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Abstract. The article reconstructs and compares two philosophical concepts of animal developed by René Descartes and
George Berkeley. The analysis of the process of animal perception carried out by Descartes makes it possible to find an
analogy between the two abovementioned concepts. According to the interpretation presented in the article, the Berkeleyan
immaterialist metaphysics can be reconciled with attributing certain degree of rationality to brutes. However, the reconstruction
reveals the complexity of Berkeley’s attitude towards Descartes and multidimensionality of his conception the epistemological
parts of which can be reconciled with his metaphysics but can also be evaluated in separation from it.
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Introduction

The origins of the animal-machine concept
attributed to René Descartes are sought in two
dimensions. In the critical dimension it was associated
with overcoming Aristotelianism with its teleological
vision of nature and the tripartite division of the soul
into vegetative, sensual and rational; in the positive
dimension, the animal-machine concept is treated as
the result of Cartesian metaphysical dualism. In fact,
both elements are intertwined: the Cartesian
philosophy of nature is a part of the seventeenth-
century efforts to present a new concept of nature,
including various versions of materialism and
corpuscularianism (Th. Hobbes, P. Gassendi, R. Boyle)
or the descriptive program of the accumulation of
natural history (F. Bacon, J.Locke), gradually found
their culmination in Newtonian physics (Anstey, 2011:
9). From R. Descartes' new, mechanistic understanding
of nature, which is res extensa, a new concept of
animal deprived of its soul emerged, whose life
functions should be described as the result of the work
of a mechanism (automaton) — the soul, and therefore
consciousness, was reserved only for man. It seems,
however, that such an interpretation of Cartesianism is
inappropriate and leads to simplification. In fact,
R. Descartes attributed the ability to perceive, albeit
without conscious thinking to animals. This
simplification can be explained by an excessive
emphasis on the role of metaphysics in the cognition of
nature; at the same time, it is worth adding that for
R. Descartes, natural research, including physiological
research, was an extensive and relatively independent
subject of research.

From this perspective, it is also interesting to what
extent modern British philosophy, developing in the
Cartesian paradigm, was aware of the shortcomings of
such an interpretation. The metaphysical opposition
between man and brute (reduced only to a mechanism
within res extensa) was soon challenged both by John
Locke (for whom the history of human reason extends
from the simplest acts of perception, also characteristic
of brutes) and David Hume (for whom neither rationality
and nor passions, but morality and history only
determined the uniqueness of man). The reconstruction
of George Berkeley's position, in which, like in
Descartes’, metaphysics is considered to be of great
importance, is also particularly interesting. In this case
we are dealing with a reshaping of the Cartesian

stance which emphasizes the juxtaposition no longer of
thinking and extension, but of active spiritual substance
identified with the will and passive ideas whose
existence is reduced to being perceived.

The aim and tasks

The aim of this article is to reconstruct the Cartesian
position and compare it with the concept of animal
present by G. Berkeley, on which Cartesianism had a
significant, often ignored, effect (Szatek, 2016: 48 ff). In
particular, we endeavor to demonstrate that the
relationship between these two concepts only
seemingly boils down to the rephrasing of the
metaphysical position, as this would lead G. Berkeley
to uphold the animal-machine concept, and only
mechanicism would be understood in a different way.
Although this may come as a surprise, the similarity
concerns precisely the attribution of perceptual abilities
to animals. This leads to several conclusions regarding
a) the status of the animal given by R. Descartes and
G. Berkeley, b) the philosophers' understanding of
thinking, c) the relationship between metaphysics and
natural sciences they recognize. This text consists of
three parts. The first part juxtaposes the traditional
metaphysical reading of the Cartesian concept with
those interpretations in which animals are treated as
sentient beings (though unconscious); the second part
reconstructs Berkeley's position in which animals are
endowed with the ability to perceive. Finally, in the third
part we formulate conclusions on the mutual relation of
both concepts and differences in the understanding of
the role of cognition of nature and metaphysics.

Research methods

From the methodological point of view, the article is
based on the analysis of source works and subject
literature. In the case of Descartes, the analyses are
based on works in the field of metaphysics and
epistemology: Meditations on the First Philosophy, The
Principles of Philosophy and A Discourse on the
Method, and Passions of the Soul. Berkeley's position
is reconstructed on the basis of Treatise of the
Principles of Human Knowledge, An Essay Towards a
New Theory of Vision, and Philosophical
Commentaries — i.e. early works of the philosopher,
including his notebooks which are important for tracing
the formation process of his philosophy. The source
analyses are complemented by a review of existing
interpretations in the literature on the subject.
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Research results. Slightly more than a machine —
Descartes on animal.

The contraposition of the extended and thinking
substance, as well as the introduction of the category
of mechanical causality into the description of nature
was connected with the effort of overcoming the
traditional image of nature which modern philosophy
inherited from antiquity. First of all, it was found that the
traditional Aristotelian view that nature is purposefully
organized and that particular species are the purpose
of development of their inner form can be known in
advance as soon as their essential attributes are
defined was no longer valid in modern times. Such a
vision of the world was opposed both by new attempts
to mathematize the nature (G. Galilei) and of previously
unknown phenomena, which were reported from the
journeys around the New World (the program of
descriptive and historical knowledge by F. Bacon).
Descartes's position eradicated the purposefulness of
nature, leaving it only in the sphere of human thinking
and conscious and deliberate management of will. The
mechanistic description of phenomena fully presented by
him in The Principles of Philosophy soon proved to be
erroneous: R. Descartes' calculations of the amount of
the whirling motion of three types of matter were quite
quickly negated by Newton. However, the requirement of
clarity and transparency of knowledge, certainty based
on mathematical cognition, and thus the essential
aspects of the Cartesian epistemological program,
proved to be much more durable. Also the dualistic
metaphysics with the juxtaposition of deliberate and
spontaneous thinking and the extension subject to the
laws of mechanics became a challenge for subsequent
philosophers — even if the principles of this mechanics
required corrections with respect to details.

A particular challenge for philosophers and
naturalists was the description of animals whose
purpose of life Cartesianism reduced to mechanism. In
his works, Descartes refers to the Aristotelian concept
of three souls — vegetative, sensual and rational. The
distinction between their kinds is invoked by the
Aristotelians in order to emphasize the qualitative
differences that are visible in the chain of existence, in
the transition from inanimate matter through plant and
animal to human life. Thanks to this distinction, it is
possible to include the characteristics specific to
human beings into it.

R. Descartes certainly believes that typically human
abilities in a particular way demand postulation of a
separate soul, however the postulate of a hierarchy of
souls, and more precisely the postulate of the sensual
soul, in order to emphasize the animal's ability to feel,
is a separate issue. First of all, it is unnecessary since,
according to R. Descartes, the abilities of plants and
animals can be explained by the properties of matter.
Secondly, the postulate of the hierarchy of souls does
not in principle explain anything but merely labels the
stages in which further differences emerge, while giving
the impression that the causes of these differences
have been identified. Thirdly, the hierarchy of souls
obscures the important distinction between the soul
and the body, suggesting that the difference between
them may only be a matter of degree. R. Descartes
combines mechanistic interpretation with the principle

of economics of thought and on this ground seeks to
demonstrate that animals have neither a vegetative nor
a sensual soul. Ockham's razor in this case means a
law deductible from the simplicity of God's actions,
according to which God did not multiply the “principles”
beyond necessity. Therefore, in order to illustrate that
the behaviour of animals should be explained by
mechanical rules, he indicates that there is no need to
seek any other “principle of movement and life” other
than the simplest one that can be formulated in
mathematical terms. Thus, Descartes's position should
be considered on three levels: religious (indicating the
distinctiveness of thinking, and consequently of the
human soul, not subject to decomposition like the
body), metaphysical (emphasizing the distinctiveness
of two substances) and natural (presenting both: a
physiological description of animal bodies, and
behavioural, which shows the difference between the
instinctive behaviour of animals and the rational
behaviour of man). The religious dimension of the
dispute over the nature of the animal is slightly less
accentuated by R. Descartes, yet it must not be
ignored. There were fears of mechanistic reductionism,
of “reducing the spiritual to the physiological and the
physiological to the physical” (Drozdowicz, 2014: 126),
it was feared that Descartes' concept would lead to
erroneous conclusions. The evidence for this is a letter
to R. Descartes from Froidmont dated September 13,
1637; we read there that replacing the sensual soul
with purely mechanical processes introduces the risk
that the human soul will also be reduced to them. The
opponent addresses R. Descartes with the following
words: “If one suppresses the vegatative and sensual
soul in the brutes, one opens the door for the atheists,
who will attribute the operations of the rational soul to a
cause of the same kind and will give us a material soul
to replace our spiritual soul” (Spink, 1974: 237). The
author of the Meditations takes a position that is clearly
opposed to such accusations. He points out that
animals are treated by him on an equal footing with
machines and refers to the Scripture in order to prove
that there is no need for any kind of differentiation
between the rational, sensual and vegetative soul. At
the same time, he speaks against materialism,
reiterating that res cogitans is also, besides res
extensa, an elementary component of reality.

However, metaphysical duality does not mean that
we are dealing with blind mechanisms in the case of
animals, because they are endowed with senses.
R. Descartes attempts to determine which elements of
the cognitive process should be attributed to the mind
and which — to the body. Since in daily life cognition —
including sense cognition — is somehow available in a
final form, in which both these elements accompany
each other, and only a philosophical analysis may point
to their respective functions (Morris, 2000: 405).
According to R. Descartes, sensations relating to
functions previously assigned to sensual soul (e.g.
feeling pain, seeing light, etc.) were unclearly
intertwined with those dependent on the body (e.g. eye
stimulation by light) and with the properties of the mind
(e.g. thinking that my own eyes are being stimulated by
light). The first two types of sensations belong also to
animals, while the latter are specific only to people. In
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The Passions of the Soul R. Descartes explains for
instance that: “Our perceptions are also of two sorts,
and the one have the soul as a cause and the other the
body. Those which have the soul as a cause are the
perceptions of our desires, and of all the imaginations
or other thoughts which depend on them” (Descartes,
1986: 79). Whereas in A Discourse on the Method he
writes: For, in investigating the functions that could as a
consequence be in this body, | found precisely all those
which can be in us without our thinking of them, and to
which our soul, that is to say, that part of us distinct
from the body whose sole nature, as has been said
above, is to think, contributes nothing; these functions
are the same as those in which irrational animals may
be said to resemble us. But | was unable to find in this
body any of those functions which, being dependent on
thought, are the only ones that belong to us as human
beings. (Descartes, 2006: 39)

Failure to observe this strategy of disambiguation is
a source of an incorrect interpretation of the animal-
machine concept. Commentators of Descartes'
thoughts note, for example, that he claims that animals
do not have feelings or passions “like us” or “like ours”.
They also recognize that R. Descartes did not deny
that brutes have sensations as long as they depend
solely on the structure and distribution of organs.
However, it is routinely claimed that “the lack of
feelings like ours” means the lack of feelings in general,
and the statement that “they have sensations as long
as they depend on the body” signifies a lack of
sensations. Thus, in standard interpretations of the
animal-machine concept, we are dealing with further
mixing of what R. Descartes tried to separate (Morris,
2000: 406). Using the example of visual cognition we
may point to differences between a) a simple reaction
to a visual stimulus, in which parts of an animal
machine simply react in an appropriate way; b) visual
consciousness, in which the perceiving subject
possesses a mental representation of the object or
state of things that previously provoked a reaction on
the level of a visual stimulus; and c) the perception
judgement, or the ability to reflect and make a
judgement, for example, about the validity of the
representation concerned. R. Descartes attributes the
last ability only to human beings, stating that it requires
the possession of a mind — the rational soul. The other
two powers are also applicable to animals. Within
Descartes' concept, the questions of how the organs of
the senses work and why they work in this way are two
separate issues (Gaukroger, 2000: 396). God, being
the only ultimate cause, has given machines the
organs of the senses, through which they are able to
experience. However, if the body is not considered as
an animal body or a human machine but as part of
what Descartes calls the union of soul and body, the
guestion of the purpose of sensual experience
becomes legitimate — this however refers us to human
thinking, as only within its scope can this question be
legitimately posed.

The Cartesian understanding of
Berkeley’s philosophy.

In contrast to the conception developed by
R. Descartes, G. Berkeley’s notion of an animal has

animals in

been but rarely analysed by scholars (Charles, 2010:
189 ff; Hight, 2011: 207 ff), which is hardly surprising
since the Irish philosopher did not focus much of his
attention on the subject. On the face of it, it seems that
G. Berkeley follows the Cartesian path and opposes
human freedom and conscience to animal mechanisms
acting merely instinctively (even if the mechanism is
conceived not as a modification of extended substance
but rather as a set of ideas the esse of which is no
more than percipi). For the scarcity of place we will not
investigate into the differences between the two
metaphysical ~ presuppositions  underlying  both
conceptions. The issue can be summarised as follows:
for G. Berkeley all the content of human thinking (i.e.
ideas) immediately depends on God’s activity as he
writes in the Principles § 29 (Berkeley, 1749 (a): 53).
However, it is noteworthy that Berkeley’s philosophy —
and his conception of animals — was motivated by his
religious beliefs. Berkeley, a member of Anglican
clergy, makes a reservation that understanding and will
are the qualities of spirits (or souls) of human beings:
“A spirit is one simple, undivided, active being — writes
G. Berkeley in § 27 of the Principles — as it perceives
ideas, it is called the understanding, and as it produces
or otherwise operates about them, it is called the will”
(Berkeley, 1949 (a): 52). In opposition to the ideas of
imagination which are “excited at random” ideas of
sense “have... a steadiness, order, and coherence,
are... excited... in a regular train or series, the
admirable connection whereof sufficiently testifies the
wisdom and benevolence of its Author” (Berkeley, 1949
(a): 53). Thus, both factors shaping Berkeley’s thought:
his metaphysical stance (immaterialism) and his
religious commitment (the perspective of immortality of
human souls) should make us think that brutes are
mere soulless automats.

However, though postulating the uniqueness of
spirits and separating them from all natural
phenomena, G. Berkeley attributes the ability to
perceive to animals. The respective remarks can be
found in his early Philosophical Commentaries as well
as in his major works such as the Principles and the
Three Dialogues: “For this end the visive sense seems
to have been bestowed on animals, to wit, that by the
perception of visible ideas (which themselves are not
capable of affecting or any wise altering the frame of
their bodies) they may be able to forsee (from the
experience they have had of what tangible ideas are
connected with such and such visible ideas) the
damage or benefit which is like to ensue, upon the
application of their own bodies to this or that body
which is at a distance”. (Berkeley, 1948a: 193)

The problem of the reconciliation of the spirits-ideas
dualism and the proposition that animals can perceive
drew the attention of researchers. According to
Sebastien Charles the contradiction can be removed by
observing that G. Berkeley adopts a non-Cartesian
definition of soul the lower part of which can be
attributed to brutes (Charles, 210: 197). Charles sticks
to the traditional reading of the Cartesian conception of
an animal as a mere mechanism and claims
G. Berkeley abandons the Cartesian position in this
aspect. However, it seems plausible that both stances
can be reconciled and within the framework of
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Berkeley’s theory the dualism of sprits and ideas can
be maintained, and animals can be endowed with the
ability to perceive. In order to do this one should refer
to Berkeley’s psychological explanation of perceiving.

The analysis of sense perception process carried
out in An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision
describes the shaping of the ideas of distance,
greatness, and position of objects by the reference to
the data of the senses of sight and touch. Visible
extension is different from tangible and both senses
must be correlated to form the idea of “objective”
extension of objects. Speaking more generally: ideas of
sight “suggest” ideas of touch (or, generally speaking,
ideas caused by the awareness of our bodies) and
within the process of “suggesting” the idea of objective
extension can be formed in our imagination. The
process of associating the ideas of both senses being
habitual and unconscious needs a philosophical
investigation pointing at the roles senses and
imagination play in it (Berkeley, 1948 (b): 193). In an
analogous manner sounds (e.g. words) can be
associated with objects they signify. In both cases ideas
of senses and ideas of imagination are combined which
should be understood as a counterpart of two first stages
of the process of perceiving specified by R. Descartes: a
reaction to a sense stimulus and a mental representation
of an object or of a state of things. G. Berkeley attributes
this ability to brutes similarly to R.Descartes. A
specifically human disposition is reflection (an
awareness of one’s own mental states and the ability to
distinguish them from an immediate sense experience)
and volitional activity thanks to which one’s imagined
and desired state of things can be an aim of one’s deeds
and allow human beings to desire immortality which
goes beyond any imagination.

But the conception of animal perception can be
reconciled with immaterialism and the view that all the
souls we know are human. It is not a coincidence that
G. Berkeley uses another term and speaks of animal
“nature”, not of animal “soul” (Berkeley, 1955: 216).
While considering animal behaviour the rationality can
be attributed to brutes only by analogy with human
beings. All the experience informing us of the animal
behaviour or of their brain activity belongs to natural
sciences and can be reduced to various ideas and their
correspondence. Similarly, pain or pleasure can also
be attributed to brutes but the ability of creating
reflective, conscious preposition “I am suffering”
cannot. Similarly, volitional activity is restricted only to
spirits. Only finite human souls and the infinite spirit,
God, can be really and efficiently active. Animal instinct
can be understood as a purely natural phenomenon:
we can speak of animal activity only in a vulgar sense
as when we say of stone "hitting” the ground. For
G. Berkeley the notion of spirit or soul has a religious
meaning and spirituality is reserved only to the unique
relation between God and man.

Discussion

According to the interpretation presented here,
there is no necessity to presuppose that G. Berkeley
endows brutes with souls in his early works, the
Principles and in the Three Dialogues; also, the fact
that the brutes do perceive is not tantamount with

breaking with the immaterialist thesis and its distinction
between active spiritual substances and passive ideas.
On the psychological plane (referring to ideas and heir
relations) Berkeley’'s stance is similar to that of
R. Descartes. His metaphysical principles, however,
restrict the activity to spirits (human and divine). By
distinguishing the real (i.e. metaphysical) and apparent
(i.e. physical) causality G. Berkeley claims that the real
cause of the instinctive behaviour of brutes is the
Author of Nature even if in common sense of language
one can speak of animals as agents. Though animals
can perceive and experience pleasure and pain, which
leads them to behave according to the needs of the
self-preservation instinct, they are not real agents as
they are not endowed with souls — even if from the
human perspective the behaviour seems rational.

Conclusions

This, however, leads to several consequences. The
first of them concerns human subjectivity. The thesis
that only spirits are substances does not mean that the
attributes such as understanding and will can be
ascribed to it. Such a substance deprived of its
attributes would be meaningless. In its principal
meaning, the spiritual substance is nothing but the will,
as can be read in the Philosophical Commentaries 828:
“substance of a spirit is that it acts, causes, wills,
operates, or if you please (to avoid the quibble that
may be made on the word it), to act, cause, will,
operate” (Berkeley, 1948 (a): 99; Daniel, 2018: 99).
Substance is understood as activity and creativity, and
in his understanding of the term G. Berkeley differs
from R. Descartes who uses the categories of
substance and attributes. Astonishing as it might seem,
brutes can be but at the same time they are not
substances for G. Berkeley.

Secondly, the convergence of Descartes’ and
Berkeley's positions regarding the description of the
multi-stage character of perception suggest a strong
affinity of both conceptions. Though G. Berkeley
opposed the Cartesian explanation of the process of
perceiving extension the fundamental reason for his
criticism was the geometrical, i.e. technical and
derivative, character of the explanation provided by
R. Descartes together with some difficulties in
explaining  particular ~ phenomena. G. Berkeley
supplemented it with a psychological analysis of the
mental process, primary in relation to the geometrical
one. Thus the relation between both thinkers does not
boil down to a simple acceptance-refusal opposition;
rather, it should be examined separately in particular
fields of philosophical discourse: the metaphysical, the
physical, and the psychological one.

The last observation leads to the third
ascertainment: as Bertil Belfrage once observed
(Belfrage, 2006: 202 ff), within the framework of
Berkeley’s philosophy the particular fields of discourse
are relatively independent and can be treated
separately. The explanation of phenomena as
subjected to the laws of nature can be conceived
without  making references to  metaphysical
presuppositions. This feature of Berkeley's thought
seems to have its source in the influence of Newton. As
it is well known, G. Berkeley followed the general
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principles of Newtonian physics with its separation from
metaphysical claims; the evidence of the fact can be
found in his correspondence with Samuel Johnson
where he finds the new physics “not in the least
inconsistent with the principles he lays down”
(Berkeley, 1949 (c): 279). Thus, the analysis of animal
perception, though compatible with Berkeleyan
metaphysics does not require the reference to it.
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KOHUEMNUIA TBAPUHU-MALLNHW Y OEKAPTA | BEPKJI. CNPOBA MOPIBHAHHA

MeTa i 3aBgaHHA gocnigkeHHsi. MeTol cTaTTi € PEeKOHCTPYKLiS i NOpPIBHSAHHA OBOX dinocodcbknx koHuenuii — PeHe [ekapta i
Dxopmxa Bepkni. MeTogonoris gocnigxeHHs. CtatTs nobyaoBaHa Ha aHanisi BubpaHux TekcTiB 3ragaHux cinocodis ta cinocodcbkoi
nitepatypu 3 uiei Temn. ObroBopeHHs. HaBegeHa y cTaTTi iHTepnpeTauis MPOTUCTaBNSETHCA MOLUMPEHOMY PO3YMIHHIO KOHLenUii
TBapuHWU-MaLUWHKU | NpeacTaBnsie nornmbneHwin aHania nosuuii P. [lekapTa, 3ridHO 3 sIKOW CMPUNHATTS TiNbKU B CBOIN OCTaHHIN dasi
BMMarae cBigomocTi. Pe3ynbtatu gocnimkenHs. Lle gossonsie 36epertv cyb6eTaHuioHanbHy BiAMIHHICTE MK TBApUHOMO, LLO HanexXuTb
0o res coginans, i MUCMEHHAM. BusHaHHA 3a TBapvHamu oOMeXeHOi 34aTHOCTI CMpUMHATTS Ao3sonse [lekapTy BigMOBWUTUCH Bif
NpUNyLLEeHHs! Npo iCHYBaHHA cybcTaHuioHanbHOI TBApMHHOI OyLluK, WO BUCTYNano 6w sik HemoTpibHe 3BepTaHHs 40 apucToTeniamy.
MigkpecneHHs cknagHOCTi NpoLecy CNPUAHATTS J03BOMSIE, HE3BAXAUM Ha Pi3HMLIO B Niaxodax (ayaniam Ta immaTepianiam), no6auntu
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aHanorito Mixx nosuuiamn P. OekapTa i O. Bepkni. Lie npuBognTtb 00 AeKinbKoX BUCHOBKIB. BucHoBkM. [o-nepLue, 403BONSE Bka3aTu Ha
BENUKy nodibHicTb, a, Moxe ByTW, HaBiTb 3B’I30K MiXX KOHLENLisMU ddpaHLly3bKoro Ta ipnaHacbkoro dinocodis. Y Bunagky apyroro 3
HMX Ue NpunyLieHHsa 3HaXOAUTb CBOE MiATBEPAXEHHS Y paHHix 3anmckax B Philosophical Commentaries. Mo-gpyre, [. Bepkni B cBoin
npaui An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, 3anepeuyioun kaptesiaHCbke reoOMeTpuyHe MOSICHEHHS! CMPUMAHSTTS GinbLUOCTI
npegMeTiB, B LiNOMY BCe XX TaKu NOroOMKYETbCH 3 KapTe3iaHCbKiM NCUXOMOrYHUM NOSICHEHHSAM, NPOTe NOro AOMOBHIOE i po3wuptoe. Lle
npuBOAWTbL A0 TPETbOrO BWCHOBKY, @ BMacHe, OO MiAKpecneHHs GaraTtorpaHHOCTI TBOpYOCTi 06ox mucnutenis. [o3a BiaMiHHOCTAMU
MeTadpisauyHux nigxopis Tpeba 3BepHyTWM yBary Ha MogibHICTb MCMXOMOriYHMX Ta enicTeMonoriYHux piweHb. OcobnvBo B BUMNagKy
0. Bepkni MaeMo cnpaBy 3 YsIBHOI He3amnexHicTio (i3ionoriyHoro, MCUMXOMOriYHOro aHanisy BigHOCHO MeTadisuku. [Npobnema
CKIafHOCTI CMPUMHATTSA | 3'ACyBaHHS MOXIMBOCTI CMPUWAHATTS Yy TBapWH B LITOMY Y3rO[XyeTbCs 3 iMMartepianiamMom, ane Moxe
po3rnsigatucs i B BigpuBi Big HbOro.

Knrouosi cnoea: Oekapt, bepkni, TBapuHa, CNpUAHATTS, iMmaTepianiam.

A. DxenuHckui, M. Narow

KOHUEMUNA XKUBOTHOE-MALLUNHA Y OEKAPTA U BEPKITN. MOIMbITKA CPABHEHUA

Llenbto cTaThun SBNSETCA PEKOHCTPYKUMSA U CpaBHEHWe AByX cunocodckux koHuenumn - PeHe JekapTa v xopmka bepknn. CtaTbs
NocTpoeHa Ha aHanu3e BblbpaHHbIX TEKCTOB YNOMSIHYTbIX (ounocodoB 1 dunnocodckor nutepaTypbl No AaHHou Teme. MNprBeaeHHas B
cTaTbe WHTepnpeTauusi NpOTMBOMOCTaBMSETCS pacnpOCTPaHEHHOMY MOHUMAaHWMI0 KOHUENUUM XMBOTHOE-MalluHa W npeacTaBnsier
yrnybneHHbIi aHanuM3 nosvumm P. [ekapTta, cornmacHo KOTOpPOW BOCMPUSATME TOMbKO B CBOEW NocnefHen gpase TpebyeT CO3HaHMs.
[aHHbI KOHUENT MO3BONSET COXpaHWUTb CybCTaHUMOHanbHOE pasnuMuuMe MeEXAY >XMBOTHbIM, YTO OTHOCWUTCS K res coginans, u
MbiLneHeM. MpusHaHmne 3a XMBOTHLIMU OrPaHNYEHHO CNOCOBHOCTM BOCMPUATUS No3BonsieT [lekapTy oTka3aTbCsi OT NPeAnonoXeHNs
O CYLLIEeCTBOBaHWM CybCTaHLUMOHaNbHOM >XMBOTHOW AyLW, YTO BbICTYynano Obl Kak HeHyxHoe obpalieHue K apucToTenvsmy.
AKUEHTMPOBaHME Ha CIOXHOCTW MpoLecca BOCNPUATUS NO3BONSIET, HECMOTPS Ha pasHuly B noaxodax (oyanvam 1 ummaTtepuanusm),
yBUAeTb aHanorvio mexay nosvuusmu P. [ekapta n [. Bepknu. 3To NpvBOAUT K HECKONbKMM BblBOAAM: BO-NEpPBbIX, NMO3BONSET
yka3aTb Ha 60nbLIOe CXOACTBO, @ MOXET ObITb, AaXe CBA3b MeXAy KOHUenuusiMu opaHLly3cKoro 1 npnaHackoro gpunocodos. B cnyyae
BTOPOr0 M3 HUX 3TO NPEANONOXeEHNe HaxoaMT CBOEe NOATBEPXAEHUE B paHHUX 3anuckax B Philosophical Commentaries. Bo-BTopbix, [.
Bepknu B cBoen pabote An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, oTpuuasi kapTe3amaHckoe reomeTpuyeckoe 06bsCHEHUE BOCTIPUATUIS
6onblIMHCTBa NpeMeToB, B LIENIOM COrMallaeTcsi ¢ KapTe3MaHCKMX MCUXOMNOrmyeckum o6bACHEHMEM, BMECTE C TeM [OMONHASA ero un
pacwupsisi. OTo NpUBOAUT K TPETbEMY BbIBOAY, @ COBCTBEHHO, K NOAYEPKMBAHUIO MHOTOrPaHHOCTM TBOpYECTBa OBOMX MbICIUTENEN.
BHe pasnuuuii metacdusmyeckux nogxonoB Heobxoaumo obpaTuTb BHUMaHUE Ha CXOACTBO MCUMXOMOTMYECKMX U 3NUCTEMONOrMYECKNX
peweHun. OcobeHHo B cnyyae ¢ [1. bepknu, rae mbl UMeeM Aerno ¢ MHUMOWN HE3aBUCUMMOCTBIO (OM3NONIOTMYECKOrO, MCUXONOrMYeCcKoro
aHanusa oTHoCUTENbHO MeTadmauku. [Npobrnema CnoXHOCTM BOCMPUATUS U BbIICHEHWUS BO3MOXHOCTU BOCTPUATUS Y KUBOTHBIX B
LieNoM cornacyeTcsi C MMMaTepuann3mMoM, HO MOXET paccMaTpyBaTbCS U B OTPbIBE OT HEro.

Knrouesbie cnosa: OekapT, bepknu, XnBoTHoe, BOCNpUATUE, MUMMaTepuanmam.
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®INOCOPChKI 3ACAOMN BIZHECY KPI3b MPU3MY TEOPII IFOP

HauioHanbHun negaroriyHui yHiBepcuTeT imeHi M. T1. [iparomaHoBa;
e-mail: tetyana.glushko@gmail.com; ORCID: 0000-0002-8759-7975

AHomauyis. Y mexax cmammi cucmemamu308aHO OCHO8HUL Oopobok meopii i2op y knacu4yHoMy ii eapiaHmi ma eu3HayeHo
meHOeHU|i i po38UMKy 8 yMosax cy4acHOI «eKOHOMIKU ygaau». BusHa4yeHo, wo 6i3Hec, 3a ¢hOpMOI0 ma CymHICHUMU O3HaKamu
sensie cobor cmpameeiyHy epy, ska micmumb y cobi bazamoghakmopHi Moxiueocmi w000 eubopy U imrnnemeHmauii
KOHKypeHmHux abo koonepamusHuUx cmpameail. 3akyeHmosaHo, wo 3adisHi y cehepi bisHecy cmpameeii € 3Haqdywumu 0ns
pigHSI pO38UMKY E€KOHOMIYHOI Kyrnbmypu couianbHo20 cepedoguuia 3a2arioM ma 8U3Ha4YeHo rnepcriekmusu nodanbuwozo
8uUKOpuUCMaHHs iHcmpymMeHmapito meopii ieop 0ns aHanidy iHHogauitiHux meHoeHuit IHOycmpii 4.0. Cehopmynb08aHO K408
3aes0aHHs, sIKi cmosimb neped cyvyacHuM bi3Hecom siKk cgheporo iHiliamueHoi iHHogauiltHOT OissIbHOCMI, 8 yMO8ax po320pmaHHs
Kpu3sosux rpouecie ernobasnbHo2o Mmacwmaby.

KnioyoBi cnoBa: dinocodis GisHecy, Teopis irop, cTparTeris, TakTvKa, KOHKypeHLis, koonepauis, eksiniopiym [x. Hewa,
€KOHOMiKa yBaru, noBefiHKOBa eKOHOMIKa.

Bctyn

dinocodiga GisHecy € BiHOCHO HOBMM aHamniTU4HUM
BMMIPOM  ONd  cyvacHoi  YKpaiHu, xoya Ans
aMepuKaHCbKol Ta €BPOMENCBbKOl  CMiNbHOTU  BXe

BCTWUrNa cTaTu ycTtaneHuMm JOCHIOHULBKMM Hanpsmom.
BusHayeHHsi dinococbknx 3acap GisHecy
OpieHTOBaHe, nepLl 3a BCe, Ha MOLUYK MPOOYKTUBHUX
cTparerin CTBOpPEHHSA HOBUX Oi3HeciB Ta
BOOCKOHAIEHHS BXe AiloumX. Y TakoMy BUMIpi BaXKITMBO
npoBoOaAUTH Aemapkaio Mi>X GisHecom Ta
NigNPMEMHULTBOM $K CMOpigHEHUMW, ane Bce-Taku
Jeuwo BiAMIHHMMK couianbHUMKU eHoMeHamn. Apxe
Janeko He Oyab-sike NiANPUEMHULTBO AOCSArae piBHA
Gi3Hecy, Todi sik Gi3Hec Moxe aBNSATM coboro uinun
KOHrnomepart pPi3HOMaHITHMX NigNnpPUEMCTB.

HaujioHanbHi  €KOHOMIYHi  CUCTEMM  PO3BUHEHUX
KpaiH po3rnsagatoTb 6i3Hec-akTUBHICTb CBOIX rpoMagsaH
y SIKOCTi TXHbOrO HeBig €éMHOro npaBa, fKke He TifbKu
3aKpinneHe 3aKOHOAABCTBOM, @ N YKOPIHEHE Y CUCTEMI
cycnifnbHUX BigHOCKMH. Tak, noTtpebu manoro Ta
cepegHboro Gi3Hecy $K Takoro, LWO penpeseHTye

cepedHin  Knac  uUMX  CYCMinNbCTB,  BBaXalOTbCSH
KITHO4OBUMM 3aans 3abesneyeHHs 3[,0pOBOro
€KOHOMIYHOro KnimaTy. AmXKe camMe 3aCHOBHUKM
GisHecy cCTBOpHOOTL [JogaTKoBi  poboui  Micus Ta

CNpUAITE TEMMNAM 3POCTaHHS HauioOHaNbHMX EKOHOMIK,
a oTke, 1 GinblWw BUrigHOMY MO3WLIOHYBAHHIO KpaiH B
EKOHOMIYHNX PENTUHrax Ta IiHAEKCaxX PiBHA XUTTS.
Tomy, 3a Takmx obcTaBuH, Gi3HEC MOCTae sIKk OCHOBa
neritmmau,ii €KOHOMIYHOI cucTemMu 3aranom
(Cnywko, 2005). EkoHOMIYHA X KynbTypa y Cy4acHOMY
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