KOTOPYIO TepMOsi[lepPHOe OpYy’Kue TpeACTaBisieT AJis Ue/iOBeuecTBa,
BLITEKAeT, COIIacHO XawWgerrepy, U3 pa3sutusi Gpuiocoduu, U3 CTpeM-
JIeHWsI TIOCTUTHYTh ObiTHe cyiero. C 3TOW TOUKM 3peHHsi, B KOTOPOU
CKPBITBIM 00pa3oM COJIEPKUTCS 0 CYIIeCTBY OOCKypaHTHCTCKas WH-
TeprpeTaLysi HayYHO-TEXHUUYECKOTO TIporpecca M TIO3HaHMs BooOIIe,
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Xatigerrep pacCMaTpUBaeT BOTIPOC «UTO Takoe (hUaocodusa?» Kak mpe/ -
BOCXUITIEHHWE Tparuyeckod CyapObl uesioBeuecTBa. JTO «HE UCTOpUYE-
CKUH BOTIPOC, KOTOPBIA MMe OblI 1[e/IbI0 BBISICHUTD, KaK BO3HUK/IO U pa3-
BUBA/IOCh TO, UTO Ha3biBalOT “dunocodueit”. IOTo HCTOpUUECKUN
BOIIPOC B TOM CMBIC/Ie, UTO OH siBjisieTcst pokoBbIM (geschickliche) Bo-
rpocom» [Heidegger, 1956, S. 18].

dunocodckre nepeMuaibl o OBy «KOHIA TEXHUUECKON [TUBUII -
3al[U», «KOHIIa TpOrpecca», HeW30eXKHOCTH BCEMUPHO-UCTOPUYECKON
KaTacTpodbl 0Ka3bIBAIOTCS TeCHeHIUM 00pa3oM CBSI3aHHBIMU C BOTIPO-
COM «UTO Takoe (hunocodusi?», nbo peub UeT 00 OLleHKe YeoBeyueCKOTo
pasyma, Hayku. Takum o0O6pa3oM, BOMPOC, KOTOPKIN B CBOel TIepBOHAYA/Th-
HOM (opMe BO3HMKAeT W3 SMITUPUUYECKON KOHCTATAl[UM MHOXXECTBa
HECOBMECTUMBIX JPYT C APYroM GUI0COPCKUX CHUCTEM (M B 3TOM CBOEM
KaueCTBe TIPE/ICTAaB/IsIeT WHTEPeC IIaBHBIM o0Opa3oMm st Guaocodor),
B Hallle BpeMs TiepepacTaeT B BOMPOC 00 UCTOpHUECKUX CyAbOax ueoBe-
YecTBa M TEM CaMbIM CTAHOBWUTCS COLMATBHOM TMPOOIEMOM, BOHYIO-
11eM KaXkKZoro MBIC/ISIIETo uesioBeKa. Peub uieT yxe 0 TOM, B KaKoii Mmepe
YeJI0BeUeCTBO CMIOCOOHO MOHATE caMo cebdsl, YIIpaB/sITh CBOUM COOCTBEH -
HBIM pPa3BUTHEM, CTaTb XO3fWHOM CBOel Cy/b0ObI, OBNaZieTh 0O6beKTUBHBI-
MH, B HEMajiol Mepe CTUXUNHBIMU MOC/e/[CTBUSIMU CBOEl TI03HABaTesTh-
HOI U cOo3U/iaTe/IbHOM AesTe/IbHOCTH.
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MAKTAITAPT: PEA/IbHOCTb B UAEATUSME

BepeTeHHUKOB AHApeit B ctatbe onucbiBaeTcs U aHaAusMpyetcst MeTadmnocodpckuin n Ha-
AHaTo/IbeBUY - KaHaMaaT YYHbIi KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM CO34aBasacb CTaTbs MakTarrapra
OUNOCOPCKUX HAYK, [OLIEHT. «HepeanbHOCTb BpeMeHu» (1908), NpoBoAMTCSA Napaaienb C «aHa-
POCCUIMCKNIA TOCYRaPCTBEHHBIA  IMTUHMECKUM» CTUNEM €ro y4eHWKoB - b. Paccena u [k.3. Mypa.
rYMaHUTapHbINA YHUBEPCUTET. MpocnexxnBaeTcst OCHOBHOWM apryMeHT MakTarrapTta npoTuB peab-
Poccuitckas ®epepaums, HOCTU BpeMEHW. AHaIM3MPYeTCs OTHoWEeHWe MakTarrapTa K pa6o-
125993, r. MockBa, TaM no 3Tuke Mypa, a TaK)Ke COOTHOLLUEHWE apryMeHTa NpoTuB pe-
Mwuycckas na., a. 6; aNbHOCTM BPeMeHU U OTHOCUTEIbHOCTU OfHOBPEMEHHOCTM B crie-
e-mail: and.veret@gmail.com LUManbHOM TEOPUM OTHOCUTENBHOCTM. MOCPEeACcTBOM 3TOro aBTOP

NMAEHTUOULUMPYET [ABMMKEHME 32 AaBTOHOMHOCTb Guaocodnm mam
«aHTUNCKMXoNorM3M». CTaBUTCA BOMPOC O Pa3/IMMHOM MOHUMaHUK
TEPMUHA «PEaNibHOCTb» Y BPUTAHCKMX aBCOMIOTHBLIX WMAEasUCTOB
M HEOPEANIUCTOB - aHaNUTMYEeCcKUX duaocodosB. Ha npumepe
LK. Mypa NoKasbIBaeTCs €MHCTBO NOHMMaHMWA PeaNbHOCTU Y nae-
a/ICTOB U HEOPEA/IUCTOB.

KnroueBbie cnoea: MakTarrapt, MeTadunocodus, HepeasbHOCTb
BPEMEHW, PeasibHOCTb, PEasIM3M, aHa/In3, aHanTHUYecKas dunocodus

M CTAGGART: REALITY IN IDEALISM

Andrey A. Veretennikov - Article is dedicated to the description and analysis of metaphilo-
PhD in Philosophy, associate sophical and scientific contexts of the McTaggart paper ‘The Un-
professor. reality of Time’ (1908) and drawing connections to the ‘analytical’
Russian State University for style of his pupils - B. Russell and G.E. Moore. Main line of argu-
the Humanities. ment against the reality of time is presented and analyzed.
6 Miusskaya sq., 125993, By the positive relation of McTaggart to the work on ethics by
Moscow, Russian Federation. G.E. Moore and negative - to philosophical implications of the spe-
e-mail: and.veret@gmail.com cial theory of relativity author shows the movement for the auto-

nomy of philosophy or ‘antipsychologism’. Question of a different
understanding of the term ‘reality’ in Moore and McTaggart is
posed and resolved.

Keywords: McTaggart, metaphilosophy, unreality of time, reality, real-
ism, analysis, analytical philosophy

Cerofusi, CIyCTs CTO [IeCSITh JIeT TOC/e MyOaMKauyy crtatbu Jk.D. Mak-
Tarrapra (1866-1925) «HepeanbHOCTb BpeMeHW» B >KypHane Mind
(1908), ona ocraeTcsi, MOXKaay, caMbiM SIPKAM TIPUMEPOM He TOJBbKO
TUTA pacCy>XJeHWi, TUITMUHOTO JJis 3TOT0 BhiAatolerocs ¢unocoda, HO
Y TIpUMepOM MeTahu3HUKH OpUTAHCKOTO abCOMIOTHOTO Wjeann3Ma BooO-
me. B coBpemeHHbIX (hr10Cco(CKUX MCCIeI0BaHUSIX BpeMeHH 3Ta paboTa
CTajia He TOJIbKO OJJHOM W3 1|eHTPasbHBIX B 06/1acTH (heHOMEHOIOr e CcKo-
T0O aHa/IM3a BPEMEHH, HO U TIOC/TYKH/Ia KOHTEKCTOM [I7ist pa3paboTKU Bpe-
MeHHBIX JIOTHK!. IMeHHO «HepeasbHOCTh BpeMeHW» OKa3ajiach Mapajiur-
MaJIbHBIM TIDUMEPOM  MeTapuiocopCKrX «3abnykKIeHui» HaeanisaMa,

1 Cwm. [Prior, 1967].
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T. e. 3a0/MyX/jeHii OTHOCUTENBbHO TipeaMeTa U Metofa (unocobun, s
MHOT'UX TOKOJIeHUH nocrenyromux ¢punocogoB U Ux CTyAeHToB. OCHOB-
HBIM UTOTOM 3[€eCh MOXXHO cuuTaTh cioBa [bk.D. Mypa (1873-1958)
0 TOM, UTO WZeaju3M B OT/IHUME OT CKeNTUIM3Ma He abCyp/ieH, a MpoCcTo
noxeH. B oT/Munie OT MO3WTUBUCTCKOTO OTPHUL[AHUST OCMBIC/IEHHOCTH Me-
TaU3MUeCKOro MCC/IeJOBaHuUs BOOOIIIe L{eHTPaIbHbIM 3/IeCh OKa3bIBaeTCsI
cornacrMe OTHOCUTeNbHO rpeaMeTta guaocodun. KoHeuHo, cam uaeanusm,
JlaKe B €r0 «HeoreresbsTHCKOW» BepCUH, K KOTOPOUM WHOT/a MPUUKCIISTIOT
OpuTaHCKHK abCOMIOTHBIM WAeaNu3M, OTHIOAbL He TIpeACTaB/seT cobOoM
e/IMHOTO TeueHWs WM IIKOJbl B ¢uiocoduu. [IpuHLMUANBEHBIMA SIBSI-
IOTCSl pacXOoXKIeHus, TpeXk[e BCero, B TOHUMaHUM (yHAaMeHTaTbHON
TIPUPO/IBI PEATbHOCTH CPeay BEAYIIMX aBTOPOB OPUTAHCKOTO Wjeas3Ma:
ecu s . bpaayv 3T0 BHeBpeMeHHoH Abcomor wiu EquHoe, To Auist
Ik, MakTarrapta 3TO COOOIIECTBO «IyXOB». Pa/MKalbHBIM TPE/CTaB-
JSIeTCA. U PacXOXKJeHHe C TapaJurMajbHbIM abCOTIOTHBIM H/ea3MOM
I". Terens B o6sactu MeTozia ¥ 6a30B0OM TeOPUM BLIBOJA WU [IBHKEHUS T10-
HATUM. BpuTaHckue WeanvcThl TIPUIIUTN K BBIBOJY O HEBO3MOKHOCTH Cy-
I1leCTBOBaHMS TIPOTHUBOPEUHs B 60Jiee WKW MeHee CU/IbHOW BEPCHH, UTO Be-
JleT K npobieMe cpaBHeHUsI C(hephbl peabHOTO U Ccdephbl CyIeCTBYHOLIEro.
3T0, B CBOIO ouepe/b, BeleT K mpobsieMe ornpe/iesieHHs1 PeabHOCTH Kak
TaKOBOM, T. €., KpUTEPHUEB, TI0 KOTOPLIM OTpeJesisieTCs peasibHoe.

CTOUT OTMETUTDb U IPYTOM BaXKHBIM acTekT C/IOXKUBIIerocsi Oyaropa-
psl /lesITe/TbHOCTH BBIMTYCKHUKOB KemOpuka cTepeotvria 0 GpuTaHCKoON
¢dunocobun Ha pybe>ke BeKOB. DTO TaK Ha3bIBaeMoOe JOMHUHHPOBaHHE
Wjleanr3Ma Ha aHIVIOsS3bIYHON (usiocodckoii apeHe. Kak MOXXHO BUZETb
nake u3 Gernoro 063opa cozepkanusa GUIOCOMCKUX KYPHAIOB 3a TOT
Mepro, MeTOAOJOTMYeCKr U MeTapuIoCOPCKH, T. €. OTHOCUTEBHO BO-
rmpoca 0 TOM, KakuM 00pa3oM J0/DKHO BBITIOMHATHCS (unocodckoe uc-
CJIe/IOBaHKE U UTO OHO COOOM Mpe/CTaBsIeT, akajeMruecKast praocoqus
Obl1a HaMHOTO OOoJlee pa3HooOpasHa. ITO U UCCIe0BaHMs, U (umocodus
TICUXOJIOTUH, 3THKa U UCTOpUs punocoduu — TpaAUuLIMOHHbIE TeMbl /ISt
OpUTAHCKOW aka/leMWy, KOMIIApaTUBHBIE HWCCAe[JoBaHWsA W T. . Homep
)KypHasia Mind, B kKoTopom Obuia omy6sikoBaHa «HepeanbHOCTh Bpeme-
HU», COCTAB/SIIOT CTaThbW O «IPUPOAZHOM peaju3Me», UCTOPUM OpurtaH-
CKOM TICHXOJIOTMH B KOHTeKcTe paHHel Kputhku T. [066ca, [1naTtoHe, BbI-
CKa3bIBaHUSX U BhIBOZle. C ApYyroi CTOPOHBI, HarpuMmep, B Proceedings of
the Aristotelian Society 3a TOT >Ke TO/l, COCTOSIBIIIMX M3 ITMCbMEHHBIX /10-
KJIa/IoB, UWTaeMbIX Tmepes; OOIecTBoM, OBLIM OMYyOIMKOBAaHBI CTaTbU
«MeToZibl COBPEMEHHOW JIOTUKH U TOHATHe GeckoHeuHnoctu» P.B. Xan-
netiHa, «[Iparmatusm rmpod. Dxeiimca» [Ixk.D. Mypa, «PenurruosHbie
SMOL[MH: HEKOTOpbIe pe3yabTaThl MHIYKTUBHOTO UcciiefnoBaHus» A. Kamn-
JekotTa, «Mgest ToranbHOCTH» C. XoArcoHa, «BrievaTsieHys: U Wfeu: po-
6neMa uzeanusmMa» Y. Kappa, «[ToHsiTHe 3MMCTEMOIOTHUeCKUX YPOBHE»
T. HanHa, «OTHOIIEHHS CyOheKTa U 00beKTa C TOUKH 3PEHHUS ICUXOIO0TH -
yeckoro passutusi» I. Xukca, a Takxe JOK/IaAbl HA CUMIIO3UYME T10 TeMe
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«[Ipuposia MeHTa/bHOM mesTesnsHOCTH» C. AsekcaHgepa, x. Yopja,
K. Puza u k. Crayta. Takum o6pa3oM, MOXXHO CyAUTh 0 60prbe peamms-
Ma ¥ ujieanr3Ma TOJbKO B KOHTEKCTe JJOBOJILHO Y3KOro Habopa mpobiiem,
B KOTOPOM CYIL|eCTBOBaHMe U NPUPO/ia BHEIIHero Mupa WM Jlyxa OKasbl-
BaeTCsl LIeHTPaJbHOW TeMoil. IlosleMrKa 1O KJIFOUeBBIM BOIMpOCaM, Ha-
TIpYMep TI0 BOTPOCY O peasibHOCTH BpeMeHH W/ BCe/IeHHOM, OKa3asach
BIIOC/Ie/ICTBUY OoJiee BayKHOM, UeM NPUHSATHE WM OTBepkeHue (unocod-
CKOTO BO33peHUs B LiesioM. B o61ieM ke, Ha ¢oHe TpajUIMOHHOTO Opu-
TaHCKOIO SMIMPU3Ma, TICUXOJIOTUUA U JIOTUKU WZeann3M He SIBMISJICS HU
JOMUHUPYIOLLUM, HU BeAYLIUM TeUeHHeM.

HecMmoTpsi Ha MpUHIMNMAIBHbIE PAa3/AyuKs B TUIle aHaM3a Gpunocod-
CKHUX TOHSITUMA U B3IJISIZIOB Ha MOC/IEHIO TIPUPOAY peasbHOCTH, bpagmm
u MakTarrapr fiaad HoOBOMY IMOKOJ/IeHHIO (hU10co(OB, KOTOPbIM CY>KJEHO
OBbLIO TIPEB30WTH IO U3BECTHOCTU CBOUX YUMTEJEH, HOBBIN THIT (hUmocod-
CKoWi apryMeHTanyu. VIMeHHO Onmarozapsi CTH/IMCTHUECKUM OCOOEHHO-
CTSIM IMCbMa M JIEKLJMOHHBIX KypcoB MakTarrapra npsivble yYeHUKH —
k. Myp u B. Paccen (1872—-1970) cMornu pa3sBUTb CBOW HelozipakaeMo
SICHBIN CTHJIb, KOTOPBIM MOC/Ie TOTO MOMEHTa, KOTa aHaJuTuueckas Qu-
nocodusi nepecrana ObITh CHHOHHMOM Heopearnysma (U ero «HeaHalIuTH-
YeCKOi», aMepHUKaHCKOW BepCHH), CTa/l ONpeJessiomiM [l aHa/TuTHue-
cKoit punocoduu. HecoMHeHHO, caM TePMUH CErofiHs 110 Oo/bIiel yacTu
NIpUMeHsIeTCsl IMEeHHO K CTWTIo icbMa Mypa 1 Paccerna, Ha KOTOpBbIH, Kak
MOKa3bIBaeT TMepPeBo/] Ha PYCCKUM sI3bIK «HepeanbHOCTH BpeMeHW», HeTlo-
CPE/ICTBEHHOE B/TUSHUE OKAa3a/l UX YUUTeNb2.

Cerogus MakTarrapt Haubosiee M3BeCTeH OTpULIAHHEM peabHOCTU
BpPeMeHH, HO eC/Td pacCMaTpyBaTh ero Kak cucTeMarrueckoro ¢uocoda,
TO ero paboThI 10 MpaBy CYATAIOTCS OFHOM U3 BepIIMH OPUTaHCKOW MeTa-
¢u3rkM B 11e710M. Bosbliyto yacTe cBoel Kapbepbl MakTarrapT nocBsaTun
WCC/Ie[loBaHUSIM TeresieBcKoi (unocoduy, no 3ameuanvto k. Mypa, oH
HaxOAW/ICsS B O€3BBIXOJHOW CHUTyallud — OJHOBPEMEHHO COXPaHWTb Bep-
HOCTb iyxy I'erenist U ciienath ero sICHbIM Jjisl CTYAEHTOB U COBPEMEeHHU-
KoB. OfiHaKoO B OCHOBHOM Tipon3Befiennn MakTarrapra — «[Ipupoga cyiie-
cTBOBaHMs» (TiepBhId ToMm 1921, Bropoit 1927) [McTaggart, 1921; 1927] —
OH paJMKa/bHO IpeobpasyeT rerejeBCKUil MeTO/l, OCHOBbIBasi MeTa(hU3UKY
Ha TIPUHLIYIIe HeTIPOTUBOPEUHs U CpaBHeHHUs chep peasbHOTO U CYIIeCTBY-
foIero. JTO TIPOM3Be/ieHHe sIB/IsieT COOO0M 3aBepIIArOLUi 3Tarl Pa3BUTHS
OpUTaHCKOrO Hjeanr3ma, OJHOBPEMEHHO 110 CBOeM CTH/IMCTHKe Tpe/iBelija-
eT HOBYIO 3Dy — aHa/IMTH4YeCKol unocodun. B MHOrounc/ieHHbIX paboTax
no ¢unocodpuu Ierenss MakTarrapT sIBUICS He CTOMBKO MUHTEPIIPETaTOPOM
WM UCTOPUKOM (hrmocoduu, CKobKo (hrnocodoM, 0CHOBBIBAIOIIUM CBOU

2 Jlake BHYTPHUTEKCTOBBIM FOMOp, KOTODBIH, Ka3amoch Obl, HE MogobaeT cepbe3HOMY
WJea/IiCTy WA «aHaJIUuTHUeckomy» ¢unocody, Paccen ¢ Mypom Hacnenyror y Mak-
Tarrapra. Cm. nyTky B «HepeanbHOCTM BpeMeHM» OTHOCUTEIBHO TOrO, YTO Kak
HU TlepecTaB/isii /[elTyTaToOB WA X MecTa B I1ap/jaMeHTe, HUUero He U3MeHHTCSI.
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CHCTeMaTHuUeCKe TIOCTPOEHUsT Ha KPUTHKE, TIYCTh U TIIyOOKO YBaXKUTE/Th-
HOU, CBOEro BEJIMKOTO TpeiiiecTBeHHUKa. HeMasio BpeMeHr U cuin Mak-
TarrapT MOCBSITW/ OMUCAHUIO TIOMBITKaM pellieHust 1pobsieM ¢pumocodum
penuruy, TipuueM, obnazas ryboko MACTHYeCKUM MHUPOBO33peHreM, (u-
nocod 0CTaBasCs aTeUCTOM, TLITAsICh TIPEJIOCTABUTE PEIIEHHS C CeKYJIsIp-
HOM Touky 3peHusi. [Intopaniam MakTarrapta IposiBWICS ¥ B IPU3HAHWUN
MHOKeCTBEHHOCTH CyOCTaHLMM, TTPUYeM OTILIT AJisi Hero ObIT Takke cyo-
CTaHIMOHA/LHBIM, W B TIPU3HAHUY WM BBIBOJIE CYII[ECTBOBAHUS CO0DIIe-
CTBa /IyXOB Kak TMOC/IeJHeN peasbHOCTH, 00beANHeMbIX TIPUHLIATIOM BCe-
o011jeil /T0OBH, UTO BechbMa OTJIMYAETCS OT CTaBILETO0 K TOMY BpeMeHU
KaccuueckuM «Abcomora» @. bpagmm.

Cratbsi «Hepea/nbHOCTh BpeMeHH» Tpe[CTaB/IsieT COO0M KOpPOTKOe
Y SICHOe paccykfieHue, TOCTPOeHHOe TI0 CJieflyroleMy TpUHLMITY. Mak-
TarrapT BblJiefisieT B 00bIZIEHHOM TTOHUMaHUKM BPEMEHH JIBe CEPUN TOUEK:
TIPOLIJIOe, HacTosiee U Oyayiee — A-cepHio, U paHblie U mo3xe — B-ce-
puto. A-cepusi ces3aHa ¢ C-cepuei, TpejCcTaB/sAOLIEN cobol r000H
YTIOPSAZIOUEHHBIN Psifi, HANPUMep psiJi HaTypalbHBIX uuces. /[Be mepBble
CepuM Ba)KHBbI, WM CYLIHOCTHBI, JJs1 BPEMEHHU, TOCJIeHsS JKe Cepus,
BMECTe C TIepPBOH, ZiaeT BpeMsl, TaK Kak A-cepus 3aJjaeT HarpaBjeHUe,
a C — nopsafok. Eciu A-cepusi MOKET TIPUBECTH K TTPOTHBOPEUUIO WJTH ee
TIOHSITHE TIPOTHBOPEUMBO, TO Hallle TIOHSITHEe BPEMEHHU COJEPKUT TPOTH-
BOpeume, a CJie/j0BaTe/lbHO, BpEMEHH He CYIIIeCTBYeT, TaK Kak IMPOTUBOpe-
uKs He CyIecTByeT. A-cepusi IPOTHBOPEUMBA, TaK Kak Kak/0e COObITHe
OZIHOBPEMEHHO SIBJISIETCS TIPOLIBIM, HACTOSIIMM U OymyumwM. [Ins Mak-
Tarrapra cyijecTBoBaHMe wucuepribiBaeT o6nactb peanbHOCcTH. Cyiie-
CTBOBaHME BPEMEHM O3HAuaeT ero peajbHOCThb, CJIeI0OBATE/ILHO, BpPeMSs
HepeanbHO. DTO pacCy’KAeHue COMPOBMKAAETCS PACCMOTPEHUEM ajbTep-
HaTHB ¥ BO3MOXXHBIX BO3pakeHWH. B koHije ctatb MakTarrapt genaer
o0IIee 3aK/TIOUEHME W HaMeyaeT HarpaB/ieHue JiaibHeNIero uecieiona-
Husi. Barogapsi cBoeli KpaTKOCTH | SICHOCTU CTaThbsl JierKa JJisl U3y4YeHust
B yueOHOI ayIUTOPUM U OTKPBITA [/IsI KPUTHKH, CTaB oOpa3nom ¢uio-
Co(CKOro paccyKzeHusl.

B mnipouecce aHanu3a nMoHATHS BpeMeHU (uiocod fesaeT KpaTkue 3a-
MeuaHusi, Kacarolluecss COBpeMeHHBIX eMy (unocodckux pa3paborTok,
B YaCTHOCTH paboT /Ik.D. Mypa, OTHOCUTE/ILHO HeOTpeje/TAMOCTH TIOHS -
TS «bmaro». U Principia Ethica (1903) Mypa [Moore, 1903], u ero 6oee
paHHHe pa3paboTKy UMEIOT [1esi0 C OrpoBepXeHreM (unocodckoro HaTy-
pajM3Ma B 3THKe, HArlpyMep HEKOTOPBLIX BEPCUM YTHIMTapW3Ma, Korja
Omaro cuMTaeTcs eCTeCTBeHHBbIM KaueCTBOM. B cuity cBoel KpUTHYeCKOM
Harpap/IeHHOCTH TI0 OTHOILEHWI0 K HaTypajyu3My 3TOT 3Tall Pa3BUTHS
uzeli xop/pka Mypa 0bU1 6/1ar0CK/IOHHO TIPUHSIT CTapIAM MOKOJIEHHEM
nipoceccopoB-rzeanuctoB B KeMOpupke, 0 ueM ¥ CBUZETETbCTBYET MO3H-
THUBHOE YTIIOMUHaHKe 00 3ToM pe3ysbTare (6e3 yroMuHaHus nMeHU Mypa)
MakTarraprom. [lpyroe yromuHaHHe (Takke 0e3 CCBIIKH) 3aCTy)KHBa-
eT OTJe/IbHOTO BHUMaHUs. Peub ueT 00 OTHOCHTETHHOCTH BpPeMeHHBIX
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Cepuyi, WX OTHOCUTE/NLHOCTH OfHOBpeMeHHOCTH. B 1905 r. Obuia ory6-
NMKOBaHa cTathsd A. DiHINTelHa «K 37€KTpOJUHAMUKE BHKYIUXCS
TeJl», SIB/ISIBILASICS Pe3y/IbTaToOM JJIATeTEHOTO Pa3BUTHS (GU3NUeCKUX Hzel
MHOTHMX YUeHbIX 0 NIPHpPOo/ie IPOCTPAHCTBA U BpeMeHH, B KOTOPOM /l0 3TOro
MaJIOW3BeCTHBIM yUeHbIM CO3/a/l CreLUaJbHYyI0 TeOPUID OTHOCHUTEBHO-
ctu. TlepBbIM TOCTY/IATOM, W/IM «IIPUHLIMIIOM OTHOCHTEIBHOCTH», OBbLIO
TO, YTO 3aKOHBI NIPHPOJbl OMHAKOBbI BO BCeX CUCTeMaX KOOpP/JWHAT, [JBU-
JKYIIMXCSI pABHOMEPHO U MPSIMOJIMHEHHO OTHOCUTE/IBHO JPYT Jipyra, BTO-
PBIM — UTO CKOPOCTh CBeTa OJJMHaKOBa BO BCeX CHCTeMaxX KOOpAWHAT, [BH-
JKYIIMXCSl paBHOMEDHO U IPSMOJIMHEMHO OTHOCUTeNBbHO [pYyr Jpyra.
W3 3TUX TIOCTY/MaToB, i (U3MKOB OOBSCHSBIIMX CTPaHHBIE CJIEACTBUS
Y3 onbITOB A.A. MalikenbCcoHa (TTPOBOJMBILEI0 WX HauvHasg ¢ 1881 r),
C/lefjoBaiid U BakHble (pUI0co(cKue BbIBOABI O IIPUPOJEe (PU3NUeCKOl pe-
anbHOCTH. OJJHUM K3 HUX OBIIO TO, UTO BpeMsl SIBISIETCS HeOJWHAKOBBIM
[UIs1 pa3HBIX CUCTEM OTCYETa, TO eCTb, aDCOIOTHOE BPeMsI MOXKET CyILe-
CTBOBaTh TOJILKO 10 OTHOLIEHMIO K /1000M JaHHOH cucteme. HecMoTps
Ha To uto K 1908 r. DUHIITelH ellle He TIPUIIIeS K 3eHUTY CBOel CraBbl,
ero, Jlopenra u IlyaHkape pe3y/bTaThl B MOMY/ISIPHOM W3/I0KEHUH ObUTH
LIMPOKOM3BeCTHbl. MakTarrapt npsiMo UTHOPHpPYeT OJHY U3 CaMbIX SIPKUX
JUCKyccuil B ()M3MKe CBOEro BpeMeHU U IPSIMO HasblBaeT OTHOCHUTE/Ib-
HOCTb OJJHOBPEMEHHOCTH HeMOATBep)KJeHHOM rMNoTe30M. EUHCTBeHHBIM
oIpaBJjaHueM, MO-BUAVMOMY, MOXET CITy)KUTb ero y6eX[eHHOCTb B TOM,
YTO Kakoe ObI BpeMsi HU yCTaHAB/IMBA/IM B CUCTEME OTCYeTa, OHO BCe paB-
HO OyZieT OCHOBaHO Ha A-cepuu, a CJle[JoBaTe/IbHO, HepeaibHO. DTO SIB/Is -
eTCsl, KOHEUHO, TOJIbKO HalllUM IpeAIojioKeHHeM, Tak Kak MakTarrapr,
CyZsl TI0 BCEMY, OTBepraeT TaKyk BO3MOXKHOCTb. 3/leCh MpOsIBU/IACh, CKO-
pee Bcero, TOTZA TOJILKO HAapacTawolasi 0TOPBAHHOCTH MpodeccopoB ¢u-
nocoduy orpesie/IeHHOTo TUMa B OPUTAHCKUX YHMBepCUTeTax OT obriero
HayyHOro KOHTekcTa. HaumHasi ¢ He3aBUCHMOCTH MeTaQU3U4yeCKUX pe-
3y/IbTAaTOB, KaCAIOIIUXCsl «TOC/IeJHel» W «abCOMIOTHOM» peabHOCTH,
OT Kakux Obl TO HU ObUIO WCCEH0BaHUN B MHUpE «IIPOCTO BHAWMOCTH»
@.I". Bpagyu (1846-1924), Takas TeHZeHIUS TOMBKO HapacTaia. B 3To
BpeMsi CTpeMJieHHe BbIIeUTh [7is (umocoprn ocobyro obactk uccre-
JoBaHus Oblna obiieit mpobnemMoil /A1 MbICIWTeNneil pasHbIX KOHTHHEH-
TOB, HalpuMep MapasvlesibHO C ujeaausmMoM bBpsniu v HeopeansMom
k. Mypa, 60pb00ii C «IICUXOOTM3MOM» — TeH/IeHLell K OCHOBaHHIO
JIOTMKY KaK TeOpUU I03HAHUS Y KaK sI3blka MCUMC/IEHUI Ha [aHHbIX [1CU-
XOJIOTHM, 3HAMEHWTHI Takue MbicuTend, Kak I. ®pere (1848-1925)
u O. I'yccepsb (1859-1938). INcuxonorusm Obil, KOHEYHO, OMIACEH He TOJI-
KO IO NPUHLIMIY BbIBeZleHUsl CTaBOK U3 (PUnocockux (axyabTeToB WiIN
ynpa3aaenus Kadenp [Kusch, 1995], HoO u Mo o6IMM 3MHUCTEMHYECKUM
OCHOBaHMsIM — mipodeccroHanbHast Gunocodus vIIanack He TOMBKO Of-
HOT'0 M3 CBOMX IOC/IeAHUX NMpUOeXuLL] (n1u obnactei ncciefoBaHus), Ta-
KOTO KakK Teopus MO3HaHUsl, HO U WUCC/Ie/|0BaHUsl MOC/IeJHUX OCHOBaHUM
peasbHOCTH (WM MeTau3vKa) CTAaHOBU/IMCH OeCTIOo/ie3HbIM 3aHSTHEM.
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CrpemsieHrie K 000CHOBAHUIO aBTOHOMUM (GHI0codyu, a 3aTeM U K UTHO-
PHUPOBaHUIO €CTeCTBEHHO-HAYYHOTO /Ia ¥ KAKOTO ObI TO HU OBIZIO SMITUPH -
YEeCKOT0 WCCJIeIOBaHMs, SIPKO TIPOSIBIJIOCH y «dumocoda 37paBoro CMbIC-
na» k. Mypa u 1iofi BausiHueM «rmo3aHero» JI. ButreniiTeiiHa (1889—
1951) mocTUro HaUOOJMBIIETO PAa3BUTHSA B «alPHOPHOM JIMHTBHUCTHKE»
I. Paiina (1900-1976) u ocKdOpACKOH IIKOIbI TMHIBUCTUYECKOW (HI0CO-
¢uu [Mundle, 1979; Huxonenko, 2003]. B 3ToM KOHTeKCTe, MO3ULIUs
MakTarrapra He sIBAsieTCsl YHUKAIbHOM, Beflb lake COBPeMeHHbIe (eHO-
MEHOJIOTH, TI0 HeCKOJTbKO UHBIM, HO CXO’KUM OCHOBAHUSIM, OTPULIAIOT Bpe-
Ms [Momuanos. 2015].

Pe3koe mMpOTHBOMOCTaB/IeHWe CO CTOPOHBI HOBBIX peaMCTOB —
Ix. Mypa u B. Paccena, cyzs 110 BCeMy, KacajloCb He TOJIBKO U He CTOJIb-
KO CTWIMCTUKU WM aHTUHaTypaiv3Ma MakTarrapra, Ha Hall B3IJs[,
peub IJla 0 CaMOM TIOHMMAaHWU CJIOBA «PeajbHOCTb», T. €. 0 MeTa(uio-
codckoit o3uLuK. Boripoc 3ak/ouaeTcs, IJ1aBHbBIM 00pa3oM, B TOM, UTO
U KTO MOHUMas Tog 3TuM cioBom3. Eciu MakTarrapT Mor mMo3BOUTD
cebe pa3myaTh «pPeasbHOCTb» U «CYIIeCTBOBAaHKWE», TO /il Paccena «cy-
I[eCTBOBaHHE» 03HAYasIo JIUIIIb KBAHTOP «I10 KpaiiHel Mepe [I7isi OIHOTO»,
a BOTIPOC O «peasibHOCTU» SIBJSUICS IVaBHeUum it Mypa. Tocnenuuii,
aHa/IM3UPYys TIPe/ICTaBIeHHsI O «peaqbHOCTH» C TOUKM 3DeHUs 3/IpaBOro
CMBIC/Ta, HA CAMOM Jiefie arneyiupyeT K paboram MakTarrapra [Moore,
1959]. B otnure OT CI0YKHOCOCTAaBHOT'O MOHMMAaHUs peajibHOCTUA Pac-
cesioM Myp u MakTarrapr ornepupyrOT OZHUM U Te€M ’Ke IOHATUEM,
a UIMEHHO OOBIZIeHHBIM MPe/ICTaB/IeHNeM O peajbHOCTH Kak O TOM, B Cy-
II[eCTBOBAaHWM Yero Mbl He MO)KeM COMHeBaTbCsl. «IlazieHre» GpUTaHCKO-
ro abCcomOTHOTO W/eanv3Ma, TaKUM 00pa3oM, C CETOJHSIITHEeNH TOUKU
3peHUsl 03Ha4YaeT ero HeroCpe/[CTBEHHYIO MPEeeMCTBEeHHOCTh B JIMHTBU-
cTUUeckoil punocodur, ofHUM U3 OTL[OB-OCHOBATe/ell KOTOPOro U OKa-
3ancs [x.3. Myp.

B coBpemeHHOU J/UTepaType TMO3WLMM IO OTHOLIEHHIO K pabore
MakTarrapra genatcs Ha /iBe uyactud. C OFHOI CTOPOHBI, 3TO TIO3ULUS,
COTVIaCHO KOTOpPOW apryMeHT MPOTHMB BpPeMeHU OKa3biBaeTCs IjeHTpasb-
HBIM MeTapu3nuecKuM Te3UCOM, WMEM MeTadunocodckre cref-
CTBUS, B UaCTHOCTH, BeAyllye K TPUHATHIO WZeaJuCTHYeCcKOro Tpe[-
CTaB/IeHUsI O HEU3MEHHOCTH TocsienHelt PealbHOCTU W TIPEXQJSINeCTH,
a cjefoBaTe/ibHO, HepeajbHOCTH MUpa SIBJIEHHUH, UTO TIOATBEP>KAAeTCs 110-
MellleHeM aprymMeHTa B KauecTBe I71aBbl B «IIpupoay cCyllleCTBOBaHUSI»
[McTaggart, 1921-27]. C papyroii — 3TOT apryMeHT Ka)XeTCsl LieHHbIM
caMm 1o cebe, BHe 3aBUCHMOCTH OT METAro3ULMM PaCCMaTpUBAIOIIEro ero

3 CymecTByIOT JaXe pealdCTHUeCKHe HUHTeprpeTaluu ¢unocodpur MakTarrapra, HO
MBI 3[€Cb 3aMETHM JIMILIb, YTO «PEaan3M» B ITOM KOHTEKCTE 03HAUYaeT MOJII0C He OIl-
MO3ULIUK  «PeasM3M-H/eanu3M», HO OIMO3ULMH «Deanr3M-pelsiTHBU3M». B 3ToM
CMBICJIe aHTHPENATUBUCTAMH WM «PeaMCTaMM» OKa3bIBAIOTCS OOJIBIIMHCTBO (UI0-
CoOB ¥ Y>K TOUHO abCOMIOTHEIE HEAUCTHI B /1H000I BepCHu.
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¢unocoda. Tak, emje Paccen cTpoun MOHATHE BpeMeHU BHe 3aBUCHMO-
CTU OT TIpe[CTaB/leHW{ O TIPHUPOZie pPeasbHOCTH. 3[eCh TIO3ULIUS pac-
TaZlaeTcs Ha /IBe: Mbl MOXKEM TTPUHUMATh (DEHOMEHOIOTUUeCKUM aHa/In3
B-cepun, HO He mpuHUMaTh A-aHanu3, U Haobopot. OTCIoAa CieayoT
[IBe TIPOTUBOMOIOKHEIe 1o3uliun. OnHa (B-mo3uiius) 3akioyaeTcs B TIpU-
HSATUM TPaMMaTUUYeCKOro BpeMeHH, 6e3 MOMeHTa «cefuac», gpyras —
B MPUHLIAMUA/ILHOCTU (PUKCHUPOBAHHOTO «Temepb» [Cameron, 2015, Int-
ghorsson, 2016].

Knaccuueckoli uHTepripeTauyeld MAeajydCTUUeCKOr0 Te3uca O TIO-
c/efHeli IpUpofe peanbHOCTH A1 MakTarrapra okasanach ee He3aBUCH-
MOCTb OT BpeMeHHU W/ HeH3MeHHOCTh U BHeBpeMeHHOCTh [Broad, 1933].
Benukuii ueanucT KaykeTcsl yTBepKAAIOIIUM Te3UC He TOIBKO O TOM, Kak
HY’KHO TPOBOJUTH (uiocodcKoe HCcieloBaHNe, HO U O YeM OHO JIO/DKHO
OBbITh. DTOT TE3WC OKA3bIBAETCSI OCHOBAHWEM U JI/Is PAlMOHATBLHOTO, U /IS
MHCTHYECKOTO MHUPOBO33peHusi (unocoda. V3MeHeHUs] B TOAJTYHHOM
MUpe — BCEeTo JINLIbL OTpaXkeHUs nocneqHel PeanbHOCTH, TOM, e VcTrHa,
bertue u Kpacora efivHBL
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H EPEA/IbHOCTb BPEMEHW"

DxoH dnnuc MakTarrapT

LlaHHbIA TeKCT npeacTaBasieT coboit nepeBos cTaTb 6GpuTaHCcKoro maeanucta k.3, MakTarrapta
«HepeanbHOCTb BpeMeHM», onybMKoBaHHOM B XKypHane Mind B okTabpe 1908 r. B Helt aBTOp, MC-
NnoJib3yst MHOTME U3 NOKa3saTesibHbIX A1 HEero NMPUEMOB, Pa3BOPaAYMBAET apryMeHTaLMIO B JoOKasa-
TENIbCTBO HECYLUECTBOBAHWS BPEMEHU: 3TO OTPULAHUE CYLLECTBOBAHWUS MPOTUBOPEYMBBIX CYLLHO-
CTeW, pasivume Mexay peasibHbiM U CyLLEecTBYOWMM U Ap. CTaTbs cTasa 06pa3LoM aHaIMTUYECKOTO
ctuns MakTarrapTta 1 sIBASETCS KAacCMYECKUM NpuMepoM ¢rnocodmm aHIMMCKOro abCcositoTHOrO
naeanusma. lNMepesog, BbiNnosHeH A.A. BepeTeHHUKOBbIM.

KnroueBbie cnoa: MakTarrapT, HepeanbHOCTb BpeMeHu, A-cepus, MpoTuBopeymne

THE UNREALITY OF TIME
John Ellis McTaggart

This text is a translation of an article by British idealist J.E. McTaggart “The Unreality of Time” pub-
lished in the journal Mind in 1908. Author argues for the unreality of time by employing his typical
methods - rejection of reality of contradictory objects, difference between real and existent, etc. This
paper became a standard of excellence of McTaggart analytical style and is a classic example of British
absolute idealism. The translation was made by Andrey A. Veretennikov.

Keywords: McTaggart, unreality of time, A series, contradiction

be3 Bcsikoro coMHeHus1, KpaiiHe Mapa/jOKCalbHBIM KaXKeTCsT yTBepKAeHe
0 TOM, UTO Bpemsi HepeasibHO U UTO BCE YTBEPK/EHHS O €r0 pPeajbHOCTH
SIBJITFOTCA OIMOOUHBIMU. Takoro pojia yTBepsKAeHHe Tpe/rnosaraeT Ha-
MHOTO OoOJsibIliee OTCTYyTJIEHHWEe OT eCTeCTBEHHOTO BO33peHHsl yesioBeue-
CTBa, YeM TO, KOTOPOe CleJyeT U3 yTBepXKJeHUs O HepeasbHOCTH IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa WM HepeanbHOCTH Marepuu. Henerko mpuHATH HAaCTOIBKO
paJKaNbHBIN pa3phiB C STUM eCTeCTBEHHBIM BO33peHueM. U TeM He Me-
Hee, BO BCe BPeMeHa Bepa B HepeaJbHOCTh BPEMEHH OKa3bIBajiaCh 0CO-
OeHHO TIpUB/IEKaTebHOM.

O6patvBLIMCH K (pumocoduu U perui BocToka, Mbl 0OHAapY>KUM, UTO
3Ta JIOKTPUHA O4YeHb BakKHa 11 HUX. Ho 1 Ha 3armajie, Tam, rie dbuiocodus
Y PeJIUrysi MeHee TeCHO CBS3aHbI, Mbl 0OHAPYKUM, UTO Ta >Ke caMast JIOKTPH -
Ha MOCTOSIHHO BO3BPAIlAaeTcs U B YUeHUsiX PunocodoB, U B YUEHHUSIX TEOJIO-
roB. Teosorusi HUKOTIA He OTCTYTIa/a OT MUCTHLIM3Ma Ha Kakoh-mibo mpo-
JO/DKUTENBHBIA TIEpUO/l, a TPAaKTUYeCKW BEChb MUCTHIIM3M OTpPHIIAET
peanbHOCTE BpeMeHH. B ¢unocodun Bpemsi curTanoch HepeanbHbM Crivi-
Ho3oii, Kantom, l'erenem u IllonenrayspoM. B coBpemeHHoit dunocoduu

[TepeBop BeiroHeH A.A. BepeTeHHUKOBBIM 10 OpUrHHaabHOMY u3zanuto J. Ellis Mc-
Taggart The Unreality of Time // Mind: A Quarterly Review of Psychology and Phi-
losophy. New Series, October 1908, Ne 68. P. 457-474.
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[Ba Hambosiee Ba)KHbIX Hampap/eHus (3a MCKIIOUEHHEM TeX, KOTOpble
TIOKa OCTAIOTCS BCEro JIMIIb KPUTHUECKUMH) — 3TO Te, KOTopble obparria-
10Tcst K [eremmo u K muctepy Bpagymm. A o0Ge 3TH LIKOJBI OTPULIAIOT pe-
albHOCTb BpeMeHU. Hesb3st oTpuLiaTh KpaliHIOI0 3HAYUMOCTh TakOro COB-
najieHusi BO MHEHUM — U 3TO He MeHee Ba)KHO, TaK KakK J[OKTpPHHa
MIPYHUMAeT CTOJIb pasfnyHble (OPMBI U TOJAEP’KUBAETCST CTOMb Pa3/ivy-
HbIMU apryMeHTaMHu.

S Bepro B 1O, uTO Bpems HepeasbHO. Ho, KAk MHe Ka)KeTcs, I10 OCHO-
BaHUSIM, OT/IMYAIOIIMMCS OT OCHOBaHUM Tex (puaocodoB, KOTOPHIX S YIIO-
MSIHYJI, Y 1 [IPeJCTaB/I0 UX B 5TOH CTaThbe.

[Mo3uru Bo BpeMeHU, KaKUM OHO Ka)KeTCst HaM prima facie, pa3nu-
yaroTcs AByMsi criocobamu. Kaxkaast mosunust sienisiercst Panbiie u [To3xke,
yeM HeKOTOpble Apyrve mosuuuu. W kaxpas nosunus siBisercs abo
I[Mpommnbv, mi6o HacrosupiM, mubo Byaymum. Pasmiuus nepBoro Kiac-
Ca TIOCTOSIHHBI, TOT/Ia Kak BTOporo — HeT. Ecyiu M korza-m6o 0b110 paHb-
1te, yeM N, To OHO paHblile Bcerga. OfHaKO cOObITHE, KOTOPOe SIB/SIeTCS
celfyac HacTOSIL{UM, ObITO GyAyLIM U OyZ|eT TPOIIIBIM.

Tak Kak pa3/inuus MepBOro Kjacca NOCTOSHHBI, UX MOXKHO CYMTATh
6osiee 00beKTUBHBIMU U O0Jlee CylljeCTBEHHBIMU OTHOCUTE/ILHO TPUPO-
bl BpeMeHH. §1 Tojiararo, O/[HAKO, UTO 3TO OBIIO ObI ONTUOKOM W UTO
pa3/iuueHue TMpOILIOro, HACTOSIEro M OyAyLiero siBisieTCss HaCTOIBKO
JKe CywjecmeeHHbIM [Js1 BpeMeHH, KaK M pas3/uuve MeX/y paHbllle
Y TI03Ke, TOrZa Kak B Orpefie/IeHHOM CMbIC/Ie, KaK Mbl YBUJUM, OHO MO-
)KeT pacCMaTpUBAThCS B KauecTBe Oosiee ¢pyHOameHmanbHoe2o. $1 cum-
Talo BpeMsi HepeajbHbIM KMMEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO Das3/inyusi MeXAy Ipo-
IIJTBIM, HACTOSAIIIMM M OyAYIUM KaKyTcsi MHe Oosiee CylljeCTBeHHBIMU
JI7151 BpeMeHH.

Paju kpatkocTy 51 Oy/ly TOBOPUTb O CepHsiX MO3ULIUH, poberaroinmx
13 JIalieKoro TpOILLIOro yepe3 OspKaiilliee MpoLuioe K HACTOSIIEMY, 3a-
TEM OT HACTOSILEro K OyiKaiiiliemy, a 3aTteM JajsekoMy Oyayiemy, Kak
06 A-cepun. Cepuu Mo3MLIMH, KOTOpble POOerarT OT paHblile K M03XKe,
s1 Oyzly HasbiBaTh B-cepusiMu. CofepskaHus TIO3ULIMM BO BpeMeHU Hasbl-
BaroTCs1 COObITHsIMU. Cofiep>KaHUsT eJUHUYHOMN TI03ULIMH MOXKHO OBIIO ObI
Has3bIBaThb MHO)KECTBEHHOCTBIO COObITMM. (OfHAaKo s CuMTaro, YTO OHU
MOTYT OBITb B moli Jice Mepe, OTHAKO He Ho/nee TOTo, Ha3bIBAThCS eUHUY-
HBIM COOBITHEM. DTOT B3IV He pa3jesisieTcsi abCOMFOTHO BCEMU U He sIB-
nsieTcst HeoOXOMMBIM /IJIs1 MOEeTo JjoKasaresibCcTBa.) [1o3uius Bo BpeMeHH
Ha3bIBaeTCsi MOMEHTOM.

[epBbIii BONpPOC, KOTOPBIA MBI JO/DKHBI PACCMOTPETb,— 3TO TO, CY-
IIeCTBEHHO JIU /IS peabHOCTH BPEMEeHH, UTO COOBITHS IO/DKHBI (hOPMHU-
poBaTh A-cepuu B TOH ke Mepe, uTo U B-cepun. C camoro Hauazna oue-
BU/IHO, UTO MBI Habn00aem BpeMsi TONBKO Kak (opmupytoiriee obe 3TH
cepyr. Mbl BOCIIpUHKAMAaeM COOBITHSI BO BpeMeHM Kak HacTosiliee, ¥ OHU
SIBJISTFOTCS €UHCTBEHHBIMU COOBITHSIMUA, KOTOPBIE MBI BOCIPHHUMAEM
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HEToCpeICTBEHHO. A Bce TIpoure COOBITHS BO BPEMEHHU, B KOTOPKIE T0-
CpeICTBOM TMaMsITH WM BBIBOZA MbI BEDUM Kak B peasibHble, CUUTAOTCS
MIPOILJTBIM WX OyAyIUM — Te, KOTOpbIe PaHbIIle, UeM HACTOSAIIIEe, SIB/Is-
FOTCS TPOLIJIBIMH, a Te, KOTOPBIE TI03Ke, UeM HaCTOsIIIee, SIBJISFOTCS Oyay -
mmMu. TakuM 06pa3oM, COObITHST BpeMEeHHU, Kak OHHM Hab/TIoIatoTCsl HAaMH,
cocTaB/isoT U A- 1 B-cepuu.

B03MOXXHO, UTO BCE 3TO BCETO ML CyOLeKTUBHO. MOXKET ObITh TaK,
YTO pa3/Myue, BHOCUMOE B MO3ULMY BO BpDEMEHHU A-CEepUSIMU — Pa3inuue
TMPOILIZIOTO, HACTOSAIIETO 1 Oy/yIIiero, — sIB/ISIeTCs IPOCTO TTOCTOSTHHOM WT-
JIF03Wel Haillero yma. Y uto peasibHasi PUPOZa BPEMEHH COJIEP>KUT TOJTh -
KO JIMIIB pa3/inurie B-cepuii — pa3muure MeX/y paHbliie U To3xe. B 3Tom
CJlyyae MbI He MOXKEM 80CNPUHUMAMb BPeMsI KaK OHO €CTh, HO Mbl MOXKEM
MbICIUMB €T0 KaK OHO eCTb.

OTo He SIBSETCS PaclpOCTPaHEHHBIM BO33pEHHEM, OFJHAKO U Y HETO
HAILTUCh UCKYCHBIE CTOPOHHUKU. S CuMTaro, 4To 3TO He OueHb XOpPOIast
MO3WIIUSA, TOCKOJIBKY, KakK 5 CKa3a/sl paHee, MHe KaKeTCs, UTo A-CepuH Cy-
1€ CTBEHHBI 1711 IPUPO/BI BpEMEHH U UTO JiFo0asi TPYAHOCTh B TIPUHSATHU
A-cepwii KaK peasibHBIX SB/ISIETCS B TOM >Ke Mepe U TPYAHOCTBIO B TIPUHS -
THH PeabHOCTU BPEMEHHU.

§1 monarato, 4To BCe COIIACSATCS C TeM, UTO BPeMs TIpe/ro/iaraeT 13-
MeHeHue. OTzeNbHas Bellfb, B CAMOM Jiejie, MOXKET CYIIleCTBOBaTh HEM3-
MEHHOU CKBO3b 1000€e KoimnuecTBO BpeMeHHW. Ho KorJa Mbl 3afjafiMCst
BOIIPOCOM, UTO MbI IM€EM B BUY, TOBOPSI O TOM, UTO CyLIECTBYIOT pa3-
NMYHbIe MOMEHThI BPEMEHH WJIH OTpefie/ieHHas TIPOTSHDKEHHOCTh BpeMe -
HH, CKBO3b KOTODOe Belllb Oblyla TOU )Ke caMO, Mbl 0OHApY>KHUM, UTO OHa
oCTajach TOM >Ke caMOl, B TO BpeMsl Kak Mpoure Bell[d M3MeHWIUCh. Bee-
JieHHasi, B KOTOPOW HUUTO He MeHsieTcs (BK/TFOUasi MbIC/TA Pa3yMHBIX Cy-
I1eCTB B Hell), OyzeT BcesleHHOM Oe3 BpeMeHH.

Eciu B-cepust 6e3 A-cepyy MOXKET COCTaB/ISITh BPEMS], TO U3MEHEHHe
JIOJDKHO OBITh BO3MOXHBIM 0Oe3 A-cepuu. TIpefTionoxXuM, UTo pasinuue
TMIPOILIJIOTO, HACTOSAIIETO W OyyIllero HeMpUMEHUMO K peabHOCTU. Mo-
KET JI1 M3MeHeHHe He MTPUMEHSITbCS K peasibHOCTH? UTOo eCThb TO, UTO U3-
MeHsIeTCs?

MoxkeM /1 MBI CKa3aTh, UTO BO BPeMeHU, KOTOpoe cocTaBuio B-ce-
puH, HO He A-cepuH, U3MeHeHHe 3aK/IHYaaoch B (hakTe TOTO, UTO OFHO
coObITHE TIepecTasno ObITh COOBITHEM, B TO BPeMsI KakK JIpyroe cOObITHe
crano cobeiTreM? Ecimi ObI 3T0 OBUIO TakK, TO MBI BIIOJHE OTIpeZiesieHHO
TIOTyYr/TH ObI U3MeHeHHe.

OpHako 3To HeBO3MOXKHO. COOBITHE HE MOXKET TepecTarh ObITh COOBI-
trieM. OHO He MOYKeT BBIATH 3a TIpefiesibl JIFo00W BpeMeHHOU CepyH, B KO-
TOpPOY OHO OJHAXXIBI HaX0AUI0Ch. Ecyii N Ob110 Kora-ibo paHblie, 4em
O, u noxke, yeM M, TO OHO TAaKOBBbIM OBIJIO M OCTAHETCS], TaK KaK OTHO-
IIIEHUsT paHbIIle U TIO3Ke SB/ISIOTCS TOCTOSHHBIMM. A Tak Kak, COIVIaCHO
HallleMy HbIHELTHEMY TIPe/IOIOXKEHUI0, BPeMsI COCTAB/ISIeTCS MCK/TIOUH-
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TenbHO B-cepuei, To N Bcerna OyzeT 06/1ajath Mo3UIMe BO BpeMEHHOMH
cepur U Bcerza ee obnmaganol. To ecTh OHO Bcerja ObLIO COOBITHEM
Y He MOXKET CTaTh WU/IW MPEKPATHTh UM ObITh.

Vinu Mbl IO/DKHBI CKa3aTh, UTO OJHO COObITHE M cC/MBaeTcs C Apy-
ruM cobbiTieM N, COXpaHsisl OTIpe/ieJIeHHYI0 CaMOTOX/IeCTBEHHOCTh TI0-
Cpe/ICTBOM HEM3MEHHOTO 3/IeMeHTa, TaKUM 00pa3oM, UTO MOXKHO CKa3aTh,
yto M mpekpaTtunock, a N HauasaoCbh, HO 4UTO 3TO UMeHHO M crano N?
3/ech BCIUTBIBAET Ta >ke camast mpobieMa. M u N MoryT 06/1aiath o0IuM
3JIEMEHTOM, HO OHH He SIB/ISIOTCS OJHUM U TEM JKe 37IeMEeHTOM, WK H3Me -
HeHus Obl He Ob10. Ecy, ciepoBatennsHO, M u3MensieTcss B N B onpefie-
JIeHHBI MOMEHT, TOT/la B 3TOT MOMeHT M mipekpaijaet 6biTh M, a N Ha-
ypHaeT ObITb N. OfHaKO Mbl y)Ke BHUEIW, UTO HHUKAaKoe COOBbITHEe
He MOXXET MPEKPATHUTh ObITh WM HauaTb ObITh COOOM, TaK KaK OHO HUKO-
rJia He TepsieT cBoero Mecta B B-cepun. CrieioBaTe/lbHO, HUKAKOe COObI-
THe He MOXKeT TpeBpalllaThCs B IPYTOE.

Vi3MeHeHMe TakKKe HEBO3MOXHO HMCKAaTb B HYMEPHUECKU Pa3/TAUYHBIX
MOMeHTax abCOIOTHOTO BPEMEHH, JlaXKe TPeATo/iarasi To, YTo TaKMe MO-
MEHTBI CYI[eCTBYIOT, MOCKOJIBKY T€ >Ke apryMeHThl OyayT UMeThb CHUITY
u 31eck. Kakapiii Takol MOMeHT OyzeT 00/afiaTh CBOMM COOCTBEHHBLIM
MeCToM B B-cepuu, Tak Kak KaXkK7bI U3 HUX Oy/leT paHbllie UK TMO3XKe,
yeM Jpyroii. A Tak Kak B-cepusi yKa3bIBaeT Ha MOCTOSHHBIE OTHOIIEHUS,
TO HUKAKOW MOMEHT He MPEKPATHUT CBOETO CYI[ECTBOBAHUS M HE CMOXKET
CTaTh J[PyTUM MOMEHTOM.

CnenoBare/ibHO, TaK Kak TO, UTO MPOUCXOAUT BO BPEMEHU HHKOI/A
He HauMHaeT U He TepecTaeT ObITh UM ObITH COOOM, U TaK KaK, eCJIH UTO -
ObI CyIIleCTBOBA/IO U3MEHEHHE, OHO /IO/DKHO OBITh U3MEHEHHEM TOTO, UTO
MPOMCXOJUT BO BPpeMeHHM (TaK Kak 0e3BpeMeHHOe HUKOI/a He MEHSIeTCsl),
s T0JIaral0, YTO OCTAeTCS TOMbKO OZMH BApHAHT. VI3MEeHeHUS [OJDKHBI
C/IyyaThCsl ¢ COOBITHSIMU TAKOTO TWIIA, YTOOBLI TIOSIBIEHHWE 3THX H3MeHe-
HUHA He Mellajio COOLITUAM OBITH COOBLITUAMU U TEMHU K€ CaMbIMU COOBI-
TUAMH U [0, Y TIOCJIe U3MEHEHHs.

Kakue UMeoTCsl XapaKTePUCTUKU COOBITHS, MOTYIIE WU3MEHAThCS
Y OZIHOBPEMEHHO OCTAaBJISATh COOBITHE TeM JKe caMbiM cobbITHeM? (ST uc-
TMOJIb3yI0 CJIOBO XapaKTePUCTHKA KaK OOL[WH TepPMUH, BK/IFOUAIOIIUH
B ce0s1 U CBOMCTBA, KOTOPLIMU 00/1a/]aeT sIB/IeHHE, U OTHOIIIEHUsI, TEPMH -
HOM KOTOPBIX OH fIB/ISIETCS — WM CKOpee (PaKTOM, UTO COOBITHS SIB/ISTIOT -
Cs1 TEPMMHOM 3THX OTHOIIIEHHH.) MHe Ka)KeTCsl, UTO CYIECTBYET TOJIbKO
O/IVH K/IaCC TaKUX XapaKTePUCTUK — a UMEHHO OTIpe/ie/IeHHe pacCMaTpy -
BaeMOro COObITHS TEPMHUHAMH A-Cepuu.

1 HacTosbKO ke BEPHO, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, UTO 9TO HE KACAETCS HAaC B CHJIY HAILEro Hbl-
HELIIHero TMPEeOIOXKEeHHs], YTO eC/TU UTO-Tub0 ObLI0 OfHAXKAbI B A-CEpHH, TO OHO
BCerja B Helt octaHercs. Eciu moboe U3 onpeeneHuil MpOIILJIOro, HACTOSIIIEr0 WK
Gyayliero Moxet 6bITh MPUMeHeHO K N, Torza 0fHO U3 HUX Bcerja 0110 U Beerga Oy -
ZIeT IPUMEeHHMBIM, XOTSI, KOHEUHO, He BCeT/la OJHO U TO JKe.
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Bo3spmute /m060e coObITHE — HArpUMep, CMepPTh KOPOJieBbl AHHBI —
Y IOCMOTPHTE, Kakoe M3MeHeHHe MMe0 MeCTO B ero XapaKTepHCTHKaXx.
To, 4TO 3TO CMepTb, TO, UTO 3T0 cMepTb AHHbI CTIOApT, TO, UTO y Hee
OBl TaKKMe-TO MPUUMHBI, U TO, YTO Y Hee ObLIM TakKhe-TO CJIeCTBUS, —
Ka’K7lasi XapaKTepHCTHKa 3TOTO TWMA HUKOTJA He MeHsieTcs. «Eire v 3Bes-
[bl He CHSTH TaK»Z — OIMUCBhIBAEMbIM COOBITHEM Oblsla CMEPTh KOPOJIEBBI
AHrmy. U1 B mocneHU MOMEHT BpeMeHHM — eCJId Y BPeMeHH ecTh I10-
C/IeIHAH MOMEHT — OTMChIBaeMoe COOBbITHe ToXKe OyZieT CMepThio Koposie-
Bbl AHIIMU. VI B Ka)XXOM OTHOILIEHHH, KPOMe OJHOTO, OHO Takke Oyzer
HeusMeHHO. Ho B 0fHOM OTHOIIeHUH OHO MeHsieTcsi. OHO HauMHaeT ObITh
oynyimpM cobbiteM. C KaXKIbIM MOMEHTOM OHO CTaHOBUTCS COOBITHEM
BO Bce Oomee 6mm3koM OyayijeM. V1 HakoHell, OHO ObIJIO HacToOSIIMM. 3a-
TEM OHO CTAHOBUTCS TPOLIE/ILIM, U BCErla TAKUM OCTaHeTCsl, HeCMOTpsI
Ha TO, UTO C K&KIbIM MOMEHTOM OHO CTAHOBUTCS BCe Gosiee OT/1a/leHHbIM.

Takum 00pa3oM, KaKeTCss HeM30e>KHBIM 3aK/TFOUeHre O TOM, UTO BCe
M3MEeHEeHHs — 3TO TOJIbKO MU3MeHeHHsl XapaKTepUCTHUK, KOTOPbIMU HaJjesIsi-
I0TCS1 COOBITHSI TIOCPE/ICTBOM HX TPUCYTCTBUSI B A-cepuu, Oyab 3TH xa-
PaKTePUCTUKY CBOMCTBAMH WJIH OTHOILIEHUSIMH.

Ec/u 3TH XapaKTepUCTUKU SIB/ISIIOTCST KaueCTBaMH, TO MBI [JOJDKHBI
MIPU3HAaTh, YTO COOBITHSA He Oy/yT BCErJja TEMH K€ CaMbIMH, TaK KaK COObI-
THe, KauecTBa KOTOPOTO MEHSIFOTCS, He SIB/ISIeTCS, KOHEUHO, TOJTHOCTBIO
TeM JKe caMbIM. V1 ja)ke eC/Ti XapaKTepPUCTHKY SIBJISFOTCS OTHOLLIEHHEM, TO
COOBITHSI TOXKe He OYAyT MOTHOCTBIO TEMU JKe CAaMBbIMH, €C/TH — KakK 51 CUH-
Taro — oTHoIIeHue X K Y BKJIFOUaeT B cebsi CyljecTBOBaHHe B X KauecTBa
oTHowenus K Y3. Torga mepes Hamu OyayT ABa BapyvaHTa. Mbl MoKeM
MPU3HATh, UTO COOBITHS [IeWCTBUTE/ILHO PeabHO U3MEHSIIOT CBOKO MPHPO-
[y TI0 OTHOILEHHUIO K 3TUM XapaKTePHUCTHKaM, HO He K KaKUM-Tu0o py-
r'MM. B TakoM Tpr3HaHMM 51 He BU)KY HUKAKOW TPYJHOCTH. DTO NPUZAJI0
Obl ompeziesieHusM A-cepri 0coboe 3HaueHHe Cpeli XapaKTePUCTHK CO-
ObITHSA, HO B TI000M Teopuu oHU U OyayT ocobeHHbIMU. Hampumep, mpu-
HSTO T'OBOPUTB, UTO TPOIUIOe COOBITHE HUKOTJA He MEeHsIeTCs, HO s He
BIDKY HMKaKOM NPUUMHBI, TIOUEMy Mbl He MOKEM CKa3aTb BMeCTO 3TOrO:
«ITpomioe coOBITHE U3MEHSIETCSI TOMBKO B OJHOM OTHOLLIEHUM — C KaXK-
JbIM MOMEHTOM OHO BCe 0osiee yZaneHO OT HAaCTOSIIEro, YeM OHO ObLIO
paHbliiie». HO XOTs s1 He BIKYy HMKAKOTO BHYTPEHHErO TMPOTHBOPEUMs
B 3TOM B3IVIsiJie, STOT BApHUaHT 51 He CUMTAI0, B KOHEUHOM WTOTe, UCTHH-
HbIM. Tak Kak ec/y, Kak sl [10/1arato, BpeMsi HepeasbHO, TO [JONyLIeHue,

Ipum. nep. — Peppsapy, Kunmusr. «OTseT». [1o nepesogy A. U. OHoukoBuy-SIibHa.
51 He yTBepXzjato, KaK 3To fesas JIOTLe, UTO OTHOLIeHUsI MeXXAy X 1 Y 3akaouaiomcs
B KauecTBe B X U B KauecTBe B Y — B3IVIsiJ], KOTOPBIH, 51 CUMTAl0, CJI0KHO 3alljUILaTh.
51 yTBepKzaro, uto oTHouieHHe Z Mmexay X u Y ekaiouaem B cebsi CyleCTBOBaHUE
B X KauecTBa «MMeTh OTHOLIeHHe Z K Y», TaKiuM 00pa3oM, UTO pPa3HULA B OTHOLIEHK-
X BCerja B/eveT 3a cobOl pa3HULy B KauecTBe, a U3MeHeHHe B OTHOLIEHHSX BCeraa
B/eyeT 3a CoO0M U3MeHeHHe B KauecTBe.
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YTO COOBITHE BO BpEMEHH Oy/eT MEHSTHCS 10 OTHOILIEHHIO K €0 MO3UI[UH
B A-cepuw, He TIOB/IEUET 3a COOOM peasbHOTO U3MEeHEHUSI.

CnenoBarenbHo, 6e3 A-cepyy He CyII[eCTBOBAIO Obl M3MEHEHUs,
a cyiefoBaTe/ibHO, B-cepuu camoli 1o cebe HeJOCTaTOYHO Jis BPEMEHH,
TaK Kak BpeMsi Mpe/iroJiaraeT u3MeHeHue.

Tem He MeHee B-cepusi MOXXeT CyIlleCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B KaueCTBe Bpe-
MEeHHOM, TaK KaK paHbllle U I03Ke COCTaBJISIOLMe ee Pa3/IuuKs SBJISIOTCS
CO Bcell OrIpe/ie/IeHHOCThIO BPeMEHHBIMM OTpe/ie/IeHHsIMH, a U3 3TOro
C/IeflyeT, UTO He MOXeT ObITh B-cepuu, eciv HeT A-Cepuy, TaK Kak Tam,
rJe HeT A-cepuu, HeT U BpeMeHU.

OpHako W3 3TOTO He CjefyeT, UTO eC/AM MbI BbIUTEM OIMpefiesieHust
A-cepuM 13 BpeMeHHU, TO Yy HaC He OCTAHeTCS BOOOIIe HUKAKUX CEpHH.
Cy11iecTByeT cepusi — cepusi IOCTOSTHHBIX OTHOIIIEHUH TeX peaibHOCTel,
KOTOpbIe CYITIeCTBYIOT BO BpEMEHU KaK COOBITHS, — a KOMOWHAIUS U3 3TON
cepuu C A-IleTepMUHaLUsIMUA COCTaB/sieT BpeMsi. Ho ata apyras cepust —
HazoBeM ee C-cepueii — He sIB/IsIeTCS BpDeMeHHOM, TaK KaK OHa He BKJIIO-
yaeT B cebs HUKAaKOTO M3MEHEHWs], HO TO/ILKO TIOpsiIoK. COOBITHS ABS -
I0TCSl yropsijoueHHbIMA. OHUM PACMO/IOXKeHbl, CKaXKeM TakK, B TOpsJKe
M, N, O, P. A cnemoBaTenbHO, OHU He HaxopasTcs B nopsigke M, O, N, P,
um O, M, N, P, unu B /r060M IpyroM BO3MOXXHOM mopsiike. Ho To, uto
OHU YIIOpSiIoUeHbl UMEHHO Tak, He Oosiee Tpe/riosiaraeT W3MeHEeHHe,
yeM TMopsJ0K OYKB B asihaBUTe WK KAaHJUAATYP B CITUCKAX /ISl TOJI0CO-
BaHHS B TlapjiaMeHT. A CJiefioBaTe/IbHO, Te PeajbHOCTU, KOTOpPbIe SIBJIsI-
IOTCS HaM Kak COOBITHsI, MOTYT (hOPMHpOBAaTh TakKylo cepuio 6e3 Toro,
YTOOBI UMETh MPaBO HA3bIBATHLCSA COOBITHSAMH, TaK KaK TaKOe UMS JJAaeTCst
TOJIKO TeM peaibHOCTSIM, KOTOpbIe PAcIioyiaratoTcsi BO BPeMEHHOU ce-
puu. To/bKO TOTAQ, KOrjja U3MeHeHUs1 U BpeMsi BMELLMBalOTCSl B OTHOILIIe-
Hust C-cepud, ee OTHOIIIEHUS] CTAHOBSATCS OTHOILIEHUSIMU paHbIlle U 03-
Ke, 1, TaKUM 00pa30oM, OHA CTaHOBUTCS B cepueid.

OpnHako /711 nosiB/ieHys1 B-cepun v BpeMeHU HY>KHO HeuTo Ooibliiee,
yem C-cepus U (akT u3MeHeHUs1. V3MeHeHWe JO/DKHO ObITh HalpaB/IeHO
B orpefiesieHHY!0 cTopoHy. A C-cepusi, HECMOTPs Ha TO, UTO OHa Orpejie-
NsieT TIOPAZIOK, He ompefensieT HampasieHwe. Eciu C-cepus mpoberaer
M, N, O, P, torga B cepusi, HaripaB/ieHHast OT paHblle K M03XKe, He MOKeT
npoberats M, O, N, P, umu M, P, O, N, v B 1t060M HarnpaB/ieHUH, KPO-
Me aByx. OHa MoxeT rpoberats 6o M, N, O, P (Takum obpa3om, UTo
M siBnsieTcst Haubosiee paHHUM M P Hanbonee mo3auum), mibo P, O, N, M
(Takum obpa3om, uto P sBiseTcs Haubosee paHHUM M U Hanbosiee o3/ -
HUM). A B camoii C-cepuu U B (akTe W3MEHEHHs] HET HUUEro, UTo Obl
OTIpe/iesisijio 3TO HarlpaB/ieHUe.

Cepusi, He SIBJISIIOIIAsICSI BDEMEHHOM, HeCMOTPsI Ha YTIOPSZI0UeHHOCTh,
He 00s1aziaeT HarnpaBaeHreM. EC/i Mbl IPUIEP>KUBAEMCSI CEPUN HaTypaslb-
HBIX UHKCEJI, TO Mbl HE MOKeM MocTaBUTh 17 Mexay 21 u 26. OfHaKo MbI
crefyeM Cepuu, ey Mbl uem ot 17 K 21 u 26 wu ot 26 uepe3 21 k 17.
[TepBoe yropsioueHWe KakeTCsl HaM 0oJjiee eCTeCTBEHHBIM, TaK Kak
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y 3TOM cepuu eJMUHCTBEHHOe OKOHYaHWe, W, B 00IeM ciydae, ymoOHee
CUMTaTh 3TO OKOHYAHMEe HauajoM, 4eM TpepbiBaHreM. OfHAaKO MbI B PaB-
HOU Mepe COXpaHsieM CepHI0, CUMTasi HA0OOPOT.

Hanpumep, B cepun Kareropuii AuanekKTuku [eresiss Henb3si rome-
ctuth AbcomoTHyo Upero mexay Boitnem u IlpuunHHOCTBIO. HO OHa
TI03BOJISIET HaM /IBUTAThCsl b0 oT Beitust uepe3 KaysampHoCTh K AGCO-
nmoTHoH Wpee, mubo ot AbcomotHout Mpen uepe3 KayzanbHOCTh K BbI-
tuto. CornacHo [eresto, mepBoe sIB/ISIeTCS HarlpaBjieHWEM Jl0Ka3aTesThb-
cTBa. A TakuMm o0pa3oM, Haubosiee yIOOHBIM MOPSAKOM TMEPeUHCIeHMS.
Ho ecnv Ham KaxkeTcs y10OHBIM HyMepalusi B 00paTHOM TIOPSIIKE, TO MbI
BCe paBHO OyzieM Hab/IOIaTh CEPUIO.

CnenoBare/ibHO, HeBpeMeHHbIe CepuM camu 1o cebe He 00safat0T
HUKaK/M HaripaBJjieHHeM, XOTS MO)KHO pdcno/fo}dcumb TePMUHBI B OJHOM
HarpaB/eHUW WK B JIPYTOM, Kak MOKaxeTcs ymobHee. VI TOUHO Takike,
Pa3MBILLISsT O BPEMEHHOM TOPsiIKe, MOYKHO TIPeJCTaBUTh JIFOOYIO ero Ha-
MpaB/eHHOCTh. 1 MOTY TIpOC/IeUTh TIOPSAZOK COObITHI OT Benvkoit xap-
THU 10 Benrkoro 3akoHa o pedopme wiu ot Benmkoro 3akoHa o pepopme
K Bemukoll xaptuu. OfHako B Cjlyyae C BPeMEHHOM ceprell Mbl UMeeM
Jlefio He TIPOCTO C U3MeHeHHeM BO BHELLIHEM ee paCCMOTPeHUH, HO C U3Me-
HEeHUeM, KOTOpoe TIPUHA/JIEXXUT CaMOM cepud. A 3TO U3MeHeHre 00/1a/ia-
eT CBOMM COOCTBEHHBIM HaripaB/ieHHeM. Benvkast XapTusi BbIlLIa 10 3aKO0-
Ha o pecopMe, a 3akoH 0 pechopMe He BhbIILIe/ paHbllie Belvkol XapThu.

Takum o6pa3zom, momumMo C-cepud U (pakTa W3MeHEHHs — IS TOTO,
YTOOBI TOTYUUTh BpeMsi — HY’)KHO yKa3aTh Ha TO, YTO M3MeHeHHe TPOUC-
XOJIWUT B OJHOM HarpaB/ieHHH, HO He B Jpyrom. Terepb Mbl MOXKeM yBH-
nleTh, uT0 A-cepusi BMecTe ¢ C-cepueii JocTaTouHa [ijiss BpeMeH!. UToObI
TOJIyUYWTh U3MEeHeHHe B ONpeZie/IeHHOM HarlpaB/IeHHH, J0CTaTOYHO TOro,
uyToObI OJjHA TIO3ULUS, U HUKaKue fpyrue, B C-cepuu Obiia Hacrosimm
Y UTO 3TO XapaKTEepPUCTHKA HACTOAIIIEr0 ZI0/KHA MPOOerats yepe3 CepUro
TakuM 00pa3om, uTo BCe TO3WLUK 10 OAHY CTOpOHY oT Hacrosiiero
ObUIM HACTOAIMM, a BCe TO3WIWW 0 APYTYI0 CTOPOHY OT Hero OyayT
HactosiuM. To, uTo ObUIO HACTOSIITUM ecTh IIporuioe, a To, 4To OyzeT
HaCToSAIIUM, eCTb byayiee4. Takum 06pa3oMm, K HallleMy MPeAbIAYIEMY
3aK/II0YeHHUI0 O TOM, YTO He MOXKeT CyIlleCTBOBaTh BpeMmsi, eciu A-cepust
He TOBOPHUT O PeajbHOCTH, Mbl MOXKEM J00AaBUThL JIOTIOIHUTE/HFHOE 3a-
K/TFOUeHHe O TOM, UTO HUKAKUe JPYTHe 37IeMeHThl He TPeOyroTcs AJisi Co-
CTaBJ/IeHWs1 BpeMeHHO! cepuH, 3a UcKoueHueM A-cepun U C-cepun.

MbI MOKeM TO/IBITOXKUTH OTHOLIIEHUEe TPeX CepUil KO BpeMeHH CIIefy -
oM obpasom: A- U B-cepur 0JMHAKOBO CYILeCTBEHHBI /I BPEMEHH,

4 Dra Teopus 0 Tpupofe A-cepud SIBISIETCS JIOKHOH, Tak Kak Jyis oObsicHeHus IIpo-
110ro ¥ Byzyiiero oHa MCHosb3yeT «OblIo» U «Byger», a CieoBareibHO, BKIIOYaeT
B cebst IOpOuHbIit Kpyr. Kak s rmocraparoch MoKasaTh Jasbliie, TOT TIOPOYUHBI KPyT
Hen30e)KeH NP pacCMOTPeHUH A-CEPHH, UTO U SBJISIETCS OCHOBAHMEM JJIsl TOTO, UTO-
Ob1 ee OTBEPTHYTE.
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KOTOpOe HY’KHO pa3/inuarh Kak IpOLIoe, HacTosiiee U OyAyllee U Take
pa3/nuuath Kak paHblile U ro3xe. Ho 3T cepuu He SIB/ASIIOTCS B PaBHOMN
cTerieHy QyHAaMeHTalbHBIMUA. Pa3nuuus A-cepud riepBUUHBL. MBI He MO-
’KeM 00BSICHUTb, UTO MMEeTCsl B BU/y IO/, IPOLL/IbIM, HACTOSIILUM U Oyzy -
muM. [0 HEeKOTOpO#i CTeleHr Mbl MOYKEM OIMCaTh MX, HO OHU He orpefe-
juMbl. MBI MOXeM /ML [I0Kas3aTb UX 3HaueHWe Ha Ipumepe. «Baiu
3aBTpaK 3THM YTPOM, — MOXKHO CKa3aTb JIF00OIBITCTBYIOLLEMY, — €CTh IIPO-
I1I7I0€; 3TOT Pa3roBOP eCTh HacTosiiijee; Balll y)KUH 3TUM BeuepoM ecThb Oy-
nyiee». He 6osnee Toro.

C zpyroil cTopoHbl, B-cepusi He sBisieTCs NepBUYHON. YUWUThIBast
MOCTOSIHHBIE OTHOIIEHUsI TepMUHOB B (C-Cepuu, KOTOpasl He SBJ/seTCA
cama ro cebe BpeMeHHOMH, a CjefoBaTe/bHO, He siB/seTCs B-cepuei,
Y YUUTbIBas JONOHUTEBbHBIN (PaKT 0 TOM, UTO TepMUHbI C-cepun (op-
MUPYIOT A-ceputo, TO TepMuHbI C-cepuM CTaHOBSITCS B-cepueit, ripu-
yeM Te, KOTOpble II0CTaBJ/IeHbl [1ePBbIMU B HalpaB/leHUU OT [IPOLIIOro
K Oyzylemy, pacriosiaraloTcsi paHblile, ueM Te, YbH MecTa jasblile B Ha-
TIpaB/IeHUN K Oyay1emy.

Opnako C-cepusi HaCTO/IBKO JKe IlepBUYHA, Kak U A-cepus. Mbl He
MOKeM IO/Iy4HTh ee He U3 4ero Jpyroro. To, 4To s/eMeHTbl BpeMeHH Jleli-
CTBUTE/IbHO (POPMUPYIOT CEpUI0, OTHOLLEHHSI B KOTOPOW TOCTOSIHHEI, SIB-
JISTFOTCST HACTO/BKO >Ke TIEPBUYHBIM, KaK ()aKT, UTO KayKAbIM M3 HUX SIBJISI-
eTcsl TpOLIbIM, HACTOSAIMM U OyAylmM. A 3TOT NepBUYHBIM (akT
CyljecTBeHeH [yisi BpeMeHH. OOIIenpu3HaHo, UTO /ijii BpeMeHH Cylie-
CTBEHHO TO, UTO Ka)K/Iblii €r0 MOMEHT JJO/DKeH ObITh MO0 paHblle, MO0
TI03)Ke, yeM 000 Ipyroil MOMEHT, a 3TH OTHOLLEeHUs SIB/ISIFOTCS TIOCTOSTH-
HBIMU. A 3T0 — B-cepusi — He MOXXeT ObITH MOTyUeHO U3 OFHON A-cepun
camoii no cebe. Tombko TOrAQ, Korga A-cepusi, Tpe/jOCTaB/SIOIAs U3Me-
HeHUe 1 Harpae/eHHe, 00beinHseTcs: ¢ C-cepueld, KoTopast IpefioCTaB/Is-
eT I0CTOSIHCTBO, MOXKeT T0ABUTLCS B-cepust.

TosbKO YacTh 3aK/IIOUEHUs], K KOTOPOMY s cei{uac rpuiies, Tpedyet-
cs Ans obiied 3ajaun 3ToM crathu. S craparoch 060CHOBaTh Hepeasb-
HOCTh BpeMeHHU He Ha ToM ¢akre, uto A-cepus siBisieTcsi 6osnee dyHza-
MeHTa/IbHOM, yeM B-cepusi, HO Ha ToM (hakTe, UTO OHa HACTOJIBKO JKe
CyLlleCTBeHHa, Kak U B-cepus, — uTo pas3/inuus Mexx/y MpOLLIbIM, HACTOS -
UM U OYZYIIMM SIBJISIIOTCS CyIeCTBeHHBIMH /i7isi BDEMeHH, U UTO eCid
pas/Muus HUKOL/|a He FOBOPAT O pea/lbHOCTH, TOr/|a HAKAKasi peasbHOCTh
He HaXOJIUTCSI BO BpeMeHHU.

OTOT B3rIsiZl, OyZlb OH UCTUHHBIM WJIH JIOXKHBIM, He SIB/ISIeTCS YeM-
TO YOWUBUTETbHBIM. Bhillle ObIIO yKa3aHO, UYTO BpeMsl, KaK MbI ero BOC-
NIpUHUMaeM, Bcerja NpefoCTaB/seT 3TH pasnuuus. B obiiem, yTBep-
JKJA/I0Ch, YTO 3TO eCTh peajbHas XapaKTepUCTHKa BPeMeHU, a He WJl-
MI03Us, BO3HUKawouass Osaroziaps crioco0y ero BOCIPHUATHS HaMH.
BonbummHcTBO (hrnocooB, BHe 3aBUCUMOCTH OT TOTO, BEPUWIH JIU OHU
B peajbHOCTb BpeMeHM, CUUTalM Pa3inuus A-Cepuu CYLIHOCTHBIMU
JUJIsI BpEMEHU.
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MHe KakeTCst, YTO TIPOTUBOIIOJIOXKHOTO B3IVISZIA NPUEPKUBA/IACH TO-
I7ia, Korza, B 00IeM Cydae, CUMTaNoCh (CIIpaBe/iuBO, KakK 5 MOMbITAIOCh
TIOKa3aTh MO3XKe), YTO Pa3IMuusi MeXIy TPOLILIbIM, HaCTOSIIUM U Oyny-
LMM He MOXXT'YT FOBODUTH O peasbHOCTU. M 4TO, CefoBaTesbHO, eCiu
peasbHOCTb BPpEMEHU MOXXHO COXPaHWTh, TO HY)KHO MOKa3arb, UYTO pac-
CcMaTpuBaeMoe pa3/inure He SIB/ISeTCs CYLHOCTHBIM /11 BpeMeHH. CunTa-
JIOCh, UTO BpPeMsI PeasibHoO, a CIefA0BaTe/IbHO, 3TO OBI/IO TIOBOZIOM JI/ISI TOTO,
4yT0OBI CUMTaTh A-CEPUI0 HECYITIeCTBeHHO! /171t BpeMeHU. OZIHAaKO 3TO MO-
JKET TOMBKO JaTh MOBOA. Ec/iy aHanu3 MOHATHS BpeMeHH ToKasas, uTo
Gnarofaps yaaieHuto A-cepun BpeMsi KCUe3aeT, TO 3TOTo Criocoba JjoKasa-
TeJILCTBA HeJb3s 00Jiee TIPU/IEPKUBATLCS, a U3 HepearTbHOCTU A-cepu 0y-
JleT cliefj0BaTh HepeaabHOCTh BPEMEHH.

$1 mBITasCs TIOKa3aTh, UTO HMCUe3HOBeHWe A-cepuu OelicmeumenbHO
paspyiaet Bpems. Terepb Mbl 00paTUMCS K /IBYyM BO3DPa)KEHHUSIM TPOTHB
5TOM TeopHHu.

[lepBoe KacaeTcsi TeX BpeMEHHBIX CepHM, KOTOpbie CyIeCTBYIOT
HepeasibHO, HO B KOTOPBIE JIOKHO BEpAT KaK B CYLECTBYIOLIME UIU KOTO-
pble BOOOpaXKaroTCs Kak CylLjecTBykoiye. Bo3bmeM, Harpumep, MPUKITIO-
yenusi Jon Kuxora. OTa cepusi He siBisieTcs: A-cepueii. B maHHBIN MO-
MEHT S He MOTY CKa3aTh, ObUTM /M OHM TMPOIIUIBIM, HACTOSII[UM WA
OyzayumM. U 1eficTBUTENBHO, 51 3HAIO, UTO OHU He SIBJISIOTCS HU OJHUM
n3 5TuX Tpex. OpHaKo 3To omnpezeneHHo B-cepus. Ilpukntouenue c ra-
NepHBIMU pabaMu, HarpuMep, MOKe, YeM TIPUK/IFOUeHWEe C BeTPSHBIMU
MenbHULIAMUA. A B-cepust npeanonaraet BpeMs. OTCiofa BBIBOJAT, UTO
A-cepus HeCy1leCTBeHHA [j11 BDeMeHMU.

S npuepkuBaroCh Ceyrolero oTseTa Ha 5T0 Bo3paxeHue. Bpems
MIPUHAZJIEXXUT TOJIBKO CylecTByromeMy. Eciu Kakas-mubo peanbHOCTh
HaxOJWUTCS BO BPEMEHM, 3TO O3HayaeT, UTO [JaHHAas peajlbHOCTb Cyllle-
CTByeT. DTO, KaK MHe Ka)KeTCsl, He BbI30BeT HMKaKWX pasfipakeHuit. Mox-
HO CIPOCHUTb, BCE JIM U3 CYILLECTBYIOLIEr0 HAaXOAUTCH BO BPEMEHH, WU
Jla’Kke, UTo YTO-MO0 M3 peasbHO CyIIeCTBYIOIEro HaxXOJUTCS BO BpeMe-
HU, HO HeJb3s1 OTPULIATh, YTO €CJ/IM HeUTO HaXxOAWUTCSI BO BpDEMEHU, TO OHO
JIOJDKHO CyI1leCTBOBATh.

Ho uto cymectByeT B npukmoueHusx JoH Kuxora? Huuero. 3to
BooOpakaemasi uctopust. AKThI yMa CepBaHTeca, KOrjla OH MPUIYMbIBaJ
WCTOPUIO, aKThl MOEr0 yMa, Korya 51 ;ymaro o0 3Toi UCTOpUH, — OHH CY -
mectByroT. OHU 00Opa3ytoT uacTi A-cepur. Co3ganue uctopur CepBaH-
TECOM HaXOJUTCS B MPOIUIoM. MOH MBIC/IH 00 3TOM MCTOPUM HAXOZSTCS
B TIPOILJIOM, HACTOSIIL{EM U — 5T HaZIeloCh — B OyayIeMm.

Opnako mpukmodeHns [JoH Kuxora MOryT moka3aTtbCs pebOeHKY
HUCTOpPUYECKUMU. VI B UTEHWU 51 MOTY TIOCPE/ICTBOM YCHJIHSI BOOOpaXxke -
HUSI CUMTaTh UX peasbHO MPOM30IIeJIIMMU. B 3TOM ciyuae npukiItoye-
HUSl CUMTAIOTCS CYLIeCTBYIOUIUMU WM BOOOpaXkalOTCs KakK TaKOBHIE.
Ho Torzia oHM CUUTAIOTCS HAaXO[ANIMMUCA B A-Cepud WM BooOpaka-
IOTCS KakK Haxopsuiecss B A-cepun. PeGeHOK, KOTOpBI BEpUT B TO,
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YTO OHU SIBJISIIOTCSI UCTOPHUYECKMMHU, TOCUMTAET, YTO OHHU IPOM30ILIN
B niponioM. Eciu s1 BooOpakaro UX CyIeCTBYIOIUMU, TO A Oyy BooO -
pakaTh UX KakK MPOM30LIeINe B MPOIIIOM. TOUHO TaK ke, ec/id Be-
pUTH B TO, YTO COOBITHS, onvcaHHble B Hogocmsx u3 Huomkyda Mop-
puca, CyLIeCcTBYIOT, WM BOOOpa)kaTb UX CYLeCTBYIOIUMMU, 3TO 3HAUUT
BEepUTh B WX CYyIeCTBOBaHWe B OyayineM, Wiu BooOpa)kaTb WX Cyle-
CTByIOIIMMH B OyzyieM. ITomenjaeM i1 Mbl 0ObeKT Hallleil Bepbl WIN
HaIero BooOpa)keHUs1 B HacTosIIIee, MPOIIoe UK Oyzyiiee, OyaeT 3a-
BHCETb OT XapaKTepUCTHK 3Toro obwvekra. Ho Bce >xe oH OyzeTr mome-
IIleH rJe-To B Halllei A-cepuH.

TakuM 00pa3oM, OTBETOM Ha BO3pakeHHe OyZleT TO, UTO TaK ke, Kak
BeIl[b HAXOJUTCSl BO BpEMEeHU, OHa HaxoAuTcs B A-cepun. Ecm oHa pe-
a/IbHO HAXOJWTCs BO BPEMEHH, TO OHAa PeajbHO HaXOAWUTCS B A-cepHu.
Ec/u B Hee BePAT KaK B HAXOZSIIYIOCS BO BDEMEHHU, TO B Hee BEPAT Kak
Haxopsytocs B A-cepun. Ecyii oHa BooOpakaeTcst BO BpeMeHH, TO OHa
BOOOparkaeTcsi B A-CepuH.

BTopoe Bo3pa)keHHe OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha BO3MO)KHOCTH, Ha KOTOPYHO
ykasas muctep Bpa3iy, uto B peasbHOCTH MOTYT HaXOAUTHCSI HECKOJTBKO
He3aBHCHMBIX BpPeMeHHBIX cepHid. U felicTBUTENbHO, /st MUCTepa bpag-
A BpeMs SIB/ISIeTCS] TOMBKO JIMIIb BUAMMOCTEIO. He CyIliecTByeT HUKAaKoro
peasbHOTO BpPeMeHH, a CjIefioBaTe/lbHO, He CYIIeCTBYeT HMKAKHUX peaslb-
HBIX BpeMeHHbIX ceprii. Ho paccmaTprBaeMoe TIpeAIosioyKeHHe 3aK/Iroda-
eTCsl B TOM, UTO BHYTPU PeasibHOCTU [JOJDKHbI HAXOJUTbCSI HECKOBKO pe-
a/TbHBIX U HE3aBUCUMBIX JIPYT OT /Ipyra BPeMEHHBIX CepHH.

Bo3paxkeHue, Kak s TI0Jlarar0, 3ak/IHOUalOTCS B TOM, YTO BCe Bpe-
MeHHble CepuM OylyT peasbHbIMH, B TO BpeMsl KaK pa3/iUure Mexnay
MPOLIBIM, HACTOSLIMM W OyayuuM OyzeT UMeTh 3HAUYe€HHe TOJIBKO
BHYTPH Ka)X[0H CepuM U He MOKET B CHUJTy 3TOTO CUHATATHCS B IOJTHOM
cMbIcsie peasibHBIM. Haripumep, OyzieT cyiriecTBOBaTh MHOXKECTBO HACTO-
smx. KoHeYHO, MHOXKECTBO TOYEeK BPeMEeHU MOTYT ObITb HaCTOSILUM
(KaXJast TOUKa B K&)K/I0i BpeMeHHOH CepuM OJHAXK/bI sIB/ISIeTCsl HaCTOSI -
M), OJJHAKO OHM [JO/DKHBI OBITH HAaCTOSIIMM JpyT 3a ApyroM. Hacrosi-
e pa3/UYHbIX BPEMEHHBIX Cepuil He OyAyT pacrosjaratbCsi JpyT
3a [pyroM, TaK Kak OHM He HaXOJATCS B OJHOM U TOM >Ke BpPeMeHH.
(Ho onu u He OyAyT OfHOBPEMEHHBIMH, TaK KaK 3TO MpeAIosaraeT Ha-
XOXK/leHre B OgHOM BpeMeHHW. OHU He OyAyT HaXOAWTHCS HU B KaKOM
BPeMeHHOM OTHOILIEHHH.) A pa3/uuHble HACTOSILIIMe, eC/Id OHU He pac-
TI0/1aratoTCs IPYT 3a IPYroM, He MOTYT ObITh peanbHbIMU. [Io3TOMY pas-
JTMYHbIe BPeMeHHbIe CePUH, eC/TH OHU PeasbHbI, JO/DKHBI ObITH CIIOCO0-
HBI K CyI[eCTBOBAHHIO, HE3aBUCUMOMY OT pa3/IUuMsi MeXX/y IPOIIIbIM,
HaCTOSIIUM U OyZYILUM.

OfHako 51 He MOT'Y CYMTaTh 3TO BO3pakeHHe 000CHOBaHHBIM. be3 co-
MHeHUs], B TaKOM CJIydae, HUKAaKoe HacTosiiee He OyleT UMeHHO HacTo-
AIIUM — OHO Oy/|eT TO/BKO JIMILb HACTOSIUM OTpeJeeHHOTO acreKTa
BcesleHHOH. OZIHAKO TOT7ja HUKaKoe BpeMsi He OyzieT UMeHHO BpeMeHeM —
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OHO OyZeT TO/IbKO BpeMeHeM OIlpe/ie/IeHHOrO acriekTa BcereHHOM. OHo
OyzeT, 6e3 cOMHeHUs1, peaibHOM BPeMEHHOU ceprieli, HO MHe He KaXKeTcH,
YTO HacTosIee OyaeT MeHee peaslbHbIM, YeM BpeMsl.

KoHeuHo, 51 He yTBep)k/jat0, UTO He CyI|eCTByeT IPOTUBOPEUUsi B Cy-
11leCTBOBaHMM HECKObKUX pasIMyHbIX A cepuil. Mol InaBHBIN Te3uc 3a-
K/TFOYaeTCsl B TOM, UTO CyIleCTBOBaHHe /000l A-cepru BedeT 3a coOoit
npotuBopeure. §1 37ech yTBEpXKAAl TOJMBKO TO, UTO IPeAIOoKeHHe
0 CyIIlecTBOBaHUM 000 A-cepud He BedeT 3a coO0W HUKAKOHM J0ToJ-
HUTE/ILHOM TPYAHOCTH C CyIIeCTBOBAaHMEM HECKOJbKHUX TaKUX CepHH,
He3aBUCUMBIX YT OT Zipyra U 4To, C/le/joBaTe/IbHO, He CYILL|eCTBYeT He-
COBMECTHMOCTH MeX/y CYIL|eCTBeHHOCTbIO A-CepuH /il BpeMeHH U Cy-
I11eCTBOBAaHHEM HECKOJIBKMX Pa3/IMUHbIX BPEMEH.

Bonee Toro, Mel 0/DKHbI IOMHUTB O TOM, UTO TEOPHSI MHOXKEeCTBEH-
HOCTU BpPeMeHHbIX Cepuil sIB/IsSeTCs MPOCTO MUII0Te30M. [11s1 Hallleil Bephbl
B UX CyIIeCTBOBaHHe ellle He ObUIO MPeJoCTaBIeHO HU OHOTO apryMeH-
Ta. CuuTaNIOCh TOJIBKO, UTO HEe CYILL{eCTBYET IPUYKHBI, 10YeMY Mbl JI0/DK-
HBl He BepUTh B UX CYILeCTBOBaHUeE, a CJIe[jOBaTe/IbHO, OHU MOTYT CylIje-
ctBoBaTh. Ho ecsin ux cyijecTBoBaHue OyeT HeCOBMECTUMBIM C UeM-TO,
JJI1 4ero ecTb MO3UTHBHOE TOATBepsKAeHWe, Torja y Hac OyaeT OCHO-
BaHMe [I/i1 HeBepUsl B UX CyIeCTBOBaHHe. VIMeeTcs, KaK 5 TIOMBITA/ICS
MOKa3aTh, TIO3UTHBHOE CBUJETE/NBCTBO /i BEPHI B TO, UTO A-cepus
cyllecTBeHHa AJisi BpeMeHU. CriefjoBaTesibHO, TpeAriosarasi, yTo MMeeT
MecTo TO (UTO s OTBEpraro Io MpUYrMHaM, YKa3aHHBIM BBIIIE), UTO CyIIe-
CTBOBaHME MHO)XeCTBEHHOCTH BPEMEHHBIX CepPHi HeCOBMECTHMO C CylIie-
CTBEHHOCTbIO A-cepuu [l BPeMeHH, TOrjja JO/DKHA ObITh OTBeprHyTa
VMMEeHHO THIoTe3a 0 MHO)KeCTBEHHOCTH BpeMeH, HO He Hallle 3aK/TioueHne
OTHOCHUTE/IbHO A-CepuM.

Tenepb 51 nepelifly KO BTOPOI 4acTH. YCIEIIHO IOKa3aB, KaK MHe
Ka)keTCs, UTO He MOXeT ObITb BpeMeHU 0e3 A-cepuu, OCTanoCh MO-
Ka3aTb, UTO A-cepHsi He MOXKET CyLI[eCTBOBATh, HO, C/IeZloBaTe/IbHO, Bpe-
Msi He MOXKeT CyllecTBoBaTb. V3 storo OyzeT ciefoBaTh, UTO BpeMsi
HepeasibHO, TaK KakK MPU3HAHO TO, YTO, TOJBLKO CYILECTBYs, BpeMsi MO-
)XeT OBbITh peasbHbIM.

TepmuHbI A-cepun SIB/ISIIOTCS XapaKTepUCTHKaMy coObITUHA. MBI ro-
BOPUM O COOBITHSIX, UTO OHH SIBJISTIOTCS MO0 MPOLUIBIMU, MO0 HACTOs -
mymH, ubo Oynymmmu. Ecnu MoMmeHTHI BpeMeHu OepyTcst Kak OTZesb-
Hble peaslbHOCTH, Mbl TOBOPUM O HUX TaKKe, UTO OHU eCThb IIPOLUIOE,
Hacrosiiiee Wik Oyayiee. XapakTepuCcTHKa MOXKET ObITb MO0 OTHOLIe-
HHeM, 00 KaueCcTBOM. BepeM /i Mbl TeDMHUHBI A-CepUU KaK OTHOLIEHHUST
MeX/y COObITHSIMU (UTO KaxkeTcst Gosiee pa3yMHBIM BO33peHHEM) UK Mbl
OepeM MX KaK KauecTBa COOBITHI, MHe Ka)KeTCs, UTO OHU BeJyT K IIPOTH-
BOPEYHIO.

[laBaiiTe criepBa pacCMOTPHUM IIPeATIONOXKEeHWEe O TOM, UTO OHU SIBJIsI-
IO0TCS1 OTHOLIEHUSIMU. B 9TOM Cly4yae TONbKO OfIMH TEPMUH KaXKZ0TO OTHO-
IIeHUs] MOXKeT ObITb COOBITHEM WK MOMEHTOM. [Ipyroil TepMUH J0/DKEH
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OBITH 4eM-TO BO BHeBpeMeHHOUW cepun®. OTHOIEeHUst A-CepyUM U3MeHSIOT-
Cs1, @ OTHOLLIEHHe TEPMHUHOB BPeMeHHOU Cepuu K JpyT APYTy He MeHsIeTCsl.
[lBa COOBITHSI HAXOAATCS B OTIPeZe/IeHHbIX MO3ULMSIX BO BPEMEHHOM ce-
PYH TI0 OTHOLIEHUIO JPYT K JIPYTY, MAJIJIUOH JIeT /10 TOr0, KaK OHH IpOo-
W30WAYT, © MWITHOH JieT Tocse. To ke camoe KacaeTcsi M OTHOLIEHHS
MOMEHTOB JpYT K Apyry. Ec/ii MOMeHTBI BpeMeH! pPa3/iiuaroTcsi Kak OT-
Jle/IbHble peaslbHOCTU OT COOBITHH, KOTOpbIe MPOUCXOZASAT B HUX, TO OT-
HOIIIeHHe MeX[y COObITHeM W MOMeHTOM HensMeHHO. Kaxzoe coObI-
THe HaXOJUTCS B TOM >K€ CaMOM MOMEeHTe B OyaylieM, HacTOsIIeM
U TIPOLIJIOM.

OTHoLIIeHus1, KOTOpble (OPMHUPYIOT A-Cepur0, 10/DKHBI ObITH OTHOLIIE-
HUSIMH COOBITHI ¥ MOMEHTOB K UeMY-TO, He HaXOJsIL[eMYCsl BO BpeMeH-
HOM cepun. K ueMy nmeHHO, OyzeT TpyaHO ckasarb. Ho 31ech nosiBisieTcst
GoJ1ee IO3UTUBHAS TPYHOCTb, U TI03TOMY 3TOT BOIIPOC MbI OT/IOXKHM.

IMporunoe, HacTosiIIee U Oy/yllee sSBSIOTCS HECOBMECTUMBIMU OTTpe-
nenenusiMu. Kaxzoe cobbiTre O/DKHO OBITH OZHUM WM APYTMM, HO HU
O/THO COOBITHE He MOXET OBbITh OOJBIIMM, UeM OfIHO. JTO CYIeCTBEHHO
[UIs1 3HAUEHUs] TEPMUHOB. A ecyi Obl 3TO OBIIO He Tak, TO A-cepuu ObLIO
OBl HEZIOCTATOYHO i/ TOrO, YTOOBI 1aTh HaM, B koMOuHaLmu ¢ C-cepuet,
Bpems. Kak Mbl BH/e/H, BpeMsi BK/IOUaeT B cebsi M3MeHeHWe, a euH-
CTBEHHOEe M3MeHeHHe, KOTOpOe Mbl MOKEM TIOJYYUThb, 3TO OT OyAyILero
K HaCTOSIIIIEMY, @ OT HAaCTOSIIIIEr0 K TPOLLIOMY.

OTH XapaKTepUCTHKY, C/le/[oBaTe/IbHO, HeCOBMeCTUMbL. Ho Kakzoe
cobbiTHe obazaetT umu Bcemu. Ecii M ecTh miporiioe, To 0HO ObLIO Ha-
crosumM ¥ OyaymmM. Eci oHo Oypyiee, To oHO OyzeT HacCTOSILM
¥ mponibiM. EC/ii OHO HacTosiriee, TO OHO ObLTO OyayIUM U OyZieT TIpo-
kM. Takum 06pa3om, Bce TPU HECOBMECTHUMBIX TEPMHUHA MOXKHO TIPH -
MHCaTh KaXK/[OMy COOBITHIO, UTO, OUEBH/IHO, IPOTHBOPEUUT UX HECOBMe-
CTUMOCTH ¥ TOMY, UTO M3MeHEHHe 3aBUCUT OT HUX.

MoKeT MoKa3aTbCsl, YTO 3TO JIETKO 00BSICHUTE. [lefCTBUTeNbHO, TpaK-
TUYeCKH HeBO3MOXKHO OIMCATh 3TY TPYAHOCTB, He 0OBSICHSIS ee, TaK Kak
B HAllleM 5I3bIKe CYIIeCTBYIOT IVIaroyibHble ()OPMBI JijIs TIPOLLJIOrO, HACTO-
siiero v Oyayiero, HoO He CyiecTByeT (OpMbl, 00LIel AJisT BCeX Tpex.
OrBetoMm OyzieT, uTo HUKOT/a He OyzeT Tak, uto M ecmb HacTosiiiee, TIpo-
mioe u Oyayigee. OHO ecmb HacTosiiee, 6y0em TPOLLILIM U 6bL10 OyAy-
myM. W oHO ecmb miporuioe, Obu10 OYAYIIMM U HACTOSIIWM, WIH OHO
ecmb Oypyiee 1 6yOem HaCTOSILLM M TIPOLUIBIM. OTH XapaKTePUCTHKH
HEeCOBMEeCTHUMBI TOJIBKO TOT/Ia, KOTZla OHU OZJHOBPEMEHHBI, U HET HUKAKOTO

5 YKa3bIBa/loCh, YTO HACTOsII|ee eCTb HEUTO OJHOBPEMEHHOE C YTBEP)KAEHHEM O €ro Ha-
crositiecty, Oyayiiee ecTb HeuTo Oosiee MO3Hee, YUeM YTBEPXKJEHHE O ero OyayIHO-
CTH, a MPOLUIOe eCTb HeuTo Gosiee paHHee, YeM YTBEP)KAEHHE O ero MpPOLIOCTH.
Hosta Teopus mpepjrosaraeT, uTo BpeMsi CYLECTBYET He3aBHCHMO OT A-CepHu
Y HECOBMECTUMO C pe3y/IbTaTaMK, K KOTOPBIM MbI TIPUILUIH.
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NIPOTUBOpeuMsi B TOM (hakTe, UTO KaXK/bli TEPMUH IOC/Ief0BaTebHO 06-
naZiaeT UMU.

Ho 3T0 00BsicHeHWe BK/FOUYaeT B cebst MOpouHbIiA Kpyr. OHO Tpearo-
Jaraet CyljeCTBOBaHHe BpeMeHH /i/sl YKa3aHus Ha To, KakuM 06pa3oM Mo-
MEHTBI SIB/ISFOTCS TTPOLIUIBIM, HACTOSIUM | Oyzyiym. Bpems Toraa f1omk-
HO TIperosiaraTbCsi B OMMCAHUM A-CEepUH, HO Mbl Y)Ke BHEIH, UTO IS
omnucaHus BpeMeHU A-cepusi [JO/DKHa cyljectBoBaTh. Ciie/joBaTesbHO,
A cepusi Jo/DKHA TIPeATIONAaratbCs IJisi TOro, YToObl omvcath A-cepuro.
A 3TO SIBHO MTOPOYHBI KPYT.

M&I cpenanu crepyoliee — INpeABOCXMIIAs, UYTO MOe HalvcCaHue
3TOM cTaThM 00/1aZjaeT XapaKTepUCTUKaMH TPOILIOro, HacTosero u Oy-
JyLero, Mbl CKaJkeM, UTO OHO eCTb HacTosee, ObI10 Oyymum u Oyzer
npoulibiM. OZJHaKO «ObIZIO» OTIMYAEeTCS] OT «eCTb» TOJIbKO TeM, UTO OHO
CyLL|eCTBYeT B TIPOIJIOM, @ He B HacToslleM, a «Oyzer» omInuaercs
OT HUX TOJIBKO TeM, 4To OyzeT CyliecTBoBaTh B Oyayiem. Takum obpa-
30M, MbI MPUIIM K C/Ie/lyIOIeMy — pacCcMaTpyuBaeMoe coObITHe ecTh Ha-
CTosilllee B HAcTosiIieM, Oyzyliee B MPOLLIOM M TPOIIoe B OyAyiiem.
OueBUJHO, UTO MBI BMaJeM B TIOPOYHBINA KPYT, €C/IM MBI TIOMBITaeMCs
MIPUINKCaTh XapaKTepUCTUKY HaCTosIero, Oy/yLero 1 Npolisioro o Kpu-
TEepHIO HACTOSIIIET0, TIPOILIOTO U OyzyIIiero.

OTo 3aTpyJHeHHe MOXXHO OIMHCATh APYTUM CIIOCOO0M, ¥ TOT/a OIIr0-
Ka MPOSIBUTCS CKOpee KaK IopouHasi 6eCKoHeuHast cepusi, ueM Kak Iopoy-
HBI Kpyr. Ecin MBI M30€KUM HECOBMECTHMOCTH TPeX XapaKTepUCTHK
MOCPe/ICTBOM YTBEpK/eHUsl, UYTo M ecTh HacTosiiee, ObLIO OyayLmM
1 OyZieT NpoIIbIM, TO MBI CO3/jaeM BTOpPYI0 A-cepuio, B KOTOPYIO IepBast
cepusi TOTIAZlaeT TeM JKe caMbIM 00pa3oM, KakUM COOBITHSI TIOMaZaroT
B iepByt0 ceputo. COMHUTE/ILHO, MO>KHO JIM TIPH/IaTh KaKOH-Mbo Bpa-
3YMUTeE/IbHBIA CMBIC/T YTBEPXK/EHHUIO, UTO BPeMsI HaXOJUTCSI BO BPEMEHH.
Ho B /mo6om ciiyuae Bropast A-cepusi OyzieT cTpajiaTh OT ToM e Mpobie-
MBI, UTO U TepBasi, a ee MOXKHO TIPeoio/ieTh, TO/IBKO TIOMelljasi ee B Tpe-
Thi0 A-ceputo. [To ToMy >ke NPHUHLUITY TPeTbsl INOMaJeT B UETBEPTYIO,
U Tak 6e3 KoHIla. Bam He yzjacTcst n36aBUTHCS OT MPOTUBOPEUMS], TaK Kak,
yZansist ero u3 oOBbsICHSIeMOro, Bbl CHOBA IOMelljaeTe ero B 0ObsiCHEHUe.
ITosTomy 3TO 06BsICHEHHE HEBEPHO.

TakuMm obpa3om, ecii A-cepusi YTBEPXK/IAeTCST pealbHOR U CUHTAeT-
Csl cepuell OTHOIIEeHWH, TO MbI MPUXOAUM K TIPOTHBOpeunto. MoXeT /i
oHa ObITb cepueli kKauecTB 1 OyzeT /i pe3ysbrar jyulie? CyllecTByeT 1
TPH KauecTBa — Oy/yIITHOCTh, HACTOSIIL{ECTh U MPOLLIOCTh, & COOBITHS T10-
CTOSIHHO M3MEHSIIOT IIepBoe Ha BTOPOe, a BTOPOe Ha TpeThe?

Kak MHe Ka)keTcsi, Majio 4TO MOXKHO CKa3aTb I10 MIOBOJY TOTO, UTO W3-
MeHeHUe B A-CepuM ecThb HM3MeHeHHe B KadecTBaxX. be3 coMHeHMs, Moe
TIpeJBOCXHUIIIEHHE TTepe)KMBaHus M, camMo Tepe)KuBaHye W MaMsITh O Tepe-
JKUBaHUMY, SIB/ISIIOTCS TpPeMsl COCTOSIHWSIMH, O00O/1aZiatoliMM pas/iMYHbIMU
kayectBamy. Ho 310 He Gyzyiee M, Hacrosijee M u nporioe M obnazia-
0T 3TUMH KauecTBaMu. KauecTBamu 00/1a/jat0T TPY pa3/TMUHBIX COOBITHS —
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npefiBOCXHIIleHHe M, mepexxuBaHre M U mamsite 06 M, Kaxkzoe 3 Ko-
TOPBIX, B CBOIO OU€pe/ib, SIBISIFOTCS OYYILMM, HACTOSIILMM M TIPOLLIBIM.
TaknM 00pa3om, CKa3aHHOe HUKaK He TI0//Iep>KUBaeT BO33peHHe O TOM, UTO
M3MeHeHHsl B A-CepHH eCTh U3MeHeHHs! B KaueCTBax.

Ho B 3TOT BOMpOC HaM He HYXXHO yrny6nsTbcesi. Eciu 6Bl xapakre-
pucTtuku A-cepuu ObIIM KaueCTBaMH, TO MbI TPUILIA ObI K TOH ke
TPY/AHOCTH, KaK ecyii 661 OHU OblM OTHOIIEHUsIMU. Kak U paHbllle, OHH
HEeCOBMECTHMBI, U, KaK U paHblile, KaXK0e coObITHe 00/1a/jaeT UM BCe-
MH. DTO MOXXHO OOBSICHUTH TOJBKO JIMIIb, KaK W paHblle, MocCpes-
CTBOM TOTO, UYTO KakJoe coObITHe 00/1aZlaeT UMHU I10C/Ie/|0BaTeIbHO.
A takuMm 006pa3oM, Mbl TIPU/IEM K TOM Ke OIIMOKe, KaK U B MpeAbIY-
iem ciydae®,

CriezioBaTebHO, MbI TIPULIUTH K 3aK/TFOYEHHIO, UTO TIpUMeHeHHe A-Cepun
K peayIbHOCTH Be/ieT K IPOTHUBOPEUHIO, U, CIe[I0BATe/IbHO, A CepHsi He MOXKET
MIPUMEHSITLCS K PealbHOCTU. A Tak Kak BpeMsi TIpefrionaraer A-Cepuro, To,
C/lefjoBaTe/lbHO, BpeMsi HENPYMEHHMMO K peajbHOCTH. Korja Mbl cuutaeM
HEUTO CyIIECTBYIOIMM BO BPEMEHH, MbI JIOyCKaeM OLIMOKY, a KOTJa MbI
BOCIIPUHMMAeM HeYTO KaK CYILeCTBYIOIlee BO BpeMeHH — UTO eCTh e[yH-
CTBEHHBIH C110C00, KOTOPLIM MbI BOCIIPMHHUMAEM BeLI — Mbl BOCIIPUHUMaeM
ero 6osiee WM MeHee He TAKUM, KaKUM OHO eCTb.

Hy>kHO paccMOTpeTh BO3MOXKHOe Bo3pakeHHe. MOXKHO CKa3aTh, UTO
Hallli OCHOBAaHUS /ISl OTPULIAHHUS BPeMeHHU 3aK/TF0YaroTCsi B TOM, UTO Bpe-
Msl HeJlb3st 00BsICHUTB 6e3 mpe/rnosioxeHus: 0 BpeMeHd. Ho MoXeT /i 3T0
[IOKa3aTh — He TO, UTO BpeMsl IPOTUBOPEUUBO, HO TO, UTO BpeMsl TIepBHU-
HO? Hanprmep, HeBO3MOXXHO OOBSCHUTH 100pO WM UCTUHY Oe3 Toro,
yT0OBI 0OBSCHSIEMBIM TEPMUH OBLT YaCThIO OOBSICHEHUS, a CJ/ie/[0BaTesTh-
HO, MBI OTBepraeM 3To o0bsiCHeHHe Kak HeBepHOe. HO MBI He OTBepraeM

6 Bpems 0GbIYHO TPEJCTAB/IAIOT yepe3 MeTahopy MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOIO MepeMeleHus],
HO eCTb JI¥ 3TO NepeMeljeHHe 13 MPOILJIOro B Oy/yiiee Wik U3 Oy/yiiero B rmpouuioe?
Ecmi A-cepust IPUHUMAeTCS KaK CepUsi KaueCTB, TO eCTeCTBeHHO MOHUMATh 3TO Kak
[IBWKEHHEe W3 MPOILIOro B Oy/yliee, TaK KaK KauyeCTBO HACTOAILECTH TPUHA/JIEXKAo
MPOLIJILIM COCTOSHUAM U Oy/eT puHa/exats oyayumm. Eciu A cepust Gepetcs Kak
Cepusi OTHOIIIEHHH, TO BOSMOXKHO JBIKEHHE B JF0OOM HArpaB/IeHHH, Tak Kak /060
U3 JABYX CBA3aHHBIX TEPMUHOB MOXKET ObITb B3AT KaK TOT, KOTOPhIN ABWKeTCs. Eciu
CoObITHS GepyTCs ABKUMBIMHA (DMKCUPOBAHHON TOUKON HACTOALIECTH, TO JBUKEHUE
HarpaB/ieHo U3 OyAylero B MPOILIOe, TAK Kak Oyyiue COOBITHS ellle He MHHOBAJIH
TOUKY, a TPOLLIIbIE Y’Ke MUHOBa/IM. EC/M HacTOsAIeCT GepeTcst Kak JBHKYIIAsICA TOU -
Ka, MOC/Ie/I0BATe/IbHO CBA3aHHAs C KaXK/[OM cepreli COOBITHIA, TO JBKEHVE HarpaBJie-
HO 13 TpoIwioro B Oygyiiee. TakuM 06pa3oM, MbI TOBOPHMM, UTO COBBITHSI MPUXO/AT
u3 Gy/ylero, HO UTO Mbl CaMM JIBUIaeMCsl 110 HAMpaB/IeHuio K HeMy. Kaxapiid yeso-
BEK OTOXK/ECTB/IsIeT ce0si CO CBOUM HBIHEIIIHUM COCTOSIHMEM 10 KOHTPACTy C ero 6yay-
LM WJIM TIPOLIIBIM, TaK KaK HaCTOALIee eCTh eJMHCTBEHHOE, O YeM OH UMEEeT HeTIO -
CPe/ICTBEHHBIN OMBIT. TakMM 00pa3oM, CaMOCTb, €C/IM OHa OMKUCHIBAETCS KaK JBUIar0 -
mieecst BOOOIIe, [JBMraeTcss BMECTe C TOYKOM HACTOAIIECTH IO TIOTOKY COOBLITHiA
13 MPOLUIOTo B Oyayiiee.
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CaMo TIOHATHE KakK OIIMO0YHOe, HO MPUHWUMAaeM ero Kak HeuTo MepBUY-
HOe, KOTOPOe, HeCMOTPsI Ha TO, UTO SIBJISIETCS] HEOObSICHUMBIM, He TpedyeT
00BACHEHYS.

Ho 3mech 910 HerpuMeHuMoO. Vs MOXKeT ObITb UCTUHHON OTHOCH-
TeJIbHO PeasibHOCTH, HECMOTPSI Ha TO, UTO Y Hee He MOXKeT ObITh Ipa-
BU/ILHOTO 00BscHeHus. Ho oHa He MOXKeT ObITh UCTUHHOM OTHOCUTE/ILHO
peabHOCTH, eCJTH ee TIpUMeHeHHe K peajbHOCTH Be/ieT K TIPOTHBOPEUHIO.
MbI HauHeM C yKa3aHWsl Ha TO, UTO CYII[eCTByeT TaKoe IPOTHBOpeUne
B CJIyyae CO BPEMEHEM — UTO XapaKTePUCTHKU A-CepUH HECOBMECTHMbI
MeXy cob0it 1, TeM He MeHee, UCTUHHBI OTHOCHTE/IBHO KaXKI0ro TePMH-
Ha. [Toka He ymacTcst U30aBUTLCSI OT 3TOTO MIPOTUBOPEUHs], U/iesi BpeMeHU
JO/DKHA OBITb OTBEPrHyTa Kak HeoOOoCHOBaHHasi. IMEHHO i/t TOTO, UTO-
6b1 M30aBUTHCSA OT 3TOTO IPOTHUBOPEUHs, ObUIO IPeAJIOKEHO TO, UTO Xa-
PaKTePUCTHKY TPUHA/JIe)KaT TePMUHAM M0C/ef0BaTe/lbHO. Tak Kak 3TO
00BsICHEHME BKJIFOUA/IO0 B Ce0si MOPOUHBIA KPYT, TO MPOTHBOPEYHe OCTa-
JI0Ch HEeM3MEHHBIM, a Hesi BpeMeHH J0/DKHA ObITh OTBEPrHyTa, HE I10-
TOMY UTO OHAa HE MOXKET ObITh 00bsICHEHA, a TIOTOMY UTO OT TMPOTUBOpE-
YKsi HeBO3MOYKHO M30aBUThLCH.

Eciu B TOM, UTO y»Ke ObIJI0 CKa3aHO, He COMEPIKUTCS OIIMOKH, TO 3TO
SIBIIETCSL IOCTAaTOUHBIM OCHOBAHHEM /i OTpHUIlaHHs BpeMeHW. Ho Mol
MOXKeM 100aBUTH ellje OJHO CoobpakeHre. Bpemst, Kak Mbl BH/E/IH, OCHO-
BbIBAaeTCsA Ha U McuesaeT ¢ A-cepueii. Ecii Mbl He obpailjaeM BHUMaHMs
Ha MPOTUBOpeUre, KOTOPOe MbI TOBLKO UTO OOHApPY>KWIU B IPUMEHEHUU
A-cepun K peanbHOCTH, TO €CTh /I Kakasi-Tibo Beckasi IPUYKHA, 0 KO-
TOPOM MbI [JO/DKHBI TIpeTio/iaraTb UCTUHHOCTb A-CepPUH OTHOCHUTEIbLHO
peayibHOCTH?

[TouemMy MblI CUMTaeM, UYTO COOBITHS JO/DKHBI Pa3/MUaThCsl Kak Ipo-
110€e, HacTosiiee u Oyayiree? §I rmojarato, 4To 3Ta TOUKA 3PEHHS OCHOBA-
Ha Ha Pa3/IMuMsX B HAIlIeM OIIbITe.

B KaK/Iplii MOMEHT y MeHsI eCTb OIpe/e/ieHHbIe BOCTIPUSTHS, TaKKe
y M€HsI €CTb BOCIIOMMHAHKE O JPYIMX BOCIPUATHUSX U TIpeJUyBCTBHE HO-
BbIX. Herocpe/icTBeHHOe BOCTIpUSTHE CaMO IO ceOe sIBISeTCs TICHXUue-
CKMM COCTOSIHUEM, KaueCTBeHHO OT/TMYAFOIIMMCS OT MaMSITH WK TIPeAUyB-
ctBusi. Ha 5TOM OCHOBaHO BO33peHHe, UTO CaMO BOCIIpusTHe 006/ajaer
orpe/ie/IeHHOM XapaKTePUCTHUKOM, KOrjia s MM 00/1ajiato, ¥ OHa 3aMeHsIeTCst
JPYTUMH XapaKTePUCTUKAMM, KOr[a s BCIIOMUHAI0 WM TPEJUyBCTBYIO
€ro, — 3TH XapaKTePUCTUKH HAa3bIBAalOTCS HACTOSIIECTHIO, TIPOIIIOCTHIO
1 OyyIHOCTBIO. VIIef0 3THX XapaKTEPUCTHUK MbI MPUMEHSIEM K [PYTUM
cobwiTsiM. Bee, siBrIsifoIieecs: OZJHOBPEMEHHBIM C TIPSIMBIM BOCIIPHSITHEM,
KOTOpPO€ Y MeHsI cefiuac eCTb, Ha3bIBAETCS HACTOSIIMM U [JaXke CUMTAeTCs,
YTO HacTosiiee OyJeT CyIecTBOBaTh, €C/IM HU Y KOro He OyZeT MpsiMoro
BoCpusATHsi. TOUHO TaK kK€ aKThbl, OZIHOBPEMEHHBbIE C BOCIIOMHUHAEMbIMH
WA TIPejuyBCTBYeMBIMU BOCIIPHUATHUSAMU, CUATAIOTCS TPOIUIBIMU UIH O -
JYIIUMH, a 3TO PAaCIpPOCTPaHsIeTCsl Ha Teé COOBITHS, C KOTOPHIMU HUKAKHE
13 MOMX BOCIIPHSITHH, O KOTOPBIX S IOMHIO WJTH TIPEUYBCTBYIO, HE SIBJISI-
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I0TCS OJHOBpPeMeHHbIMU. VICTOUHMK Hallleii Bepbl B 3TO pas/ndyve JIeKUT
B Pas/U4uiy MeX[Y BOCHPUATHSIMU U NPeUyBCTBUSIMU UM BOCIIOMUHAHU -
SIMU O BOCIIPUSITUSIX.

I[Ipsimoe BocripusiTHe, Korja s UM obsajiaro, a Takke TO, UTO OFHO
OJJHOBPEMEHHO C HUM sBJsieTcsl HacrosmuM. C caMoro Havajga 3TO
orpeziesieHre BeJleT K MOPOYHOMY KPYTY, Tak Kak C0Ba «KOTr[a y MeHs
OHO eCTh» MOT'YT O3HauaTb TOJBKO «KOT/la OHO B Hactosiem». Ho eciu
MBI OIMyCKaeM 3TH CJIOBA, TO OIpeZeseHre OyJeT JIOKHBIM, TaK Kak
y MeHsI eCTb MHOXKeCTBO MPSIMBIX IpeJCTaB/AeHUM, HaXOAAUXCS B pa3-
JTMYHBIX BpeMeHaX U KOTOpble He MOTYT OBbITh BCe B HACTOsIleM, KpOMe
Kak Jpyr 3a Apyrom. JTo, OJHAaKO, U ecTb (yHJaMeHTaabHOe IPOTHUBO-
peurie A-cepuu, KOTOpoe MbI yxe paccmoTpenud. Ceituac st xouy obcy-
JUTb [ipyroe.

[IpsiMble BOCIIPUSTHS, KOTOPLIMU 51 ceifuac obmazaro, MOAMAZarT
Mo, MOe «KaXKyllleecsi HacTosiijee». Y MeHSl eCTb TONbKO MaMsTh WA
NpeJuyBCTBHE TeX M3 HUX, KOTOPble BBIXOJAT 3a ero npegenbl. «Kaxy-
ieecsi HacCTosIee» pas3udaeTcs IO JUTeTbHOCTU B 3aBUCHUMOCTH
OT 00CTOSITESTECTB U MOXKET OBITH pa3HbIM Y /IBYX JIFOZIel B ONUH U TOT
e niepuof, BpeMeHU. CobbiTe M MokeT ObITh OZJHOBPEMEHHBIM C BOC-
npustveM X-oM Q v BocrpusitueM Y-oM R. B omnpejesneHHbIi MOMEHT
Q MOXeT mepecTaTh OBITh UaCTBIO KaxKylerocs Hacrosiero X-a. Cre-
JoBarenbHO, M OyzieT B 3TOT MOMeHT mnpoiibiM. Ho B TOT ke camblii
MOMeHT R MokeT Bce ellle OBbITh YaCTbIO KaKyIllerocsi HacTosimero Y.
CnenoBaresibHO, M Oy/ieT HACTOSII[UM B TOT )K€ CaMbIi MOMEHT, B KOTO-
pbIif OHO OyZeT MPOLIBIM.

OTO HeBO3MOXHO. [lelicTBUTeNBHO, ecy Obl A-cepusi Oblia ueM-TO
YKCTO CYyOBEKTUBHBIM, TO He ObLIO ObI TIpo6/IEeMbI. MBI MOT/IH ObI CKa3aTh,
yro M 6b1710 pOLLIBIM 151 X Y HACTOSILUM /711 Y TOYHO TaK e, KaK MbI
MO’KEM CKa3aTb, UYTO OHO SIB/ISIETCS MPUATHBIM [yl X U Oose3HeHHBIM
ana Y. Ho Mel paccmarpriBaeM MOMBITKU OMHCaTh BpPeMsl KakK peasbHOe,
Kak HeuTo, UTO NIPUHAJJIEXXUT CaMOi peabHOCTH, a He NIPOCTO HAlllUM Be-
POBaHMsIM O HeH, a 3T0 MOXKeT ObITb, TONBKO eci A-cepHst IpUMeHNMa
K CaMO¥ peaylbHOCTH. A eC/IM 3TO TakK, TOr/a B 000 MOMeHT M [I0/DKHO
ObITh HACTOSILIIM W/ NTPOLLIBIM. OHO He MOXKeT ObITb 060HMU.

CnenoBarenbHO, HacTosilliee, Yyepe3 KOTOPOe peasibHO MPOXOAWT CO-
ObITHe, He MOXKeT OBbITh OMpeZesieHO Kak OJHOBPEMEHHOe C KaKYLMCS
HacrosuM. OHO JJo/DKHO 00/1a7aTh AJIMTE/IbHOCTEIO, 3aMKCUPOBaHHON
Kak MepBUUHbIA (GakKT. ITa JIUTEbHOCTh He MOXKeT ObITh TaKOM ke, Kak
JIUTeNBHOCTh BCEX Ka)KYILLMXCS HaCTOSILMX, TakK KakK BCe OHM pa3jvya-
I0TCS 110 CBOeM JyiuTenbHOCTU. TakuM oOpasoM, coObITHe MOXET ObITh
TIPOLL/IBIM, KOT/Za s1 er0 BOCIIPUHMMAI0 KaK HacTosilliee, WK HaCTOSILLUM,
KOTZla s1 BOCIIPUHMMAIO €ro Kak Tporiioe. [IuTelbHOCTh 0OBEKTHBHOTO
HACTOSILL|Ero MOXKeT ObITh THICSIUHOM Josiell ceKyH/bl. Vnu oHO MoxeT
ObITH BeKOM, U mpaeienve T'eopra IV u Oxyapaa VII MoryT coCTaBasTh
YyacTb OJHOrO HacTosero. Ha KakoM OCHOBaHHWW MbI [JO/DKHBI BEPUTh
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HEPEAJ/IBHOCTH BPEMEHU (é

B CyllleCTBOBaHHe TakKOro HaCTOSILEr0, KOTOPOe MBI OIpeie/leHHO He Ha-
OmojlaeM Kak HacTosiiiiee M KOTOpOe He HMMeeT HHKAKOrO OTHOLLIEeHHs
K TOMY, UTO MbI HaO/Ti0/IaeM Kak HacTosiiiee?

Ecnu Mbl u36eraeM sTHX TPyZHOCTeH, KaK MHOT/A 3TO Je/Iat0T, IPUHU-
Masi BO33peHHe, UTO HacTtosiijee B A-cepuy He 00/ajjaeT KOHEUHOW [JIH-
TeJILHOCTBIO, HO TIPOCTO TOYKOH, OTZAESIOLel MpoIioe oT Oyayiero, To
Mbl CTOJIKHEMCSI C JPYTMMM HACTOJIBKO ’Ke Cepbe3HbIMU TPYJHOCTSIMU.
OO6beKTUBHOE BpeMsi, B KOTOPOM DacIio/iaratoTcsi coObITHs, Oy/IeT 4yeM-To
TIO/THOCTBIO OT/IMYHBIM OT BpeMeHU, B KOTOPOM Mbl MX BOCIPHHHMAeM.
Bo BpeMeHH, B KOTOPOM MbI UX BOCIIPUHMMAaeM, UMeeTCsl HacTosillee pas-
JIMYHOM KOHEUHOM J/IMTeNbHOCTH, a C/le/joBaTe/lbHO, BMecTe C OyAyInym
Y MPOLIJTBIM OHO Pa3fesieHo Ha TPU AJIMTeNbHOCTH. B 00beKTUBHOM Bpe-
MEeHU HMEIOTCSl TOJIbKO [iBe JI/IUTEe/IbHOCTH, pasfie/leHHble HacCTOSIINM, KO-
TOpOe He NMeeT HUYero obIero KpoMe Ha3BaHUs C HACTOSIIL{M OIIbITa, TaK
Kak OHO SIBJISIETCS He [JIUTebHOCTBIO, @ TOUKOM. UTOo )Ke MMeeTCsi B HallleM
OIbITe, UTO JjaeT HaM MaJlelilllee OCHOBaHUe Ji/1s1 Bepbl B TaKOe BpeMsi?

Takum 00pa3oM, OTpHLjaHHe peasbHOCTH BpeMeHH He Ka)KeTCsl CJIMII-
KOM TlapafioKcanbHbIM. Ero HasbIBaiM mapajoKCcaibHBIM, IOTOMY UTO OHO
Ka3aj0Ch HaCTO/IbKO CH/IbHO NIPOTHMBOpPEYalllIM HallleMy OIbITY — BbIHYXX-
JIAroIMM HacC CUWTaTh WJTHO3Wel To, UTo KakeTcs prima facie paroium
HaM 3HaHUe O peasbHOCTH. Ho Termepb Mbl BUAWM, UTO Hall OTBIT BpeMe-
HU — OpPraHM30BaHHbIM BOKPYT Ka)XKyIL[erocsi HacTosiiero — Oyzer He me-
Hee WITIO30PHBIM, ec/i Obl CyIIleCTBOBAslO peajbHOe BPeMs, B KOTOPOM
ObI HaXOAWIUCH PeabHOCTH, KOTOpPbie MBI BOCITpUHMMaeM. Kaxyieecs
HacTosllllee HAlMX HaO/MOfeHNH — pas/MuHoe y BaC U MeHsl — He MOXKeT
COOTHOCHTBCSI C HACTOSIIIUM HaO/MojaeMbIX sIBMIEHUH, a CJ/le[j0BaTe/bHO,
nporioe U Oyayiee Hammx HaO/HOAEHUN He MOXKeT OBITb COOTHECEHO
C MpOLIbIM U OyayLM Hab/olaeMbIx siBleHU. B mo6oM ciydae — cuu-
TaeM JId Mbl BpeMsl peasibHbIM WM HepeasibHbIM — BCe HabmogaeTcs B Ka-
JKYIL[EMCST HACTOSIIeM, HO HUYTO, @K€ CaMu HaOJIofieHusi, He MOXKeT
Obimb B KaKyILleMCsl HacTosillieM. A B 3TOM C/Iyuyae MHe He KaXeTCsl, UTo
MBI CUHTaeM OITLIT O0Jiee WITF030PHBIM, KOTZla MbI TOBOPUM, UTO HAUTO He
HaXOAUTCS B HACTOSIILIEM, UYeM KOTZa Mbl TOBODHM, UTO BCE TPOXOAUT
yepe3 HEKOTOPOe M0/IHOCThI0 OTVIMYalOILleecs HacTosiILiee.

MB&I 3ak/1r04aeM, 4TO HY BpeMs Kak Liesioe, HU A- U B-cepuu He cy-
IIeCTBYIOT peasibHO. OcTaeTcss BO3MOXXHOCTH TOTO, UYTO peasibHO Cy-
miectByeT C-cepusi. A-Cepri0 MBI OTBEPIVIM U3-3a NPOTUBOPEUMBOCTH.
W3 3TOrO OTpUIaHuA C1efioBano oTpullaHue B-cepun. Ho Mbl He 06Hapy-
JKWJIM TaKoro TIpoTHBOpeunsi B C-cepun, U ee HeCOCTOSITE/ILHOCTE He CJie-
JlyeT U3 HecoCTOsITe/IbHOCTU A-Cepuu.

CnenoBarenbHO, BO3MOYKHO, UTO peajbHOCTH, KOTOpble Mbl BOCIIPU-
HYMaeM Kak COOBITHSI BO BpEMEHHOW CepyH, /1eMCTBUTEbHO (JOPMUPYIOT
HeBpeMeHHYH0 cepyro. Takke BO3MOXKHO, UTO, HACKO/IBKO Mbl BU/IUM, OHU
He COCTaBJISIFOT TaKyl0 CepUI0 U UTO B PeasibHOCTH OHU He Oosee cepws,
YyeM OHU TeMIIOpabHEL $ Mojiararo — HeCMOTPS Ha TO, UTO 37eCb Y MeHs
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(é [OKOH 3JVINC MAKTATTAPT

HeT MecTa [ijis Oosee TIOAPOOHOrO PacCMOTPEHHUsST 3TOTO BOTPOCA, — UTO
roc/iefiHee BO33peHUe, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY OHU JIeMCTBUTE/IbHO COCTaB-
nsitot C-ceputo, sIBsieTCst 6071ee BEPOSITHBIM.

Ecim 310 Tak, TO Hallle BOCTIPUSITHE 3TUX peaibHOCTel KakK COOBITHIA
BO BpeMeHHU Oy/ieT 0TYaCTH UCTUHHBIM, a OTYaCTH omMbouHbIM. [Tocpes-
CTBOM 00OMaHuUMBOW (hOpMbI BpEMEHHU MBI BCE )KE€ CXBAaThIBAEM HEKOTOphIE
W3 WX UCTHHHBIX OTHOIIEHWNA. Eciu Mbl roBopuM, uTto cobObitsi M 1 N
OJJHOBpPEMEHHBI, TO Mbl TOBOPHM, UTO OHH 3aHUMAIOT TO K€ CaMOe MeCTO
BO BpeMEeHHOU cepuu. A B 3TOM eCTh YaCTb UCTUHbI, TaK KaK PeajbHOCTH,
KOTOpPbIe Mbl BOCTIDUHAMaeM Kak coObiTvss M u N, [1eiiCTBUTENBHO 3aHU -
MaIOT OZIHO U TO Ke MeCTO B CepUH, XOTs OHa U He SIBJ/ISIeTCS] BDeMeHHOM.

OrmisATh >Ke, eC/I Mbl yTBepskAaeM, uto cobeitue M, N, O HaxogsaTcs
B pa3/IMuHbIX BpeMeHaX, HO B 3TOM MOpsiJKe, TO Mbl yTBepxJaeM, UTO
OHU 3aHMMAIOT pa3/IMUHbIe TTO3UIMY BO BDEMEHHOW CepPUX U UTO TO3ULIUS
N Haxoputcsa mexay nosuipedd M u O. CripaBeanvBo OyaeTr To, uTo pe-
aNIbHOCTH, KOTOPBIe MbI BUAVM KaK 3TH COObITHS, OylyT HaXOAUTHCS B Ce-
PV, HO He BO BPEMEHHOM, U UTO UX TIO3UIMU B Hell OylyT pa3/iMUHbIMHY,
Y UTO TMO3UIMSA PeabHOCTH, KOTOPYIO MBI BOCIIPUHHUMAeM KaK COOBITHE
N, OyzeT HaXOJUTbCS MeXKAY TO3ULUSMH PeanbHOCTeH, KOTOPbIe MbI BOC-
TIpUHUMaeM Kak cobwituss M u O.

Ecu NpuHATE 3TOT B3IV, TO pe3y/bTaT 0ojiee HAlOMHUT TO,
K ueMy nipuiues I'eresb, Heykenu KaHT. ['erens nosaras nopsiiok BpeMeH-
HOW cepuM OTpa’keHWeM, MyCcKall ¥ UCKaKeHHBbIM, UeT0-TO U3 BHEBPEMeH -
HOI MpUpOJbI pealbHOCTH, B TO BpeMsi KaK KaHT, KakeTcsl, He paccmar-
pUBaja BO3MOXHOCTH TOTO, YTO UTO-THM00, Haxofsieecs B TIPUPO/Je
HOYMEHa, I0/’)KHO COOTBETCTBOBATb BDEMEHHOMY TOPSIJKY, NPOSIB/SIOLLE-
Mycsi B peHOMeHe.

Ho Bompoc o Tom, cymjectByeT v oObekTvBHas C-cepusi, HYXHO
OCTaBHTh /11 a/TbHEHITIero 00CcyskaeHus. PaBHO Kak U MHOTHe JIpyTHe BO-
MIPOCHI, TpeOyroIye OTBeTa U KOTOphbIe HEM30eXKHO BO3HUKHYT, €C/IU OTPH-
LlaeTcsl pea/lbHOCTh BpeMeHU. Eciu cymectByet C-cepus, TO SIBJISIOTCS U
MO3ULIMK B Hell TIPOCTO TIePBUUHBIMU (DaKTaMM WM OHU OTIpeZe/sitoTCs,
B TOU W/ UHOW Mepe, HEKOTOPLIM KaueCTBOM, OOIIHM [/l BCeX 0ObEKTOR,
KOTOpBbIe 3aHUMAKOT 3TU MecTa? A eC/d 3TO Tak, TO YeM SIB/ISIeTCS 3TO Ka-
YeCTBO U UMEHHO JIU 0O0JTbIliee ero KOJMYeCTBO OTPEeIeNseT BEI KakK SB-
JISTIOLUeCs TI03Ke, a MeHbIllee KOJIMUeCTBO OIpeesisieT UX Kak SIB/IsoLIre-
Cs paHbllle, WM HAaoO0poT? MoXkeT OBITh Tak, UTO OT DEIIeHWs 3THX
BOTIPOCOB 3aBUCST HAIIIM CTPAXHU U HaJIEXK/Ibl OTHOCUTETHHO BCEJIeHHOM.

W cHOBa, ABMAETCS I Cepus sBJIEHUH BO BpPeMeHH OeCKOHeuHOH
WM KOHeuHOoU? U Kak Mbl JO/DKHBI TTOHUMaTh caMy BUAUMOCTL? Ecnu
MBIl CBOAUM BpeMsl U U3MEHeHHe K BUAUMOCTH, TO He HY)XHO JU MO-
KasaTb, UTO peajbHa BUAUMOCTb, KOTOpasi U3MEHSIeTCSI W HaXO[UTCS
BO BpeMeHH, a He BpeMsi? JTo, 6e3 COMHEHUs], Cepbe3HbIA BOTIPOC, HO
HaJlel0Ch MOKa3aTh M03Ke, UTO U Ha HETO MOYKHO OTBETUTH YA OBJIETBOPU-
TeTbHBIM 00pa3oMm.
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BBegenue

B cratbe «®@unocodckoe UCTIONB30BaHUE U 3/10yTIOTPebIeHHe Hay-
KOW» Cpefiy psifia IPUHLIMITHAIBHBIX Pa3MUMi MeXIy HaydHOU U UiIo-
co(CcKO¥ IPaKTUKOIM TOBOPUTCSI O TOM, UYTO B OCHOBE UX JIE)KaT pasHble
MIPUHLMIBI (GYHKLMOHUPOBAHKUS: HayKa — 3TO «KOJ/IEKTUBHOE CaMOKOP-
pektupytoieecs: peanpustue» [Kingsbury, Dare, 2017, p. 457], a ¢u-
70co(usi, HallpOTUB, 11aPCTBO «OLUHOUEK», PEJKO MPAKTHUKYIOLUX KOJI-
JIeKTHBHbIE WCC/IeJOBAHMS UM BOCIIPUHMMAIOILLUX BCE «UJEeU KaK C8OoU»
[Kingsbury, Dare, 2017, p. 457]. B npoTHBOBeC 3TOMY MOXXHO CKa3arh,
YTO HayuHble W3[aHUs (PUIOCOPCKOM TeMaTUKU CTAHOBSTCS II0JIEM,
Ha KOTOpOM (GHIocodbl TaKXKe B XOfie TIOJIEMUK U 00CYKIeHUH 00beu -
HSIIOTCS, @ GUIoCodusi CTAHOBUTCST «CaMOKOPPEKTUPYHOLUMCS TTPeATIpH -
atuem». OHUM U3 IIPUMEPOB TaKOro I0JIs1 SIBJISIeTCSl )KypHal «MeTapu-
nocodusi». B 0630pe OyzeT pacCMOTpeH psifi CTaTel JaHHOTO W3/IaHUS
Y aKTyaJibHble BOTIPOCHI TPe/ICTaB/leHHbIX B HeM UcciefoBaHuid. OgHIM
13 MepBBIX pacCcMaTpUBaeMbIX BOIIPOCOB CTaHeT Ipobsiema repeoripe/ie-
JIeHVs HOPMaTUBHOCTH B ¢uiocoduu HayKU B CBSI3U C ee MPaKTUueCKUM
noBopotoM. OcHoBarenbHO HamuvcaHHas cratbsi M.J. Kaiizep craHo-
BUTCSI OTIIPABHBIM IIYHKTOM [ijI1 pPacCMOTpPEeHUs IOC/IeAyoLMX 3ahad,
CBSI3aHHBIX C Y37I0BBIMM TIpOO/IeMaMH HCIIO/Ib30BaHUST SMITMPHUE CKIX
JIaHHBIX HayK B ¢unocodckux teopusx . Kunrcoepu u T. [Iapa. [Ipo-
O/leMa 3KCIIEpUMEHTA/bHOM (umocoduu, pacKpLIBIIEH MeTOJ0/0T -
YeCKWH KPHU3HUC MCIIOb30BaHUSI WHTYUTUBHBIX YOEXKIEeHUH, TPUBOJUT
K MOCTaHOBKe MaclITabHOro Bompoca o Tipypoze (Gunocodckoit sxcep-
TU3bl U ee cocTosiTesibHOCTU. OHOM M3 rpaHell pacCMOTPeHHs 3KCIep-
TU3bl OKa3bIBaeTCsl PaJMKa/JbHbIA M€pecMOTp TOHSTHUS SMHUCTEMOJIOTH -
YeCKOro TaTepHa/M3Ma, KOTODBI 3acTaB/isieT 00paTUTh BHUMaHHWe Ha
MIpUK/Ia/IHble STUYeCKHe BOIIPOCH! (PUI0COPCKON SMUCTEMOIOTHH.

HopmaruBHOCTb unocopun HayKu

B cratbe «HopmatuBHOCTh B ¢umnocodun Hayku» Mapu U. Kaiizep
TMIBITAETCS TIEPEOCMBIC/TUTh HOPMAaTUBHOCTD, CBSI3bIBasi 3Ty HEOOXOZMMOCTh
C TIPOMCXOAAIIMM Ha TPOTSDKEHUU TIOCTeIHUX JeCATWIETUH «IIpakTHue-
CKUM TIOBOpOTOM» B ¢uocodun Hayku. 1o ornmcanuro JI. Cosepa, 3TOT
TIPOLIeCC TPE/ICTaB/sIeT COOOM «Iepexo/; OT HOPMAaTUBHOM K JIe CKPUTITUB-
HOU TepCrieKTrBe HayK» [uTHp. no Kaiser, 2019, p. 37], o3HauaeT oTX0f,
OT MpuHLMNa ex cathedra ¥ TpaZULIMOHHBIX HOPMAaTUBHBIX TEOPUM HAYKH,
KOHCTPYUPYIOIIUX MO/ ee W/eaJlbHOTO (PYHKIIMOHUPOBaHUA. DTOT TI0-
BOPOT TiepeMelriaeT (hOKyC C HayuHBIX Pe3y/IbTaTOB Ha HayuHbIE MPOLIECCHI.
Takske ¥ 3MUCTEMOJIOTHS C aliPUOPHOTO TeOPeTU3UPOBAHMS TlepeMelliaeTcst

230



HOPMATHNBHOCTD, OKCITEPTU3A... w\4

B 00/1aCTh HOBBIX MPAaKTUYEeCKWX BOTMPOCOB. Kak pe3ynbTar, repes uccie-
JloBaTe/IsIMU BCTAlOT HOBBIE 3a7lauy aHa/n3a, B TOM YHCJIe MHCTeMUudeCKon
CTPYKTYPBI, COLIMA/IBHOTO KOHTEKCTa W MaTepUabHBIX aclleKTOB Hay4YHOU
TIPaKTHKH.

[pakTUyecKuii IOBOPOT He 03HaYaeT OTXO/la OT HOPMATUBHOCTH, HO
TIPUBOJMT K ee 1epeoCcMbIC/IeHu0. [Ipy 3ToM MpoJesiaHHbIN e CKPUITTHB-
HbIi aHa/lM3 CTaHOBWUTCS OCHOBHOM [JIi HOPMAaTMBHBIX peKOMeHZaLui
0 TIpUHIUIAX (YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUA HAYKH, BRIOOpA «yIauHBIX» WLTOCTpa-
THUBHBIX TIPUMEPOB M YCIELIHbIX CTpaTerni HayKW. Pe3ynbTaToM Takoro
nepeocMbicsieHust AJisi Kaiizep cTaHOBUTCS pasfenieHHe HOPMaTUBHOCTH
Ha TpU BUJA: MemaHOpMAMuEHOCHb, MemoOoa02UYecKass HopMamue-
HOCMb Y 00BeKMHAsE HOPMAMUBHOCMb.

IMockonbky ¢unocoduss HayKd BbIJBUTAaeT HOpMAaTHBHLIE TpeboBa-
HUSI K UCC/IelyeMOMY 3/IeMeHTy HayKu, OHH U CTAHOBSITCSI OCHOBaHHWEM
[l METAaHOPMAaTUBHOCTH, BBIpAcTaloIel n3 camoi ¢uiocodCckoil Teo-
pur. Kak yTBepK/aeT aBTOp, HOpMAaTWBHbIE TPeOOBaHWS MOTYT UMeEThb
OLIEHOYHYIO OKpacKy W yKa3biBaTh Ha 1[eHHOCTh TOTO WM UHOTO /ieMeH-
Ta, OBITb OCHOBAaHWEM OLIEHKH B KaTeropUsIX «XOPOLIO/TIJIOX0», «BEePHO/
HeBepHO». [ToMUMO 3TOr0 HOpMaTHUBHBIE TPEOOBAHUSI MOTYT UMETH TIPe/ -
TMMCHIBAIOIIUM XapaKTep ¢ PeKOMeHJAIUSMU 110 ONTUMAabHBIM CTpaTer-
SIM ICCJIeJOBaHMUSI.

OcTtaeTcst 11 MeTaHOPMaTUBHOM (unocodusi HayKu, MpYHUMatoIast
B pacyeT HayuHYO MMPaKTHUKy? ABTOD JjaeT yTBepAUTeNbHBIN OTBET, yKa-
3bIBasi Ha yHJaMeHTaJbHO HOPMAaTUBHYIO MPUPOAY (Gumocoduu HayKH.
OT uero ke MPUXOJUTCS OTKA3aThCsl, KOTAA HY>KHO OpaTh B pacyeT pe-
a7bHYI0 HayuHy0 MpakTuKy? OT ex cathedra HOpMaTUBHOCTH, KOTOPYIO
ellje Ha3bIBAIOT «BHelIHel ¢umocodueit Hayku» [McMullin, 1970, tu-
tup. ITo Kaiser, 2019, p. 43] u Toro ee ob6pas3a, rae dbua0codbl BLICTYIIA-
0T B KaueCTBe «3IMCTeMOJIOTMUecKoro cyBepeHa» [Rouse, 2002, nutup.
Mo Kaiser, 2019, p. 43], «dunocodckux koposei» umm «HunocohCkoit
nonutiuu» [Sober, 2008, rutup. o Kaiser, 2019, p. 43] — Bcero, oTpuiia-
IOII[eTO peanbHYI0 HayUHYIO MTPAKTUKY.

«®unocodusi HayKH, CTpeMsIasiCsi MPOSCHUTH U TOYHO OIKCATh
oTipeZie/ieHHbIN 371leMeHT HayuyHOW MpaKTHUKU Ja)ke TMPU KCI0J/Ib30BaHWUH
TOJILKO (haKTUUeCKUX yTBepKAeHW 0 HayKe MMeeT HODMAaTHBHBIM Xa-
paktep» [Kaiser, 2019, p. 44] — 3T0 U sIBAseTCA «METOZOTIOTUYECKON
HOPMAaTHUBHOCTBIO», HeW30eXXHO BKI/IIOYAOLell B ceOs HOpMAaTHBHBIE
TIpeATOCHIIKH.

dunocodusi HAayKN MMeeT BTOPOTIOPSAKOBBIN XapakTep IO OTHOLIIe-
HUIO K CaMOl HayKe: OHa M3ydaeT Hay4Hble TPOLIeCChl, B TO BpeMsi Kak
HayKa aHa/TM3MpyeT MpoLieCcChl ecTeCTBEHHOro Mupa. Bo3HuKaeT Borpoc
00 MX TOYKax COTMPHUKOCHOBEHHWs. ABTOD YTBEP)KAAeT, UTO OHU CXO[HBI
B TOM, UTO pa3padarbiBaeMble UMW TEOPHUU JO/DKHBI OBITH IMITUPHUYECKU
aZleKBaTHBI (XOTS SMIMPUYECKHI MaTepuas TepBbIX KacaeTcs HaykKH,
a BTOPBIX — JAHHBIX O CAMOM MHPe).
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OueHb Ba)KHBIM MOMEHT, KOTOPBIM TMOPOI yIyCcKaeTcsi MpU MpOBe-
[IeHUW TMpaKTU4YeCKUX HCCaefloBaHUN 1Mo (umocopuu HayKu, COCTOUT
B TOM, UTO OHU He [JOJ/DKHBbI KOIMPOBaTh CAMW HayuHble MCC/Ief0BaHMUS,
HO JIO/KHBI COXpaHATh (punocodckyro nepcrnekTuBy. [1porjecc kputrye-
CKOUW PEeKOHCTPYKLIMM PeJIeBaHTHOTO SMITMPUUeCKOTO Marepuasia Hayd-
HOW TPAaKTUKH TIPH 3TOM [OJ/DKEH COCTOSITh M3 YeTbIpex 3TarioB: 0TOOp
SMIIUPUUYECKOTO MaTrepuasa; UHTepIipeTalys SMIIMPUUeCKUX [aHHBIX;
OlleHKa 3MITUPUUeCKOTO0 MaTepuasia C I[eJIbl0 YCTaHOBJ/IEHUS COOTBET-
CTBHI; B3aMHOe pery/iupoBaHue Gui0co()CKUX yTBepXKAeHUM U IMIIH -
puueckol uHdopmaluu.

Kakzpiit 13 mpe/isioxkeHHbIX aBTOPOM 3TarioB, KaK Mbl PACCMOTPUM
Janee, CKpbIBaeT B cebe psifi Mpo6ieMaTHUHBIX C METOJ0IOTHUeCKON TOU -
K4 3peHust MoMeHTOB. Tak, OonbIie 06beMbl ZOCTYITHOTO SMITUPUYECKO -
r0 MaTepHasa 3aCTaB/sIFOT TIPU/EPKUBATHCSI CTPOTUX TIPUHLIUTIOB TIPY UX
otbope. PaccmarpuBaemble MpuUMephl AO/DKHBI 00/71ajaTh 3HAUMMOCTHIO
JI7Is1 CC/IefloBaHUM B 11€JI0M, He TOMbKO (pUn0codCcKuX, HO M HayUHBIX.
[Tpumep AO/DKeH OBITH JOCTAaTOYHO PETpPe3eHTAaTUBHBIM M 3a4acTyio fie-
MOHCTPHPOBATh UCTOPHIO ycriexa. B aHHOM cTaThe B KaueCTBe KPUTepH -
€B yCIiexa BbI[BUTAETCs YIIOMHUHaHHe B yBa)KaeMbIX yueOHMKaX W LIMPO-
Koe obcyXzieHue B mpodeccroHanbHOM mosie. OfHAKO KaK MbI YBUIVM
Janee, TIOfOOHBINA TOAXOJ, CUATAETCS HEKOTOPHIMU YUEHBIMH «3JI0YTIO-
TpebsieHreM HayKoM».

Cnenytormuii Tan paboThl COCTOUT B pa3paboTke Gpumocodckoit Teo-
pun. Korza «unocodsl JO/MKHBI SKCIUTMLUPOBATh MPEATOCHIIKHA, KOTO-
pble ydeHble TOJpa3yMeBalOT TPHU TPOBeJEHUH SKCIIePUMEHTOB U BbI-
CTpavBaHUM apryMeHTalluM, OHH [O/DKHbI YCTAaHOBUTH CBSI3U MEXIY,
Kasasiocb Obl, HECBSI3aHHBIMM yTBEP)XKJEHUsIMA M KOHIIeNTamH, abctpa-
TUPYsCh OT HepejieBaHTHBIX JeTasnel, cAenatb (UIOCOPCKUE BBIBOJBI
13 smnupryeckoit nndopmarmn» [Kaiser, 2019, p. 47].

Tpetuit 3Tan cBfi3aH C TPYAHOCTSMH CHCTEMaTH3WPOBAaHHUsI KpaivHe
HEOJHOPOJAHBIX JaHHBIX, MPOU3BOAUMBIX HayKoil. Punocod mpu 3Tom
[TOJDKeH KPUTHUeCKU pacCMOTpeTh MHGOpPMAIUi, KOTOPYH0 MOXKHO CUM-
TaThb «JIOXKHOM, BBOAsAIIEH B 3abiykJeHue, aHraKUpoBaHHOM» [Kaiser,
2019, p. 48]. Ilpu 3TOM 3aKOHOMEPHO BO3HHKAET BOIIPOC, AOCTAaTOYHO JIH
y ¢bunocoda npodeccroHambHON KBATU(GHUKAIIAN B HayKe, UTOOBI TIPOM3-
BeCTH Takoi oTOOp, ecd B CaMHX HayuHBIX AMCLIUIIMHAX HACTOsIIast
TpOBepKa /J0CTOBEPHOCTH pe3ynbTaToB UCC/Iel0BaHUS HauWHAeTCs TOJIb-
KO C MOMeHTa ero myosmmkaiuu. CaMu yyeHbIe 3aUacTyr0 He MOTYT B OTie-
PaTUBHOM peKuUMe MOATBEePJUTb WY OTIPOBEPTHYThH ero pe3ysbrathl. [1o-
CJIeIHUH, 3aBepIIAOLIUMA 3Tall CBsSI3aH C «CUHXPOHM3al[Mel» abCTPaKTHOU
TEOPUH U SMIMPUYECKUX JJaHHBIX.

OOBbeKTHasi HOPMAaTHUBHOCTh TIPEATIOAraeT, uTo HUCCIeayeMbiii 00b-
eKT cam 10 cebe MOXKeT ObITh HOPMAaTUBHBIM. Hampumep, B ciiyuae aHa-
JM3a SMMCTEMOJIOTUYECKHX M COLMATLHBIX HOPM U MX POJI B Hayke, 00-
1€ CTBEHHOM >KU3HU.
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Mertoponoriyeckasi HOpMarBHOCTb BbIpacTaeT U3 HOPMarWBHBIX Tpe-
00BaHMM, YKa3bIBaOIMX (umocodaM Ha TIEHHOCTb Pa3/IMUHBIX BH/IOB SMITH-
pydeckoit uHbopMayK (TlapagyurMaTiueckye pUMepbl, TIPUMepbI «yCIIeli -
HOW HayKu», HerpeB3fiTble U SICHble JaHHbIE), a TaKke Ha CTpaTeruy
JIeWCTBUST TIPU Pa3BUTHUM (GUIOCOPCKON Teopuu (yCTaHOB/IEHWE COOTBET-
CTBUsI, PaCKpbITHe KOHLIENTYa/IbHBIX CBsi3ei, ITHOPUPOBaHWe aHTa)KUPOBaH-
HBIX U Heperpe3eHTaTUBHbIX C/TyyaeB). MeTaHOpMaTHBHOCTb KacaeTcsi HOpM,
YKa3bIBAIOIMX YUeHbIM Ha LIeHHOCTH MH(OPMALM U CTPaTeruy ToBeJeHusI
(YTO MOXKHO CUMTaTh yaYHBIMU ITPUMePaMy PeAyKLHH, KaKre MeTOIbI Tipe/ -
TOYTHUTeNbHBI). MeTozio/10rnyeckasi HOpMaTHBHOCTL OT/IMYAeTCs] OT OObeKT-
HOM HOPMarvBHOCTU TeM, UTO TOC/IeHsIs BbIpacTaeT U3 HOPM HayKH, TOr7ja
KaK MeTOZ|0/IOTMYecKast — XOAUT K HOpMaM (priocopuu.

«3moynorpedsieHue» HayKoOM

B crarbe K. Kunrcbepu u T. [spa «Dunocodckoe MCIONB30BaHUE
u 370ymniotpebeHve Haykoi» [Kingsbury, Dare, 2017] nipepiaraetcst apyrast
nepcriekTrBa J71s GUI0CohHY HayKy — C TOUKH 3peHwst pob/ieM camoi Hay -
KW ¥ MHOTOYMCJIEHHBIX JIOBYILIIEK, B KOTOPbIe MOTYT MOMAacTb PUnocodsl, ak-
TUBHO I0/Ib3Y$ICh pe3y/bTaTaMy HayUHbIX UCC/Ie[0BaHUM (B CTaTbe IpoBe/e-
Ha CTporasi JleMapKaL{IOHHas1 IMHUS MeXy HayKoi 1 punocodueit).

IepBast IOByIIKa — 3TO M3bHparebHbI mogxos («cherry-picking»),
3aK/TIOUAOII[HUICS B «BBIOOPE TOJBKO TeX HAYUYHBLIX Pe3y/IBTaTOB, KOTOPhIE
TIO//IeP>KUBAIOT pa3pabaTbiBaeMyro (GUIOCO(CKYI0 TEOPHIO TIPU 3HAYM-
TeJIbHOM TIpeHeOpe)KeHWH [JaHHBIMH, KOHQUIMKTYROLUMMU C Hebi» [Kings-
bury, Dare, 2017, p. 450]. Cnenytoreii mpobieMoii CTaHOBUTCS MCITONB30-
BaHHe TIPOTUBOPEUYMBBIX HayUHBIX Pe3y/IbTaToB 0e3 MX JO/KHOM TPOBEPKHY,
KOr7la KpaliHe CIIOpHBIe Wled U3 OfHOM 00/1acTH MpeAcTaB/stoTes becrpo-
61eMHBIMU U TIPaB0TI0{00HBIMU B JIPYTOIA.

OnuH Y3 caMbIX CUIBHBIX apryMEHTOB, [JalOIIMX HEOKHUZAHHO HO-
BYIO MEPCIIeKTHUBY [/l «KaOMHEeTHOU (UI0COMHU», TOT CaMbIid TIPUHLIUTT
ex cathedra, xoTopblii, 10 MHeHut0 Mapu . Kalizep Jo/mpkeH OBITH HC-
K/IFOUeH KaK MeTaHOPMAaTWBHBbIA MPHUHLIMI, 3/leCb OLIeHUBAeTCsl HHadye.
[pesncTraBneHre 0 TOM, YTO TOJABKO caM (PaKT «HAydHOCTH» TEOPUH J0-
OaBsisieT el aBTOPUTETHOCTH, JIOXKHO. OripefiesieHHble pe3y/bTaThl UC-
C/1eJOBaHMI WM MX NyO/IMKaLMs B YBaKaeMOM M3IaHUM He TIPUZAI0T pe-
3y/bTaTaM JI0JDKHOW aBTOPUTEeTHOCTH. OAWH M3 CaMbIX BpPeIOHOCHBIX
MU(OB, IO MHEHHMIO aBTOPOB, COCTOWT B TOM, UTO CChIZKAa Ha JitoOble
MpaKTHYeCKHe Hay4yHbIe MCC/IeJOBaHUS JIydllle, yeM «KaOuHeTHas ¢usio-
codusi» C IPUCYIIMM el allpUOPHBIM TeOPeTU3UPOBaHUEM.

[Tponiecc nosyyeHust HAyYHOTO 3HAHUS TaKOB, UYTO MHOXKECTBO pe-
3y/lbTaToB He OyZAyT MPHUHATHI CO0OIeCcTBOM. BBIBOABI, CZe/laHHbIE U3
OTZe/bHBIX JKCIePUMEeHTaNbHbIX AAHHBIX, MOTYT OBITH HEJOCTAaTOYHO
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sicHBIMU 6e3 3HaHuUsi Oosiee 0OIL[ero HAyUYHOTO KOHTEKCTA WU He ObITh
PaBHO3HAUHBLI BBLIBOZIAM ajIbTEPHATUBHOTO JKCrmepuMeHTa. IIpu 3TOM
TOZ BOTIPOC TaK)Ke MOXKeT OBbIThb TIOCTaB/ieHa WCIIOb3yeMasi HayuHast
METO/I0JIOTHSI.

ABTODBI [le1atoT CWIBHBIN aKIeHT Ha npupozy dunocodckot ayauTo-
puH, yTBepsKaas, uto (Gunocodbl, KaK MpaBUiIo, 00I[alOTCS C «HAyYHO Ha-
MBHOI aygutopueii» [Kingsbury, Dare, 2017, p. 458], a eciu u camu Tipu-
HaJIJIeXXaT K el, TO «JIerko TOMa/iAf0T Tof BIIeuatyieHWe OT OecTsarmyx
pe3y/IbTaToB, pa3pemaroiux (uaocodckre To/0BOIOMKH» [Kingsbury,
Dare, 2017, p. 458].

dunocodbl UMEIOT CKJIOHHOCTh K 37I0yNOTPeO/IeHHI0 HAyKOM, Kak
Y UCC/iefjoBaTesi apyrux obsmacreit. OgHako «y ¢umocodoB HeT ompas-
JaHui ayisi HepeIeKTUBHOTO OTHOILEHUsT K COOCTBEHHBIM 3IHCTEMOJIO-
ruueckuM Tipakthkam» [Kingsbury, Dare, 2017, p. 458]. Hayky u ¢wumno-
coputo 00BeaUHSIET MX MPeaHHOCTh HEUTPATbHOCTH KakK B TEOPHH, TaK
Y COTVIACHO UX WHCTUTYLIMOHA/IBEHON OpraHu3alyu.

B craTbe ripeiaratoTcs MpakTHYeCKe COBETHI 10 Pa3peIieHu0 JaH-
Hol mipobsiembl. Bo-TiepBbIX, He CTOUT Mpuberatb K YIIOMUHAHWIO Hayu-
HOW TeopuH, KOTopasi TIPOCTO BAOXHOBH/IA HOBYIO (GUI0CO(CKYIO0 Hier0,
TIOCKOJIbKY «3THOJIOTHST WJed He WrpaeT POJIM B ee J0Ka3aTebCTBe»
[Kingsbury, Dare, 2017, p. 459]. Takke He CTOUT UCIIO/Ib30BaTh HAYYHYHO
TEOPHIO B KaueCTBe TIPe/ITIOCHIIKK apryMeHTalyu. Jlyuiiie MpeJCcTaBUTh ee
KaK W/UTIOCTPAL[MI0 BO3MOKHOCTEH, CBSI3aHHBIX C KOHKPeTHBIMHU (uiocod-
CKMMHU pa3paboTkamu. Bo-BTOpBIX, ec/iv Bce yKe UCCIef0BaTesb PeLncs
WCTI0/Tb30BaTh HayYHYIO0 TEOPHUIO B KaueCTBe MPeAroChIKY, CIeAyeT Mpo-
BEPUTH JIOCTOBEPHOCTh Pe3Y/IBTaToB, 100POCOBECTHOCTH POBOJJUMBIX HC-
C/1e/IoBaHu, 0O0CHOBAHHOCThL BBIBOJIOB, CZ€/IAHHBIX Ha OCHOBAHUM pe-
3y/BTaTOB WCCiefoBaHus. Takoro pofa TpeOoBaHMs, KOTOpbIE BIIOJHE
a/IeKBaTHBI B CAMOM TIOJIe HayKH, TIPAKTUYeCKA He PeajMCTUUHBI [/ UC-
nojHeHuss GunocopaMu, Tak KaK OHU «HE MOTYT OBbITh KOMIIETEHTHBI
B OCBOEHMH METOZ0JIOTMH BCeX HayuHbIX AucturuidH» [Kingsbury, Dare,
2017, p. 460]. Bo3MO)XHBIM pellleHHeM CTaHOBUTCS YTIPOLLeHUe 3a/jauul 10
BBISICHEHHS] TOTO, KaKOe OTHOILIIeHHe K pe3y/bTaTaM UCC/e[OBaHUs CyIIle-
CTBYeT B JAHHOM TPOQ)eCCHOHAIBHOM TI0JIe ¥ KaK OHU COOTHOCSITCS C APy -
TYIMH pe3y/ibTaTaMH CXOKUX PaboT.

IKcnepuMeHTa/IbHasA puiocodus
U «3allMTa IKCIePTH3bD»

OpHUM BO3MOXKHBIM BBIXOZIOM Ha (DOHe CJIOKHOCTed OTHOIIeHUM
HayKu U GuIoCcopur CTaHOBUTCS JKCIiepuMeHTanbHas (umocodus. Oc-
HOBHasl ee ujies 3aK/IF0UaeTCsl B TOM, YTO (GUI0CO(MBI CaMU AO/IKHBI TIPO -
BOJJUTh SMIUPHYECKUE HCC/IeIOBAHMS, TeM CaMbIM pa3pelras 3a/auy
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«TIPUCTIOCOO/IEHUSI» UY)KUX DPe3y/bTaToB I0J, CBOI pabory. OgHako M
TYT BO3HHMKAIOT 1pobsiemsl. IlepBas u3 Hux: He Oyzger /i ¢unocod
B OOJTBILIEN CTeTeHU MPUZEP>KUBAThCsl CBOMX Pe3y/IbTaTOB, He YTPY»KZast
ce0st TIOMCKOM a/IbTepPHaTUBHBIX, UM MPOTHBOpevaliux? Bropas npobie-
Ma COCTOMT B OTCYTCTBUH y (unocoda HaBbIKa NMPOBeJEHHUs] SMIMPU-
YeCKHUX MCCIeHOBAHUM, UTO MOXeT O00epHYThCs HeKaueCTBEHHBIM ero
MOCTPOEHUEM.

OpHako ke 3TO He BCe CI0KHOCTU 3KCIepUMeHTanbHOH! (unocopuu.
Xamug CelipcaitsiMoCT B cBoeli cTatbe «Punocodckas sxkcrepTrsa v ¢u-
nocodckas metofosiorusi» [Seyedsayamdost, 2019], paccMaTprBaeT B3au-
MOCBSI3b UHTYUTUBHBIX CYXKJEHUH ([lanee TakKe — UHTYULMM) U COCTOSI-
TebHOCTU (HHUI0CO(CKOM IKCITEPTU3BI.

[IBipkeHue 3KCIlepUMeHTaIbHOM (hunocoduy nposieMOHCTPHUPOBAJIO
HeHaZIeXXHOCTh (GrnocodCKUX UHTYULMHA. XOTs criop 06 MX posid, B TOM
yKrcae MeTOOJIOTUUeCKOW, Haualcsi [0 aKTUBHOTO pa3BUTHS JAHHOTO
JIBYKEHUSI, UMEHHO UX 9KCIepUMeHTa/lbHble HaXO/K! Jlay HOBYIO ITUILLY
JUTS. pa3MBIIIJIeHUHd U 00paTU/IM BHUMaHKWe Ha TipobiemMy (umocodckoit
3KcrepTu3sbl. [IpoBeieHHBIE B ee paMKaxX 3KCIIePUMEHTHI TI0Ka3asi, uTo
npoeccroHanbHble GUI0CO(B TAKKE CKIOHHBI K OLIMOOUHBIM CYKJe-
HUSM, KaK ¥ HerpodeccroHasbl. DTO MPUBEJIO K CJIeYIOIIeMy BOIPOCY:
«eC/IM WHTYWUTHUBHBIE CY)KIOeHUs1 TpodecCcHoHaNbHBIX (GuI0codoB Tak
)Ke HeHaZleXKHbl, KaK U Cy)KJjeHUs1 Herlpo(eCCUOHAOB, T/ie JKe TOorja Ha-
xoputcsi obnacts dumocodcekoit skcreptuss?» [Seyedsayamdost, 2019,
p. 111].

OfHUM 13 KOHTPAapryMeHTOB CTajia «3alluTa KCTIepTU3bl», COTac-
HO MHEHWI0 CTOPOHHUKOB KOTOpPOH (usocodsl mpoxogsT rpodeccuo-
Ha/lbHOe oOyueHue, aHaIM3UPYOT MHOTOUKC/IEHHbIe (rIocodCKue Keii-
Cbl, TIPUCTAIBHO PaCCMaTpHBalOT pejieBaHTHbIE KOHLIENThI (hr10cohcKUx
CLieHapHeB, a 3HAUMT, UX UHTYULIUU HaZle)kHee 00bIBaTebCKUX, T. €., OHU
006/1a1at0T «MPOABUHYTHIMU UHTYULMMU». CrieloBaTebHO, (GrUnocodon
MO)KHO CUMTaTh JKCIepTaMyd MMeHHO Orarofapsi UX «y/ayullleHHbIM WH-
TYULIMSIM», XOTsl 9KCTIePUMEHTHI M ToKa3zanyd obparHoe. Tem He MeHee
BKpaBIIMeCs COMHEHUs O HaeXHOCTH (PUI0OCOPCKUX WHTYHULUW TI0-
cTaBuu Oojiee MacIUTaOHBIA BOMpPOC O mMpHpoje (GumocodCkor 3KC-
MepTU3bl, ee CyIeCTBOBaHWHM, a TakKKe pa3rpaHUUYEHUsIX MeTOZO0JIOTUH
Y 9KCIIePTHU3BI.

MOKHO /I pacCMaTpUBaTh «UHTYUTHUBHBLIE CY)KIEHHs» B KauecTBe
Metoza ¢unocopuu? Ilo MHeHHIO A. [IpOXKOBUY, «MHTYULMM paccmar-
PUBAIOTCSl KaK BaKHBIM pe3y/bTaT UM 37eMeHT (uiocodCKoi TpakTH -
KM, B TO BpPeMs Kak /Ipyrde uHTepecHble (akTophl Gpunocodckoit mpak-
TUKA UTHOPUPYIOTCS» [mTup. nmo Seyedsayamdost, 2019, p. 121]. 3o
BHUMaHUe K UHTYULIUSIM He MOXKeT BBI3bIBAaTh YAUB/IEHUs, Beflb, €CITA Me-
TOJ], UIPalOLLMM L{eHTPabHYI0 POJib, M0Ka3bIBAeT CBOK HEHA/|eKHOCTb,
HeoOXOIMMO pacCMOTpeTh ero BO3MO)KHOe orpaHuueHue. Tem Oomee
YTO TOATBEP)KJEHHE er0 HeHaJle)XHOCTU BjieueT 3a COOOM CrieAyroLuii
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BOTPOC: «METO/[0/IOTUYeCKUI TIPOEKT, BO3HUKIIMI W3 HeJaBHel AWCKYC-
cvu 06 3KCTiepTH3e. .. KacaeTcsl TOTO, HACKOJIBKO JIPyTHe MeTO/IbI, UCIIO/b-
3yemble B puocoduut — aprymMeHTaLusl, TEOPUH, Pa3/inueHusi, — 001afaroT
KaueCTBOM MHTYUTUBHBIX CyKAeHui» [Seyedsayamdost, 2019, p. 125].

OnNuCcTeMo/IOrHYeCcKHil naTepHaJin3M

Borpoc aBTopuTeTHOCTH (unocodCkoi 3KCIepTH3bl M0 WHBIM
yI7I0M paccMmarpuBaercs B ctaTbe M. Kpoyca «3mnurcreMosiornyeckui
raTepHaJu3M U CayKeOHash KOHLIEMI[Hs SITMCTEMOIOIMUeCKON B/IaCTH»
[Croce, 2018]. M3Haua/bHO 3MMCTEMOJIOTMUECKUN MaTepHanu3M (fa-
nee — 3I1) BUANTCS Kak BpefHasi MUCTEMOJIOTUUeCKasl MPAaKTHKa, KO-
TOpasi MOXKET JIMIIUTL CBOOOABI, SMMCTEMOIOrMUYeCKOH aBTOHOMHOCTH
umi obeux cpasy. OfHaKo B TIOC/IeJHHE TO/bI TIPOU3OIIIEN TIepeCMOTD
nmaHHoro ¢geHomeHa. CorsiaCHO ero MoJIOKUTeTFHON TPaKTOBKe Cylie-
CTBYIOT 00CTOSITEILCTBA, MPY KOTOPLIX BMEIIATe/IbCTBO APYTUX OMpaB-
[IaHO SMHCTEMOJIOTHYECKUM 0/1aroM 3TOro uccjeznoBaresis. KiioueBbiM
BOTIPOCOM CTAHOBUTCSI TO, «KTO C PAI[MOHATBHOW TOUKH 3PEeHUS YIT0/I-
HOMOUEH TpeATNpUHUMATh TaTepHATUCTUUeCKHe AeNCTBUS U B UBIO
Mo/Ib3y OHU [IOJKHBI coBepinathesi» [Croce, 2018, p. 306]. HyxxHo 3a-
MEeTUTh, UYTO PaCCMOTPEHHE BOIIPOCa CBSI3bIBAETCS C ITUUECKUMU KaTe-
TOpPUSIMH, B TOM UMCJie KaTeropver gobpoperenu (virtue framework).
[TepBBIM KaHIWJATOM Ha POJIb SMUCTEMOJIOTUUECKOTO IlaTepHaIuCTa
CTAHOBUTCS KCrepT. OHAKO KOTHUTHUBHAS JKCIIePTH3a, TI0 MHEHUIO
aBTOpa, HE MOXKET CTaThb AOCTAaTOYHBIM OCHOBAHHUEM [IJIsi TOTO, UTOOBI
ocyujectBasaTe JII. B KauecTBe mprMepa 3TOT0 pacCMaTpUBAETCs Ma-
TeMaTHK, KOTOPLIN He JaeT CBOeMYy yUeHHKY BOCCO3/laTh BCe 3Tarlbl pe-
meHus mpobiaemsbl T'unbepra U 6e3 MpeaynpeXKZAeHHs Or/aliaeT OTBeT.
Tem caMbIM MOIBITKA CAMOCTOSITE/IbHOTO BOCCO3/JaHUS MyTH pellleHUst
3a/jaur mpoBasieHa. TakuM obOpa3oM, KBaqubUKalus elle He TOBOPUT
0 CITIOCOOHOCTH OBITH BOCTIPUMMUMBBIM K 3ITUCTEMOIOTHUYECKUM HYXK-
JlaM ZIpyroro yueHOTO. BTopoid 00BeKT KPUTUKH — 3MUCTEMOJIOTAYE-
CKasi B/acCTb (aBTOPUTET) — MOKET IOMOUb B [JOCTHIKEHUU SIUCTEMO-
JIOTUUECKUX 1]eJiell, KOTOpble HEKOTOPBIN HCCiefioBaTe/ib N He MOXeT
JOCTUYL CaMOCTOSATe/IbHO. Ba)kHO 3aMeTUTb, UTO B JJaHHOM OTIpefieie-
HUU TIPeBa/IMPyeT 37eMeHT BJIaCTU, HO He 3HaHUS. DMUCTeMOJIoruye-
CKW aBTOPUTET HeoOsI3aTe/IbHO [I0/DKeH ObITh 9KCIIePTOM B OrOBOPEH -
HOUM obsiacTH, OH MpPOCTO 00safiaeT OONMBIIMM pecypcoMm (Harpumep,
rH(OpMaI[MOHHBLIM). B IaHHOM HCC/Ie[0BaHUU BOTIPOC TTHUCTEMOJIOTH -
YyeCKOro raTepHajkM3Ma 3acTaB/iseT o6paTUTh BHUMaHHe Ha 06/acT,
BBIXOZSIIMe 3a Tpefenbl punocodhunr U MeTOA0JOTUM HayKU, TOKa3bl-
BaeT BCHO 3HAUMMOCTH 3THUECKOTO TMO/X0/la, COTMPSPKEHHOTO C Heobh-
XOZAUMOCTBI0 «UYBCTBHUTETBHOCTH» K 3IHUCTEMOJIOTUUECKUM HYXZaM
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uccjaegoBarTesid. M cTOUHMKOM Takoro MaTepHa/iM3Ma IIpU 3TOM MOXKeET
CTaTb HE TOJIBKO He€ 3KCIIePT, HO [aKe He SMHUCTeMOJIOTUUE CKUI aBTO-
puTeT, eC/inu oba oHu He 0611a,qa}0T npeacTtaBj€HUAMU O 3TTUCTEMOJIO -
TMUeCKUX 3aIlipoCax rMccjaea0BaTesid.

IIporpecc B dpunocodpuu

B 2013r. Ha cTpaHuiax XypHana «MeTadunocopusi» COCTOSICS
cumro3uyMm «CoBpeMeHHasi pycCKasi 1 aMepuKaHcKasi pustocodusi Bo B3a-
MMOZEeNCTBUM», B KOTOPOM TIPWHSUIM y4acTHe OTeuecTBeHHbIe (HI0CO-
¢bl. B 1ieHTpe 06cy>KaeHNst HaXOAUIICS BOIIPOC BO3MOKHOCTH U XapakTe-
pa nporpecca B ¢unocodpun. IlpescraBneHHble CTaTbl pacCMaTpUBAaOT
BOIIPOC TMPOrpecca C pa3/IMuHbIX MIePCIeKTHB U OTAeNbHBIX 001acTed pu-
nocodcKUX UccieqoBaHUM.

Tak, B.B. MupoHoB B cBoeii cratbe «O miporpecce B ¢uiocodum»
paccMaTpyBaeT TMOHSITHE TIPOTPecca M ero MpUMEeHUMOCTb K 00mact ¢u-
noco¢uu. [Iporpecc C/10KHO TOUHO OIpefieNUTh, UAEeT JIU Peub O (PUI0Co-
¢uy wm Goslee MaTepUabHBIX M KOHKPETHBIX CHCTeMax. B Hayke Kak 00-
nacTd OOBEKTMBUPOBAHHOTO 3HAHWSI OH OYEBHEH M HMeeT YeTKYIO
Harpas/ieHHOCTb. OJJHaKo IpuUcyIiasi Hayke 0ObeKTHBaLMs (heHOMEHOB SIB-
JISIeTCS Kak ee CHJIbHOW CTOPOHOM, Tak Y IVIaBHBIM OTPaHUYMBAIOIINM (hak-
TOpPOM. B MpOTHBOION0KHOCTE 3TOMY, hunocodusi UIMeeT Zieio He C Cyle-
CTBOBaHUEM Kak TakKOBbIM, He C MUPOM ()eHOMEHOB, HO C UX CMBIC/IaMH,
3aMKCMpPOBaHHBIMU B (uiocockux Tekcrax. CeMaHTHYeCKOe Tosie Hay-
KJ OPHEHTHPOBAHO Ha Oyzyiiiee (M B 3TOM CMBIC/Ie TIporpeccuBHO). CeMaH-
THYecKoe Tosie (unocoduy He Harpas/eHo Ha Oyayiiee Kak 1jesb. Haobo-
poT, «dunocodusi yBesMurBaeT KOTMUECTBO CMBICJIOB BHYTPH Ce0st WM
pasyMma per se» [Mironov, 2013, p. 12]. Iporiutoe, HacTosiiiee u Oyayiiee
O/IHOBPEMEHHO COCYILECTBYIOT B paMKax ¢unocoduu. 3To MHOroobpasue
B e/JUHCTBe TOATBEP)KIAeTCsl TeM, UTO HET HU COBEpPLUEHHO yCTapeBLIMX,
HU a0COMIOTHO HOBBIX MM B AaHHOU obsactu. Hakoner, dunocodus pas-
BHBAeTCs uepe3 CTOJAKHOBEHHE CMBIC/IOB, IIO3TOMY He HYXK[aeTCsl B IIpO-
rpecce, B KOTOPOM UTO-TO HeM30eKHO ObI0 OBl yTepsHO.

ITpobnemMa pegyKIMIOHHM3Ma OCTPO CTOWT Kak B Hayke, TakK U B (uio-
couu. B.I". Ky3Heli0B B cTatbe «Poccuiickast deHomeHosorust, unu [lpe-
PBaHHBINM TI0/IeT» pacCMaTpYBaeT KOHLIETIIMI0 repMeHeBTHUecKod (eHo-
meHosioruu I. [lneta. PackpbiBasi Boripoc nipupoge! pusiocodumy, I. Inet
yTBep)XK/laeT, UTO CoBpeMeHHasl (puaocopusi CyllecTByeT B HeraTMBHOU
Y no3uTBHOM (opmax. [To3uTuBHas yxoquT KopHsMU K [lnaToHy, Hera-
THBHasi OepeT Hauasio B Kputuueckod ¢unocopuu Kanra. ITocnenmss,
no mHeHuto I. [llnieta, nojpasymeBaeT CKeNTHLU3M, OCHOBaHHBII Ha Bepe
B CYIL[eCTBOBaHMS MHpa (eHOMeHOB W Beleid B cebe. CornacHo Hera-
THUBHOM (mocoguy co3HaHHe He MOXKeT OBITh aZleKBaTHbIM MCTOUHUKOM
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3HaHMsI, UCTHHA Ke JIOKUT B ombiTe Mupa. CKenTULM3M, coriacHo IInery,
He sBsieTcss (UIocopckol JOKTPUHOM, HO TICUXOJIOTUYECKOM Cyriep-
CTPYKTYDPOM, BO3[BUTaeMOM Ha OCHOBAaHMM SMMNHpHU3Ma. [Ipr 3TOM OCHOB-
Hble OIIMOKM HeraTMBHOHN (pumocoduu CBs3aHbI C 3aMEHOM O0BEKTa €ero
pernpeseHTALUsIMU U CMeIlleHHeM aKTa YMCTOTO CO3HaHWs C SMITMpHue-
CKMM OTBITOM CyOBeKkTa. JTO BeleT K pesTUBM3alMd MCTUHBIL. KoH-
LieNysl repMeHeBTUUYEeCKOl (PeHOMEHOJIOTUM JIE)KUT B OCHOBaHHM TI10-
3UTUBHOW (Qunocoduu. Ilpy 3TOM repmeHeBTHMKAa [O/DKHA BKJIOUATh
CeMUOTHYEeCKHe, JIOTHUeckre 1 (heHOMeHOI0THYeCKre TeXHUKU, QOoKyCH-
pyolyecs Ha TIOHUMaHUK OOBEKTUBHOIO CMBIC/IA TeKcTa. BakHo 3ame-
THUTh, UTO SI3bIK 00/1a/laeT BHEIIHUM He3aBHCHUMBIM CYIIleCTBOBAaHHEM, OH
OKa3bIBaeT HEKOTOpPOe JaBJeHHMe Ha Jofieid, ObUT CO3[aH OZHOBPEMEHHO
T0 TIPUYKHe BHelIHeH HeoOX0AUMOCTH KOMMYHUKALIMU ¥ BHYTPEeHHUX T10-
TpeOHOCTell ueloBeuecKoro yxa. S13bIK Takke B BBICOKOM CTereHH orpe-
JlesisieT pa3BUTHeE JyXOBHOTO MHpa JI0fel, OKa3biBasi BIUSIHYAE Ha UJE0JI0-
ruyeckue OCHOBaHMsl 3TOro mupa. TyT mpobiemarvka si3blka C/IMBAeTCsl
¢ ripo6sieMaTHKOM co3HaHUs1. Uepe3 MOHMMaHNe ¥ UHTepIIPeTaLuio repme-
HeBTHYeCKasi MpobsieMaTHiKa (B CBOeil HOBOH paljiOHaM3UpOBaHHOM (op-
Me) B/IMBaeTcs B (peHOMeHo/Iornyeckyto. B fesirenisHOCTH yMa psif pakTo-
POB CTaHOBUTCS YacTbIO OJHOTO MeTOfa, CpeJy HHX TrepMeHeBTHKa,
JIOTYKA, TIparMaTuyHasi Tesieonorusi u ¢peHomeHonorus. «Bce oHM cTaHO-
BATCSL “3epKasiaMy” ()eHOMeHO/IOrMUYeCKH 0CO3HaHHOW 0ObeKTHBAL[UU ye-
noBeueckoro rerusi» [Kuznetsov, 2013, p. 36].

Boripoc nporpecca HaxofuT psifi paspelieHydid B cratbe K.X. Mowm-
pasiHa «Pa3BrBaeTcst M COBpeMeHHasl coluanbHasi Gumocodusi rmporpec-
cuBHO?». LleHHOCTHAs unocodus cBs3aHa ¢ 0CO3HAHWEM MHUpa B PaMKax
YesI0BeUeCKUX HYXK[, TIOTBITOK Pa3/IM4YUTh A00PO U 3710, JIOXKb ¥ UCTHHY.
OHa 1MeeT /ieJI0 He CyIL{eCTBOBaHHEM KaK TaKOBbIM, HO CMbIC/IAMH U CIIO-
cobamu CyIIleCTBOBaHMs uesioBeka B Mupe. [laHHbIA BUJ, (umocodpun oT-
BeuaeT Ha BTOPOW W TpeTuil Bompockl KaHTa: UTO MBI [O/DKHBI AemaTh
Y Ha YTO MOXKeM paccuuTbiBaTh. PedrekTrBHast ¢unocoduss 3aHHMaeT
MIPOTHBOTIOIOXKHYIO TIO3ULMIO U TILITAeTCs] OTBETUTh HA TEPBBINA BOIPOC
TPUAJBI: UTO SI MOTY 3HaTh 00 3TOM MHpe. 3/1eCb He YUUTBHIBAOTCS HaIlX
L|eHHOCTHbIe NpropuTeThl. CBsA3b MeX/y /ABYMs Buzilamy ¢unocoduy oue-
BHU/IHA — YTOOBI OLIEHUTH MHP, MBI [JO/DKHBI €0 CHavasa Mo3HaThb. Peduiek-
THBHasi GUI0COMUs MMeeT HayKoOOpasHbBIA XapakTep, a MOTOMY MOXKET
OBbITh CBsi3aHAa C MPOrpeccoM Kak ymyulieHueM. EcM MOXXHO TOBOPHUTb
0 TIporpecce B 1[eHHOCTHOM (punocodun, To OH MTPOUCXOAUT 3a CUET yBe-
JIMYeHusT KOIMYeCTBa ajbTePHATUBHBIX TOUEK 3PEeHHsi C COIMYTCTBYIOLIen
uM 0asoit aprymeHToB. HO MOXeT /1 rMnoTeTHyecKy BO3MOXKHBIN ITPO-
rpecc ctatb peasibHbIM? 10 MHEHHIO aBTOpa, B HACTOSILL{MI MOMEHT MbI
HabmomaeM perpecc ¢uocoduu. Ha 310 cyiiecTByeT psii MPUUUH U 00-
cTosITeNbCTB. [lepBasi U3 HUX — AHTPOIIOJOTMUECKUI MOBOPOT, KOTOPBIN
«BKJTIOUAeT TIOTBITKY ZiecyOcTaHiMamm3anyy obmjectBa». [Momdjan, 2013,
p. 22]. Bropasi mpyuMHa — BBI30B MMOCTMOAEPHU3MA, TOABEPrHYBIIEr0
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COMHEHHIO 3CCEeHL[Ma/TMCTCKYI0 KOHLIeMLMI0 3HaHusl. TpeThsi rperpaja —
CTpemJieHHe TIpeBpaTUTh COoLManbHyl0 (rmocoduio B mosie3HOe 3HaHUe,
MparMaTu3upoBaTh ee. OTO MPUBOAUT K OTPaHUUEHHSIM B PaCCMOTPEHUU
dbyHIaMeHTaMbHBIX (UI0COPCKUX BOITPOCOB.

B.B. BacunbeB paccmarpuBaer mnpobnemy mporpecca ¢unocopun
B cTathe «Punocodusi CoO3HaHUsl, MPOLIJIOe U HacTosiiee». ABTOP yTBep-
JIUTEe/IbHO OTBeYaeT Ha BOTPOC O CyIleCTBOBaHUM TaKOro Iporpecca, Jo-
0aB/sist, UYTO OH 3AK/IIOUAETCA B «IPOSICHEHUM TPOOTEM U OTBEpP)KEHUU
JOXHBIX Teopwii» [Vasilyev, 2013, p. 15]. BaXHbIM I0OTIOTHEHHEM
B I0/Ib3y 3TOTO CTAHOBUTCSI OTKPBbITHE HOBBIX TMEPCIeKTUB B 3HAKOMbIX
obyacTsax Hapsiy C W300peTeHrueM HOBBIX MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPUMEHTOB.
B.B. BacuiseB wimoctpupyet riporpecc gusiocodun Ha ripuMepe «mind-
body problem» — rpo6siemMbl CBSI3U YIIX W Teja, COMOCTAB/ISIS KOHIIEM-
i XVII B. C COOTBETCTBYIOLLIMMU COBPEMEHHBIMU MCC/Ie0BaHUSMMU.
B XVII B. cTparernu B BOCIIPUSITUM CO3HaHWS CBOAWINCH K OCHOBHOMY
yOeXxieHni0 0 ero CcyOCTaHIMaMbHOCTH. DTa MBICIb Hapsily € HAesiMd
0 TIpeJlyCTaHOBJIEHHOM TapMOHUM WM OKKa3WOHAIU3Me He BbiZep>KUBaeT
kputuku. CeropHs, Korzaa rpobnema Haxogut Oosee sicHble (OPMYIHAPOB-
KU, TOSBU/CS psifi BakHbIX ugei. Tak, [I. YanMepc mpoBes pa3nduus
MEX/Ty JIETKOH W TPYAHOW TpobsieMamMu Co3HaHWMs (TIepBasi 1eMCTBUTETbHO
JIeTKO pasperunMa). Bropast mpob/iema 3akitouaeTcst B TOCTAaHOBKE BOIIPO-
ca O TOM, KaK MO3rOBasi aKTUBHOCTh CBsi3aHa C co3HaHueM. Eme Gomee
opuruHabHas (hopMyMpoBKa: «ITouemy MbI He 30M0Ou?» IIpu 3TOM 0CO-
OeHHO TIOUepKUBAETCS HeOOXOAWMOCTb PacCMOTPEHHs 3TOrO BOIpOCa
C KOHLIeMNTya/lbHbIX, @ He 3KCTIepUMeHTa/IbHbIX To3uLiuii. HecMoTpst Ha ove-
BUIHOE TIPO/IBIDKEHHE B 00/1aCTH MPaBU/ILHON (hOPMYIHUPOBKY BOTIPOCOB,
HaOJTFOAAIOTCSl U HEKOTOPble TPEBOKHBIE TEHAEHLIMM aHaTUTUYeCKOr (u-
nocotdun. Cpen HUX — Ype3MepHOe yBJiedeHHe COOPOM 3MITUPHUYECKOTO
Marepuasa TP CKPOMHOM pa3paboTKe KOHIleNTyarbHOM 6asbl. [Jlpyroii
KpPallHOCTBIO CTAHOBUTCS POCT TEOPHM B [yxe AOTrMaTHuecKor ¢uio-
couu, IAaHIICUXU3Ma U APYTUX CIIeKyASITUBHBIX Teopuii. [Io MHeHHIO aB-
TOpa, KOHI[ENTYasbHbIA aHa/lIu3 HeoOXOMUMO criacath. JlesiaTh 3TO HYX-
HO, TTPOJBUTAsACH B 001acTb (heHOMEeHO/MOrudu. MBI JO/DKHBI TOBOPHUTH
He 0 MeHTaJIbHbIX U (Pr3nUecKrX heHOMeHaX KaK TaKOBbIX, @ O CTPYKType
€CTeCTBeHHBIX YCTAaHOBOK, C KOTOPBIX MbI UX paCCMaTpUBAEM.

B cratee A.A. KoctukoBoii «I[loctmozpepHusM: (heMUHUCTCKasi KpU-
THKa» TIpeJJiaraeTcs ellle ofHa MepcrieKTrBa Ha Tporpecc B (uocodumy,
MaKCHUMaJIbHO CBsi3aHHasi C aKTyaJbHOW COIMA/TBLHOM M TeopeTHdecKoi
TIOBECTKOM AHA — heMUHU3MOM. «DeMUHHCTCKOe JBW)KEHHE He CBOJUT-
Cs1 K COL[MO-TIOIUTAYECKONM W HayuyHOM [JesiTeJIbHOCTH, HO Tpe/CTaBsi-
eT coboli IMPOKUN TeopeTUUeCKUH TMOoAX0] K MHOKeCTBY obsactebi»
[Kostikova, 2013, p. 24]. ®eMUHM3M CTAaHOBMTCS OJJHOM W3 Haubosee
3HAUUMBIX 00macTed dunocodckux nccnenosanuii. Punocodust IoCTMO-
JlepHU3Ma WrpaeT JABOMHYIO POJib: C OIHOW CTOPOHBI, OTKPBIBAET JIjisi 00-
IIIeCTBEHHOCTH HOBBIN TPeIMeT, ZI0 3TOT0 CKPBITBIN OT I71a3, C JPYroi —
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Tpe3eHTyeT ero coBceM HMHbIM oOpasoM. Hanbosiee JeMOHCTpaTHBHBIM
TIPUMEPOM 371eCh SIB/ISIETCS OJMH U3 K/TIOUEBbIX TEPMUHOB TEOPETHYECKOTO
demunusma — rengep. «Vcrosb3oBaHWe 5TOrO0 TepMHHA BBOAUT HOBBIN
npe/iMeT MCC/IeJOBaHUS — OTHOLIEHWe MeX/y IojaM{d B 0COOEHHOM CH-
TYal[MIOHHOM U COLIMOUCTOPUUECKOM KOoHTeKCcTe» [Kostikova, 2013, p. 25].

OBoMOLMSs, poucxosmas oT punocodru MogepHU3Ma U CTPYKTY-
panu3Ma K MOCTCTPYKTypaiu3My, Obla MOMbITKOM YITH OT JUXOTOMHYe-
ckux obpa3oB mupa U camoi ¢unocodpun. B mouckax TpeTbero ImyTu
B (hOKyCe OKa3bIBalOTCS JIFOU, UX BOCIIPUSITHE MUPa U caM Myp. Bce Tpu
(hakTopa CTaHOBATCS B3aMMO3aBUCHUMBIMU. IIpobembl CyObeKTUBHOCTH
Y caMOH/IeHTHU(UKALIMH, KOTOpasi MOXKeT KacaTbCsl HALMOHAIBHOTO, KY/Ib-
TYPHOT'O BOIIPOCA, ACIIEKTOB BO3PacTa U CeKCyalbHOCTH, CTAaHOBSTCS LieH-
TpanbHBIMU. TepMUH «(eMUHHBIH» XapaKTepy3yeT CTaHOB/IeHHe HOBOTO
TIO/IX0/la, B KOTOPOM >KEHCKOe He TPOTHBOIIOCTABIISETCS MY)KCKOMY, HO
OTpULIaeT Takoe MPOTHUBOINOCTapaeHue. DeMUHHBIM «MHBapUaHT» OTpa-
)KaeT caM XapaKTep MOCTOSTHHO W3MeHsIoLerocsi ob1iecTBa U CTAaHOBUTCS
OCHOBaHHeM /i1 ()OPMHMPOBAHUS HOBOTO Criocoba KOHCTPYMPOBaHHUS
WAeHTUYHOCTH. TaKoke SIB/ISIETCSI MPUMEPOM TOT0, KaK BOTIPOCHI, KOTOpbIe
HEeBO3MOXKHO Oblno cebe mpejcTaBUTh B (DOKyce BHUMaHUs, 3aflal0T BCe
HOBBIe HarpaB/ieHHs], CBU/eTe/ILCTBYS 00 aKTUBHOM He TOJIBKO IPaKTHye-
CKOM, HO ¥ KOHLIENITya/lbHOM Pa3BUTHUH 00/1acTy.

BbiBobI

OrpaHuyeHHbI 00beM 0030pa, C OHON CTOPOHBI, TO3BOJISIET JIUILb
HaMeTUTb OCHOBHBbIE HallpaBJieHHs, OCBelllaeMble B XKypHase, C APYTOH,
JlelaeT OUYEeBMJHBIM MaciuTab TeOpeTHUeCKHWX W MPAKTUUeCKUX 3a/iad,
BCTAIOLUX Tepef rpodeccrodanamy B obnactu punocoduu. Henb3st Ta-
KKe He 00paTWTh BHUMaHUs Ha WX B3aUMOCBsI3b. Tak, dyHAaMeHTabHbIE
BOMPOCHI HOPMAaTUBHOCTH TIOAIBEPTatOTCsA MIEPECMOTPY U TEPeorpe/iesie-
HUI0 B CBETe «IPaKTHUECKOrO TIOBOpOTa» (uiocoduu Hayku [Kaiser,
2019]. CnoXXHOCTb MCMOMb30BaHUs JaHHBIX HAyYHOU MpakKTUKU B GuUIo-
coduu HAayKd TIOPOXK/AET B KaueCcTBe ajbTEPHATHBBI JKCIIEPUMEHTAb-
Hyto ¢unocodwuro [Kingsbury, Dare, 2017], koTopasi CTaBUT TOJ, BOTIPOC
COCTOSITeNTbHOCTh (pUI0CO(CKUX UHTYULIUN U (HUM0COPCKOI IKCTIEPTH3BI
[Seyedsayamdost, 2019; Sorial, 2014]. M3meHeHUss B (QUI0COPCKUX
MpaKTUKaX 3aCTaB/sieT MepeoCMbIC/UTh TaKUe TIOHSTUS, KaK «KaOWHeT-
Hasi Qunocodusi», IMMHUCTEMOJIOTMUECKUM TaTepHavM3M, U TI0-HOBOMY
B3MITHYTh Ha Mpob/ieMy Mporpecca/perpecca 3MicTeMoIoriyeckoro 3Ha-
Hus [Cling, 2014; Peijnenburg, Aikin, 2014].
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