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Abstract. The approaches to brain-mind-environment interaction practiced within classical epistemolo-
gy, modern neurophilosophy, and neuroscience are considered together with the comparative research
design,. The concept of natural dualism is introduced. On above grounds, the operational or protopraxis
model of behaviour is discussed, which is based on the rigid distinctions between useful, harmful, and
neutral fragments selected during life. For the human being, the environment is not limited to nature but
includes the body as well as many cognitive processes. The question is who (or what) benefits in the end,
if even our internal world is adjusted to its demands. By now it is a construct with philosophically pre-
supposed meaning, which also can be interpreted as both cogito and the Self. Philosophy of psychiatry
may propose the minimal or non-programmed cogito as an alternative starting point. This system can
be enriched with two more elements — affective cogito and reward centre. Thus, we receive a harmonious
categorical structure for the description of psyche and its external activity or practice.
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Reflections which are presented in this ar-
ticle constitute a peculiar reaction evoked
by reading a series of works on neurophi-
losophy and neurosciences. 1 will leave
their analysis for some other time. Still,
from these studies, I have borrowed a
paraphrase of the title of the book by the
American neurophilosopher and neuro-

biologist Antonio Damasio Descartes’

Error (1994), as well as the impulse for
the reasoning that follows. While read-
ing predominantly American literature on
neurophilosophy and relevant studies on

neuroscience, I have almost never come
across any mention of Edmund Husserl
or Jean-Paul Sartre. Very few references
to Immanuel Kant. However, at the same
time, the celebrity and the object of tough
criticism is Rene Descartes. As an example,
we can recall Damasio’s book Descartes’
Error (1994). A philosopher can find very
little there about the essence of Cartesian
philosophy. For Damasio, Descartes is
rather a metaphor symbolizing dualism that
is understood with some deviation from the
tradition as such. Descartes’ Error defends
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the idea that the mind can’t be separated
from the brain and that any joy or suffering
of'a human soul can be viewed as different
conditions of a human body. In his later
book Self Comes to Mind: Constructing the
Conscious Brain (2010), Damasio adjusts
his idea — “there is no dichotomy between
self-as-object and self-as-knower; there is,
rather, a continuity and progression. The
self-as-knower is grounded on the self-as-
object” (Damasio 2010: 9-10).

According to the modern European
philosophical tradition (although it consists
of many concepts contradicting one anoth-
er, but historically coming out of Cartesian-
ism), this idea can be a target of multiple
criticisms. Nevertheless, we are not going
to disagree with it now. Once again, we
point out our thought. Despite the eloquent
title of the first book and the highly promis-
ing continuation quoted above, Damasio’s
writings are neither about Descartes, nor
about Cartesianism at all. There may be
only a metaphor of Descartes’ error that
is used to demonstrate a very simple idea
that our thoughts are a mere function of our
body, like, for example, digestion. Indeed,
let us assume we understand the social real-
ity as abstractly as possible. Thus, we get an
environment which is different from food in
its impact on the brain only by its complex-
ity. However, this complexity is not based
on the a priori impossibility to reduce the
human activity to the processes inside the
brain interacting with the environment; it
is created with the insufficient level of the
development of neuroscience. Precisely in
that context, the mention of Descartes and
his famous aphorism cogito ergo sum 1is,
indeed, rather a metaphor than a serious
critical analysis of the tradition.
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Thinking about Nothing,
Cognition as a Ding an sich

Let us note briefly one evident thing. The
dichotomy of the mind and the body, of
course, is not an invention of this great
French philosopher. By going deeper into
the history and philosophy, we can recall
the Christian doctrine with its distinct
division of the soul on God’s gift and the
body (admittedly sinful) given to the soul
as a temporary shelter. We can notice that
Christianity pushed philosophy to find the
location where in the human body the soul
lives, and the picture in the context was
a priori argumentative. It is interesting
that the brain was not the best candidate
for that purpose historically. Let us recall
the metaphors of the heart, which are still
quite strong even now, not only in poetry,
but also in ordinary people’s description
of their emotional states. As an interesting
cultural parallel, it can be noted here that
while in difficult psychological moments
people of European culture complain about
the heart, the Chinese often speak about
the stomach (Ryder et al. 2011) and other
somatic symptoms (cf. Dere et al. 2013).
The dichotomy of the soul and the body,
at least in the cultures established on the
ideals of Christianity, can be considered as
a universal script having its influence on
many manifestations of human intellectual
activities.

The above-mentioned concepts of
Damasio can be evaluated in yet another
sense. In our opinion, the author defends a
very productive position of the syncretism
of the soul and the body. In the context, it
is not about the deconstruction of the Carte-
sian tradition, but about emphasizing certain
weak points of the concepts related to the



construction of artificial intelligence and
about potential unclarities these approaches
may face during the attempts to construct a
whole human personality. We can mention
here the distinction between neurophiloso-
phy and philosophy of neuroscience made
by Carl Craver (2007: vii). From this point
of view the philosophy of neuroscience fol-
lows the traditional path of the philosophy
of science when philosophical structures
are, firstly, very carefully used to fill the
gaps in proofs and, secondly, serve to reflect
the foundations of the discipline. Thus, it
can be said that the statements called philo-
sophical must not contradict experimental
data, and shall ideally be within a purely (in
our case) biological discourse.

Letus provide an example. For neurosci-
ence and philosophy connected with it, the
statement that addiction is a brain disorder
simply means that we can imagine certain
biochemical disorders directly or indirectly
related to the advent or aggravation of ad-
dictive behaviour. According to neurophi-
losophy, the situation is different. For the
model intellectual activity somehow related
to the brain is primary here. Besides, with
respect to this activity, the brain and, even,
the body is viewed with a certain degree
of abstraction. Neurophilosophically the
body can be, through some trifle exaggera-
tion, compared with L. Frank Baum’s Tin
Woodman with emotions in the form of the
embedded heart. As for the external world,
intentionality can be an adequate parameter
to which all its diversity can be reduced.
Intentionality is hereby understood at least
from three points of view. First, it is a set of
changing potentials that can provide initial
conditions for intellectual activity. Second,
in the Turing machine model frameworks
(Penrose 1989, 1994), intentionality can

be viewed as a “stop command” that
helps calculation processes to change their
directions. Third, intentionality can be
considered as a kind of reality-charging
or the specificity that can potentially give
concreteness and thingness to intellectual
processes.

Nevertheless, we have the same dualism
when a person’s complexity is reduced to
two structures: the controllable one (the
body, including the brain as a biological
structure) and the mind (which, depending
on the concept, need not be regarded as
something that does not have a physical
carrier). Such concepts are also as far from
the ideals of harmony of body and soul as
the above-mentioned ideas of Damasio
(though they are by no means like Cartesian
schemes). So far several generations of chil-
dren have grown up with the images of ro-
bots, good ones helping humans faithfully,
and evil ones who have seized power and
try to make their own civilization. However,
we can say with certainty two things about
all these mechanisms. Firstly, the body is
secondary for these creatures (or, better say,
structures). In this respect, their history shall
be traced not from Karel Capek’s R.U.R
(1923), but from the medieval homunculus
sitting inside a bigger human and using him
or her as its own sequel (Churchland 1995;
Lycan 1987). Secondly, we agree about it
with Paul Churchland (1995): the mind
functions anyway. Having outlined the
boundaries of neurophilosophy, let us try to
get some crucial details out of its concepts.
First, under any interpretation the external
environment is, at best, reduced to the role
of the divine primum mobile of the epoch
of Newtonian mechanics. In other words,
the stability of functioning of the cognitive
system or, to be more exact, the possibility,
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at least by making mathematical or logical
algorithms, of modelling it as an endlessly
functioning continuum. However, what is
cognition? Is it a pure and eternal math-
ematical algorithm that can be successfully
repeated with any physical model, or is it
a specific feature of the human brain as a
unique and inimitable substrate?

Dualism is the Strongly Ideographic
Pattern of Life on Earth

Any form of life can be imagined as an
autonomous formation within which the
frameworks of physical reality are changed.
It means the activities taking place inside
any life form are not like those proceeding
in neighbouring fragments of the so-called
inanimate nature. Thus, the primary prin-
ciple of dualism can be formulated. This
principle is not the fact of cognition, of
course, but it does take place. Besides, as
a postulate another fact can be mentioned
here. The physical reality (we are going to
use this phrase as a synonym of inanimate
nature hereafter) is a necessary element
for the existence of this living being. Also,
we can take for granted the fact that most
living organisms on Earth would die im-
mediately and cease to exist as individual
units, if they were put, say, to outer space.
So, we get the primary sketch of dualism.
The second important stratum of evolution
can be the genesis of such organisms (fish,
reptiles and, finally, mammals) that do not
just passively interact with nature, but show
such characteristic as behaviour. A lion or a
shark can somehow tell edible from ined-
ible and even choose more delicious prey
leaving less delicious kill for worse days.
A zebra knows, or at least behaves as if it
knows, which creatures are dangerous and
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which ones it can simply ignore. And at
last, the finest moment of the “beast under-
standing” is reproduction: it is impossible
without clearly recognizing a creature of
the same species but opposite sex. Had this
recognition failed to work, the evolution
would have got stuck or gone another way.
Thus, by means of quite simple ratiocina-
tions (by the way, making the foundation of
the so-called attachment theory (Bretherton
1992, Cassidy and Shaver 2008) we come to
the conclusion that the environment seems
to be discrete not just for humans, but also
for their very distant biological ancestors.
Besides, this discreteness, even if there is
no subject, is subjective as such, its nature
is not in ontology, but in the specificity of
the interaction of a living being with it. The
question whether non-humanoid creatures
have the opposition of external and internal
worlds or how clearly they see the borders
of their own bodies remains pending. How-
ever, it is enough for our further talk about
the nature and genesis of the subject-object
dualism.

A different question can be more inter-
esting here. We only mention a sophisticated
and hypothetical issue of the possibility
that animals have intelligence (Lurz 2011).
If we describe it briefly, we can make a
purely philosophical conclusion. We can-
not be certain that animals do not have
intelligence, but we cannot be equally sure
that they have it. The problem is not about
Thomas Nagel’s (1974) phenomenon of bat,
nor is it about the insufficient study thereof.
Available research tells us that primates
(and not only them) have some rudimentary
skills of logical thinking, an ability to learn,
etc. Before we also assumed that the world
is not discrete only for humans. But the
question of an animal realizing oneself as



a res cogitans is pending. In other words,
according to strict Cartesianism, it cannot
be said that a chimpanzee is able to think
(or perform actions an observer takes to be
thinking) (cf. Bekoff et al. 2002, Lurz 2011,
Shettleworth 2010).

We may consider some models of infor-
mation processing that modern neurosci-
ence finds at the level of purely biological
structures of the brain, which belong not
only to humans but also to some higher ani-
mals (especially mammals) (cf. Harington
etal. 2016, Pandurangan and Hwang 2015,
Robinson et al. 2014, Robinson and Ber-
ridge 2008). Sensors of all kinds stimulate
the work of separate information channels,
which are not only worked in parallel and
then compared but also poured into specific
models of animal behaviour. Thus, we get
an operational (or protopraxis model) which
at this stage is the form of the intellect which
we can also call operational. On such a
pre-humanoid level, there are no special
difficulties in constructing an opposition of
the real and not real, visible, and invisible.

Everything that is worthy of the mission
which is carried out by this or that living
species is accepted and, correspondingly,
the behaviour which is useless for a certain
model of life activity does not exist. Such
operational activity is of an objective nature
and the discreteness of the world is opera-
tional and is self-sufficient in this utilitarian
significance. Of course, a direct comparison
with the animal model (cf. Lynch et al.
2010, Shippenberg and Koob 2002) of even
the simplest human goal setting will not be
correct. Nevertheless, many pieces of infor-
mation are operational for the human as well
(like automatic forms of knowledge, for
example, the potential virulence or edibility
of a fruit), since information processing is

strongly needed to successfully accomplish
this or that task.

Psyche, Cogito, Self

Concentrating on the human being we will
receive new connotations supplementing
the traditional grasping of cogito only as
first elements and the primary precondition
of obtaining knowledge about the world.
Furthermore, we will show that the heuristic
of cogito is not limited in its meaning to
intellectual activity only. A key issue of psy-
che and any social processes is the matter of
control. Assuming we have lost control of
any process, we have a fundamental and still
unclear question of what or who controls it.

Apart from the world outside us, there
is another one inside us. And in this inner
world, we can find multiple components
on a conditional basis. The first one is the
sphere of automated reactions. They take
place in the body beyond any control: the
heart pumps blood, the lungs pump air,
the stomach digests food, the kidney, and
urinary system remove the products of our
vital processes out of the body. This nor-
mally works invisibly to our consciousness
and can be compared to such well-known
processes as the Earth’s revolving around
the Sun or the water cycle. Some other phe-
nomena are of a probabilistic nature, which
means we cannot control them, yet can
adapt to them. A good example of it is the
natural changeability. In some regions of the
Earth, the umbrella is a useful thing to have
with you in all kinds of weather. Therefore,
we can say that we are all under the influ-
ence of external and internal environment
independent from our ego. However, the last
structure has a wonderful characteristic. If
we can get away from unpleasant external
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events, it is impossible to get rid of our inter-
nal world. We always have to respond to the
challenges of our body. The entire process,
obviously, goes unnoticed by our mind
only when body develops the functions in
a familiar environment and well-regulated
rhythm. If there is any failure, such as a
disease causing chronic effects, a part of the
responsibility to maintain the homeostasis
should be done consciously. Thus, our
internal world teaches us as effectively as
the social reality in which we live. On the
other hand, failures to control the internal
world, as well as those undesirable condi-
tions, irritate us even more than failures in
our activities in the world around us.

It happens that our environment is not just
the nature and the social world, but also the
processes in our inner organs and even our
mind. That makes another question: what is
our “situation room”, or, in other words, how
can we determine the structure that, firstly,
controls things around and inside a human,
and, secondly, for the sake of which things
are sometimes called “the feast of life”. If
our external world is an environment and
the internal world is an environment too,
then in both cases we have spheres to func-
tion — adapt to them, regulate, or change
them. The science has not found the exact
structure of the brain or the point in charge
of the beginning and the end of the human
conscious activities. By now it is a purely
philosophical construct which also can be
interpreted as both cogito and the Self.

However, the question of cogito as both
first element of Selfness and the primary
precondition of obtaining knowledge about
the world is not limited in its meaning only
to the sphere of cognitive activity (Smith
1986). When the issue of capability is inves-
tigated, for example, the question is whether

82

a human can control his or her affects and,
what is more, their consequences.

In fact, using the concept of cogito, we
can talk about its absence (in case of, for
example, mental retardation) (Sedikides
and Spencer 2007), or its improper func-
tioning (as it is sometimes interpreted
specifically with respect to schizophrenia
or autism) (Kimura 2001). We can go even
further here. We can introduce the concept
of the human will and even speak of the
criteria of the weakness of the will. It is
also possible to view cogito with exposing
to computer-style thinking. If we consider
the human brain like a supercomputer and
assume that a new-born’s cogito works at
the initial level of human development, the
enculturation, socialization, and education
can be represented as a gradual complica-
tion of the cogito program. This process
results in two interrelated consequences.
Firstly, a person’s ability to act like other
adult members of the same community.
Secondly, the advent of the responsibility
of a person for his or her actions.

Even at such a deep level of the mind,
the control of humans over themselves
manifests itself as subjective experience
in the form of the appearance only. Like
in the case of cognitive activity when we
come to a truth through some logical forms,
knowledge, and skills we have obtained, our
cogito within situation room model depends
on the character and the way of acquiring
social representations, rather than just on
neurostructures containing relevant infor-
mation. But speaking about cogito, we face
another problem. From the viewpoint of
modern philosophical phenomenology and
many branches of psychology (especially
psychoanalysis), the assertion that the mind
has the absolute power in the vast internal



world of a human is not doubtless. As an
example of that we are going to give un-
conscious (Grotstein 2004, Zachar 2014) as
well as qualia (Churchland and Churchland
1981, Ramachandran and Hirstein 1997).

Philosophy traditionally uses cogito
in epistemological analysis. The question
philosophers answer in the shortest and
simplest way can be put as follows. How
can one prove the idea of a thing shaped in
one’s mind complies with the original —an
object working outside the mind? That is
the framework for Descartes’ cogito to be
born as a primary condition for knowledge.
Because to have some knowledge there
shall be something (or somebody) to have
it. Keeping the scheme in mind we pay at-
tention now to the dichotomy of something
and somebody. Then the question arises
about the structure of that somebody. Since
a human being is an object of cogito control,
there is then the question whether the cogito
is the mogul of our internal world, who that
is, such as an ambassador representing a so-
phisticated complex called a human being in
this person’s relations with the entire world.
In different philosophical systems the self
or /is used as a synonym of cogito (not as a
part of a pronoun, but as a noun) (Gallagher
2000). Thus, our problematic issue becomes
a little clearer. A human ego or self, which
borders in our commonplace understanding
as the same as the shapes of the human body,
when viewed in a more sophisticated way
obtains a somewhat different framework.
For the question about where ego finishes
and non-ego begins brings us to the begin-
ning of the trouble and has no conventional
answer. Different philosophical systems
answer it in a unique way.

Although this question about the bor-
ders of Self is essential for psychiatry, for

example, it has only a philosophical answer.
On the one hand, it is impossible to switch
off the human ego like any other cognitive
function and see how the body works after-
wards. On the other hand, the neurobiology
is quite far from finding the sweet home of
cogito among the brain structures (Minsky
2006, Northoff et al. 2011). And finally, a
question like that about cogito due to its
specific position will maybe remain unan-
swered forever. To prove this thesis, we will
examine the dichotomy of the first and third
person suggested by Georg Northoftf (2004).
Firstly, Northoff speaks of the structures he
called neuronal states; secondly, he spoke of
mental states. Neuronal states that are relat-
ed to biology can be studied empirically, and
belong to the sciences. We can speak of our
brain in third-person perspective and speak
of ourselves in first-person perspective. Still
the borders of this first person are hidden
somewhere far on the routes approaching
the brain’s biological structures.

The problem of the invisibility of the
relation between the processes inside the
brain structure and the mental activity of
a human can be viewed teleologically. The
innate curiosity of humans considers any
impediment to the broadening of outlook as
an annoying mistake. Meanwhile, what we
call the barrier between our ego and the inani-
mate prospects of the brain can be viewed not
only as an atavism, but also as a natural gift
of'the evolution, something embedded to the
nature of our functioning as Homo sapiens.
From this point of view, our ego, the world
we view in first-person perspective, has
inevitably no means at all to include within
itself many cerebral and mental processes
that are substantially the substructures of
Self and paradoxically are not part of the
psychological and social senses.
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Contrariwise, after a human is born he
or she becomes a person due to a complex
process of social upbringing. It means that
the human obtains knowledge of past gen-
erations by rationally acquiring the pieces of
the humanity’s experience. This experience
must include some knowledge of the past
including the facts that had happened before
this human began to exist. Furthermore,
we are becoming noticeable among other
people or by the self-expression language.
Thus, a person understands one’s own
significance. Thereby the foundation of
the concept of the narrative cogito is laid
(Gallagher 2000, Northoff 2004, Northoff
et al. 2011). According to this viewpoint,
the minimum requirement for a person’s
capability is his or her capacity to tell some
intelligible and distinct story about himself
or herself. Therefore, we seem to perceive
our being in the world with a minimal part
of our mind. But it is the narrative ego that
is responsible for every effect of our body. It
is also the only source of information about
the cognitive processes inside us.

Hierarchical Architecture
of the Cogito

Thus, the question of control can be raised
to a new level. For example, let us mention
ongoing discussions about alcoholism and
other addictions, and formulate our inter-
est in this way. Do men or women have
the power to control their (and not only
addictive) drives and impulses? In our
context, these inquiries are specified by the
next question. Does narrative cogito fully
control the addictive process of the impact
on the reward centre or not? To explore the
direction further, we shall point out the key
elements of the above-mentioned control
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centre complex of the human body. Frankly
speaking, we have twisted the logic of the
earlier fragment by introducing the idea
of the narrative cogito without discuss-
ing the basic notion of which subcategory
this idea is. We can find an excuse that
we did it following the historical tradi-
tion. Indeed, it was narrative cogito that
Descartes and his followers put into the
centre of their attention. Though they did
not use the term. Cogito does have a final
“human” realm in the depth of our brains
for epistemology studies. This area can lose
every other characteristic, but one — to be
an element of the communication environ-
ment. Philosophically, we can, like Husserl,
leave every element of human knowledge
aside to get the extreme point of the human
communicative activity. It is important for
us that epistemology usually speaks about
consciousness of a mentally healthy person
as its ideal. Moreover, the person had to be
intellectually developed. To be a scientist,
a philosopher, an inventor solving difficult
heuristic problems. Nevertheless, if we try
to build a model of cogito based on experi-
ence in psychiatry, we can have as aresulta
completely different model based on mini-
mal or elementary cogito (Gallagher 2000,
Gallagher and Marcel 1999). If we resort to
the trending language of cybernetics, we can
speak of a structure with no initial software
installed (Kimura 2001).

Such concepts for instance can be drawn
from philosophy of psychiatry explaining
the origin of schizophrenia with the minimal
cogito concept (Cermolacce et al. 2007). It
shall be noted that the programming code
of cogito can be accessed by external social
experience together with multiple internal
structure of the mind. Thus, in most cases,
talking about the human self we are dealing



with narrative cogito that can be viewed as
an independent phenomenon provided we
use classical dialectic categories. On the one
hand, it always contains a certain image of
human experience. On the other hand, it has
the potential of an individual interpretation
of'this experience. Even in the ancient world
they used to compare the human internal en-
vironment with the social structures outside
the human. It is the root of the dichotomy of
microcosm and macrocosm that are similar
in structure and functions, but not the same.
Our story, living in the structure of the self,
gives us the sense of the past, determines
our ability to predict the future, and allows
us to compare ourselves with others. Moreo-
ver, it is the embedded social programs that
help us act, that is become a part of a big
social organism. Contrariwise, the achieve-
ments in philosophy and psychology we
have now suggest that this social self is the
most significant part, although not the only
one, of a complex set called the human con-
sciousness. Even philosophically speaking,
the rationalism explaining everything from
the reason’s point of view has never been
the only view of the subjective reality. The
irrationalism has always been the opposite
of the rationalism. When irrationalists de-
scribe a human being, they take intuition of
indivisible human experience as a leading
power of the person.

All above-mentioned constructions of
the intuitive experience are based on the
idealized model of intellectual life. It is
the creativity in its broadest sense. Indeed,
literary works, paintings and our favourite
movies are something other than dry aca-
demic treatises. They do not put first the
desire to find a generally valid truth. Rather
they emphasize bursting out something
unexpected, extraordinary or simply what

captures the attention of many in an incred-
ible way. To be frank we must say that
scientific discoveries are made likewise.
They seem to be an insight experience to
their authors rather than a result of dull
rational work. On the other hand, when
speaking of the human consciousness struc-
ture, these philosophical exercises with
irrational experience are a good analogy
rather than a real model. For a very long
while the human is the unity of two sides —
the rational area, well-visible, striving to be
understood, and the dark one, the realm of
emotions and unconscious. One can only
guess about the activities and even the role
of the “dark side”. To understand it, one
can use analogies, for instance, comparing
it with its researcher’s internal world. Any
science requires a classification. It means
that only the language of the literature and
philosophy can have much to say about the
intuition or inspiration. The psychology
finds it more convenient to speak of certain
structures. Therefore, the human mind ap-
pears to have the unconscious besides the
consciousness as the rational core. Freud
found superego as the mediator between the
Ego and unconscious (which Freud figura-
tively parallelizes with the full uncertainty
of the German pronoun es). Logic demands
that an alternative to the unconscious be
created. And Clarence Irving Lewis (1929)
introduces the concept of qualia as the stor-
age of “raw feels” of sensations. The doors
of perception, a preprocessor of our rational
actions open to us.

Affective Cogito
and Reward Centre

The above-mentioned system can be en-
riched with two more elements — affective
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cogito and reward centre. Thus, we receive
harmonious categorical structure as for
the description of psyche and its external
activity or practice. The reward system is
usually described neurobiologically with
the help of chemical and physiological pro-
cess of the brain (Koob et al. 2014, Koob
and Kreek 2007). Dopamine (Berridge and
Robinson 2003), serotonin (Higgins and
Fletcher 2003) and other substances, which
are referred to in the biochemical analysis
of the reward system do not associate with
fanfares, awards, and other means of hu-
man reward for his or her contribution to
this or that community. In our minds, the
chemistry just does not seem quite in line
with such things as fame, recognition and
even the pleasure of resting on laurels, per-
ceptible by many. Well, why not pleasure?
Many have experienced it. However, it can
be experienced, but cannot be described
in words. To speak a bit figuratively, we
can describe the reward system as a trace
of God in the human mind. But again, the
specific feature of this structure is that it
lays in so-called ancient layers of the brain
inherited by humans from their biological
ancestors. It is quite tricky: all human’s
higher nervous activity, all human’s social
achievements and losses can be explained
by the processes in the depths of the brain
that have appeared long before anything
anthropic began to exist.

The affective cogito we grasp here is
only illustrative through the next paraphras-
es. Let us image something like a simply
independent choice (camocTosiTenbHOE
xoTeHbe) of the anonymous character of the
story of Fyodor Dostoyevsky’s Notes from
Underground.
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Surprisingly the English translation of
the novel by Richard Pevear and Larissa
Volokhonsky (1994) does not fully render
the figurative meaning in the Russian origi-
nal and makes it closer to the strict scientific
terminology. What is a simply independent
choice? Firstly, the simplicity is not only
about something easy to understand, it is
something that cannot be divided into any
components. Secondly, such a choice or
better to say the manifestation of our de-
sires (which is a more exact translation of
the original meaning in Russian) is hereby
considered independent from socially pro-
grammed narrative cogito.

Let us remark here that autonomous af-
fective cogito is an abstraction, for it requires
having zero rational cogito or the one with no
contact with the external environment and,
therefore, incognizable and inexpressible. In
most cases, the so-called independent choice
is just a riot, and therefore a denial of choice
models externally imposed on us. In fact,
most affects are still a reaction to external
circumstances, although the reaction may
go beyond the rational control. It means
it does not come from the narrative cogito
structure alone. When we say that our mind
has a complex structure, we shall suggest
some models to be its elements of interac-
tions. We will not be too bold if we assume
that narrative cogito plays the leading part
in this sophisticated mechanism. The thing
we can use to describe the domination op-
tion may be the notion of endurance, for
instance. It suggests voluntary inhibition of
other mental manifestations for the sake of
aim to be achieved. Sometimes this process is
described as the manifestation of willpower
or volition.



Conclusions

It is doubtful whether Descartes was mistak-
en or not. In many cases, this or that answer
follows from a context. Anyway, outside
classical epistemology it will always be
only a subject for discussion. I do not think
I will find much opposition if I should say
that to be a thinking being is a unique ability
of a human. Besides, a human after a long
way of evolution (sociogenesis), or after
passing the crucial stages of psychological
development (anthropogenesis). In such a
case, it is easier to work with alteration of
the Cartesian statement made by Maine de
Biran — volo, ergo sum (1 will, therefore I
am). This statement (being at the same time
the product of reflexion over Cartesianism
and the challenge of modernity) is an issue
which needs to be handled sensitively. “It
will” be the end, not the beginning of a chain
of reasonings, since here, volo has the same
function as Descartes’ cogito. For volo is
not vouloir, it is volition, a well-understood
wish our ego accepts unconditionally.
Meanwhile, even for today’s society such
volition is a very irregular thing, not to say
rare, although on the other hand, volition
without any reflexion (i.e., an automatic
phenomenon) is more habitual.

An ordinary human often has a typical
situation when the ability to think does an
auxiliary function to volition. Thinking is
particularly aimed at how to realize volition
in the most efficient way. We can play with
this scheme a bit more and add extra con-
notations to Descartes’ statement, remem-
bering about the class of intellectuals. At
least in our life today it is a person, not God,

who chooses what to do. Somebody wants
to earn money at a stock market, somebody
else manages to learn to cure people, others,
say, drive trains, or perform other functions
that the community views as useful. Only a
small part of the population chooses intel-
lectual activity as their trade. Namely, for
intellectuals the phrase [ think, therefore I
am gets the full and unconditional meaning.
Accordingly, we can extract two additional
options out of cogito ergo sum: I will to
think, therefore I think, and [ will, therefore
[ should think. All these distinctions add
leastwise historical and practical correct-
ness to our talk.

Nevertheless, let us go back to the world
discreteness models. We may assume for
the phenomenon sometimes called animal
intelligence that the understanding of the
world as many objects is a result of view-
ing it according to its use or a necessary
condition to implement, want, and like
embedded in biological and learning pro-
grams of certain species of higher organ-
isms. Human evolution adds extra forms to
already complex distinctions. Most notably,
we explained the opposition of ego and
non-ego. Of course, it is difficult to say
when what we call today the understanding
of the sameness came into existence in the
human cognition. Moreover, the forms of
present-day civilization, despite obvious
convergence processes, do continue offer-
ing their different solutions to ego’s place-
ment in the body and social reality. And
this divergence rested on the assumption of
peculiarities in cultural scripts, intellectual
histories, religious beliefs and philosophi-
cal discourses.
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AR DESCARTES KLYDO? KELETAS NAUJU COGITO ARCHITEKTUROS ASPEKTU

Valery Yevarouski

Santrauka. Straipsnyje aptariama smegeny, samonés ir aplinkos saveikos traktuoté klasikingje epistemo-
logijoje, modernioje neurofilosofijoje ir neuromoksle bei lyginamuosiuose tyrimuose. Vartojant natiiralaus
dualizmo savoka aptariamas operacinis ar protopraksinis elgesio modelis, paremtas grieztu naudingy, zalingy
ir neutraliy gyvenimo fragmenty atskyrimu. Zmogiskosios biitybés aplinka sudaro ne tik gamta, bet ir kiinas
bei gausybé pazinimo procesuy. Kyla klausimas, kam tai galy gale naudinga, jei net miisy vidinis pasaulis yra
priderintas prie 3iy reikalavimu. Siandien tai filosofinés reikimés pripildytas konstruktas, kuris gali bati inter-
pretuojamas kaip cogito. Psichiatrijos filosofija kaip alternatyvy atspirties taska gali pasitilyti minimaly arba
neuzprogramuota cogito. Si sistema gali bati praturtinta dar dviem elementais — afektyviu cogito ir atlygio
centru. Tokiu bidu gaunama darni kategoriné struktiira, aprasanti psichika ir jos iSorinj veikima ar praktika.

Pagrindiniai ZodZiai: psichiatrijos filosofija, naturalusis dualizmas, operacinis elgesio modelis, hierarchiné
cogito architektlira
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