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Questo scritto esamina un problema conoscitivo irrisolto: il fenomeno della coscienza, che ha 
importanza centrale nella visione di Teilhard de Chardin.  

- Sintesi in italiano dell’articolo a p. 7 - 8 
- Commento a p. 9 
- English comment at p. 9 

 
 

UNTANGLING  THE  HARD  PROBLEM  OF  CONSCIOUSNESS 
Todd Duncan1 

 

A feeling of alienation is a common reaction to modern scientific descriptions of the cosmos. As 
journalist Bryan Appleyard (1992) expresses it, “On the maps provided by science, we find every-
thing except ourselves.” At the core of this reaction is the discrepancy between the inner world of 
our awareness and the outer world of our objective scientific description of reality. This disconnect 
between two dominant aspects of our experience is a significant hurdle on the path toward what 
Weislogel (2007) calls a “whole story of the whole cosmos for the whole person.” Thus a key step 
along the path toward wholeness is to find a comfortable home for our inner world of subjective ex-
perience within the framework of a scientific map of physical reality. 

This challenge is often referred to as the “hard problem” of consciousness: How can it be that sub-
jective experience arises from physical processes in the brain? (The topic has a long history, but see, 
e.g., Chalmers 1995, 2002a, b.) Why is it that certain physical brain states are accompanied by the 
experience that there is “something it is like” to be in those states? (Nagel, 1974) After all, subjec-
tive experience seems extraneous to the physical description, and most physical states (rocks, ice, 
pencils, cell phones, etc.) are apparently not accompanied by such experiences. 

My aim here is to describe a way to untangle the difficulty by clarifying the origin of the problem. 
Using the framework suggested by Harrison (2003), I argue that the hard problem is a byproduct of 
the models we create to describe different aspects of the universe we experience. The aspects we la-
bel with the category “physical processes” or “physical reality”—including physical brain processes 
–  constitute a model that captures some aspects of the deeper underlying reality very well, but ig-
nores other aspects of reality. Similarly, those aspects we label as “subjective experience” or “con-
sciousness” also provide only an incomplete description of the underlying reality. In a vague sense 
we are certainly aware that each category is only an incomplete model, but in an immediate sense 
it’s easy to forget this basic fact and find ourselves tangled in confusion as a result. 

When we view the hard problem from this perspective, our earlier phrasing is revealed as mislead-
ing. Subjective experience does not arise (in a derivative sense) from physical processes in the 
brain. In fact it would make no sense if experience did arise from physical processes, because phys-
ical processes constitute a model of reality that specifically focuses on the functional aspects and 
filters out and excludes the aspects of reality that constitute conscious experience. Rather, subjective 
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experience arises as part of the deeper substrate of reality that also produces the aspects we model 
and describe as “physical” processes in the brain. The incompatibility of our constructed categories 
need not imply an incompatibility in the underlying reality these categories were invented to partial-
ly describe. The rest of this paper is devoted to clarifying and solidifying this essential point. 

Models and Reality 

One way to see that the problem is created by the particular categories we use to describe reality is 
simply to note that the problem does not exist without the categories. Imagine awakening to expe-
rience the world from a pre-scientific perspective. This must have been the case for many though-
tful humans prior to the last few hundred years, and even for many people today who are not ab-
sorbed in the scientific world view. From this perspective, the most obvious fact of your experience 
is the awareness that there is “something it is like” to be you. Subjective awareness is such a domi-
nant feature of your experience with the world that there is no question it is real, and no problem of 
trying to “explain” it. It just is. 

What happened to transform such an obvious feature of our experience into a puzzle that seems so 
intractable we’re willing to consider explaining it away and describing awareness as an illusion? 
Vastly oversimplified, one might summarize the historical story something like this: Making use of 
our consciousness, we learned to notice patterns in our surroundings, and codified these patterns as 
laws of nature to form a model that we now call “physical reality.” This model is tremendously po-
werful for explaining and organizing a vast range of our experience. As a result, it’s easy to become 
so absorbed in that part of the universe (the functional model which is the physical universe) that 
we start to equate the model to all of reality, and find ourselves alienated from the real universe we 
started with. This makes sense as a natural progression of our developing understanding. It was 
probably necessary to focus in this way in order to make progress. And in many situations, we can 
safely ignore the fact that our model is not identical with reality. But one obvious limitation to a 
model is that it does not contain the model-maker within it. So a puzzle like the hard problem of 
consciousness is just the sort of situation where we cannot safely ignore the limitations of a mod-
el—particularly a model specifically designed to focus on the objective, functional aspects of reality 
and ignore those subjective aspects related to experience! Why should we be surprised that we have 
difficulty finding a place for conscious experience within a model essentially designed to leave out 
conscious experience? From this perspective, the puzzle is a reminder of the limitations of even our 
most successful models, and pushes us to take the next steps in expanding the models to be more 
inclusive of the aspects of our experience that have been omitted so far. Following the insight of 
Kenneth Craik, we need to move toward extending our theory to be as wide as reality and guard 
against letting our “perception of reality become as narrow as [our] theory.” (Craik, 1943) 

The situation is captured well by Alexandre Koyre’s description of the Newtonian synthesis in the 
history of physics: 

I have been saying that modern science broke down the barriers that separated the heavens and the 
earth, and thus it unified the universe. And this is true. But, as I have said, too, it did this by substi-
tuting for our world of quality and sense perception, the world in which we live, and love, and die, 
another world—a world of quantity, of reified geometry, a world in which, though there is a place 
for everything, there is no place for man. Thus the world of science—the real world—became es-
tranged and utterly divorced from the world of life, which science has been unable to explain—not 
even to explain away by calling it ‘subjective’. This is the tragedy of the modern mind which 
‘solved the riddle of the universe’ but only to replace it by another riddle: the riddle of itself. 
(Koyre, 1967) 
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The conclusion is that the hard problem of explaining conscious experience is largely a puzzle of 
our own creation. Pointing this out does not make the problem any less real. Rather, it serves to 
highlight that the origin of the problem lies within our process of model-making, and directs us to-
ward better understanding this process and the limitations of any particular model in order to seek a 
solution. 

An Analogy to Highlight the Essence of the Problem  

A loose analogy may help clarify the essence of my point. The analogy is simplistic to the point of 
perhaps seeming ridiculous. But such oversimplification serves to make the origin of the paradox 
clearly visible in the much more subtle case of consciousness. 

Imagine watching a busy city street from the balcony of a high rise apartment. More is happening 
than you could ever hold in your awareness all at once, but as you watch, patterns begin to emerge: 
the flow of people and cars, the structure of the streets and buildings, etc. With a pencil and sketch 
pad you could capture some of this order by drawing black and white stick figure “snapshots” of the 
scene (for example, locations of people) at different times, say at thirty minute intervals. This set of 
sketches would constitute a model that captured certain features of the happenings in the city: loca-
tions and relationships and a sense of the movement. But clearly the sketches also omit some fea-
tures of the scene, such as color, sound, and what happens in between snapshots. 

Now imagine getting immersed in thinking about your model of the city street—the black and white 
sketches. You could refine the sketches to show more detail, and learn to make predictions (e.g. 
every day at 5 p.m. a flood of people emerges from a particular building). You might get lost in the 
power of the model to the point that you took it to be reality—thinking that your sketches in some 
sense capture everything real there is to know about the city street. 

But this situation would leave you with a nagging problem visible upon deeper reflection—a prob-
lem we might refer to as “the hard problem of color.” Namely, even though your model would ex-
plain or predict most features of the city street you could articulate (when people emerge from 
buildings, the flow created by traffic lights, etc.) it would not explain this “extra” experience of the 
real world, namely, seeing color. As with a reductionist response to the hard problem of conscious-
ness, you might be able to explain this problem away. After all, is color really necessary to explain 
anything that you would seek to explain with your model? Yet something still seems wrong—it’s 
such an obvious fact of real experience that seems to have no analog in the model. 

Of course, from an outside perspective in this analogy, the solution is obvious. Color is a part of the 
underlying reality that is omitted from our model, and will never emerge from our model no matter 
how we contort it. The hard problem of conscious can be resolved in a similar manner. 

The analogy helps clarify that the question, “How can subjective experience arise from a physical 
brain process?” is really improperly stated. It’s loosely analogous to asking, “How does color arise 
from black and white pencil sketches?” There we can clearly see that the point is the color does not 
arise from the black and white pencil sketches (even though the pencil sketches and the color as-
pects of the scene both arise from the same real, underlying scene itself, so in this sense they are 
linked). Similarly, what we should be noting more accurately about brain processes and conscious 
experience is that the same underlying unfolding of reality that gives rise to the phenomena we 
model as physical brain processes, also give rise to the subjective experience of consciousness. 
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How Does this Fit within Physics? 

One might argue that progress in physics has made this whole discussion irrelevant. After all, if a 
microscopic physical description of the world is causally complete, then there is no room for any-
thing more. It’s all well and good to say that there is “more to the world” than can be described by 
our physical model. But if in fact everything we observe can be accurately described by the physi-
cal model, then practically speaking there is not more to the world.2  

Our color analogy helps reveal a sleight of hand at the heart of this argument. If one is allowed to 
filter what constitutes an observation of reality to include only the functional properties, then of 
course one will find nothing that cannot be explained by a model which is designed to describe only 
the functional properties. (I assume here for simplicity that the model is complete within its domain 
of applicability.) This is precisely the danger Craik (1943) warned of in commenting that “instead 
of [our] theory being as wide as reality, [our] perception of reality may become as narrow as [our] 
theory.” In the analogy from the previous section: if we are allowed to rule out “color” as a true ob-
servable part of reality (perhaps labeling it an “illusion” in some way), then we can convince our-
selves that our black and white sketches capture all there is to know. 

What’s more, even within physics it’s becoming clear that there is more going on than is captured 
by a naive mental image of the physical world (so-called “naive realism” or more precisely, “Carte-
sian representational realism”). This is perhaps most apparent in the foundations of quantum me-
chanics, where experimental results force upon us the realization that the rules and restrictions on 
observable states can be stored in what might be called more flexible ways than we generally as-
sume when naively picturing physical reality.3 An analogy serves to illustrate the impact of quan-
tum mechanics on our mental model of an underlying physical reality. 

Picture a physical object such as an arrow that has a definite orientation in space. Implied by this, 
and built into your picture, is the assumption that all three components of the length of the arrow (in 
the x, y, and z directions, say) have definite values that exist in reality, whether or not they are 
measured. The fact of the existence of the arrow as a physical object in Euclidian 3-dimensional 
space demands a relationship between these cartesian components of this physical arrow; namely, 
L2 = x2 + y2 + z2, where L is the length of the arrow and x, y, and z are the three components of its 
length. One of the most profound insights from quantum mechanics can be expressed in this analo-
gy as the realization that at a fundamental level the x, y, and z components of the arrow’s length do 
not all have well defined values at the same time. This fact allows a more flexible relationship be-
tween the components which is revealed in experiments such as the tests of Bell’s inequality and 
similar theorems (see e.g. Gröblacher et al., 2007). 

Experts in quantum foundations will note that there are many options for how to interpret the expe-
rimental results, and my analogy in the previous paragraph chooses one such interpretation. But the 
experimental results stand alone, regardless of interpretation, in confronting us with a simple and 
important fact. Correlations exist between observable properties of systems that cannot be explained 
by imagining that the correlations are stored as properties of a local, physical reality as we normally 
picture it. It’s as if nature is trying to remind us not to take the physical model too seriously. This 
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point is nicely emphasized by Fuchs (2002), “Try to give quantum mechanics a [Cartesian represen-
tational] realist interpretation—you can do it…[but] you find yourself contorting yourself beyond 
belief. It’s as if nature is telling us for the first time, ‘Please don’t interpret me in a [Cartesian repre-
sentational] realist fashion. I can’t stop you, but please don’t.’” 

Here’s why this discussion of physics is relevant. What makes the hard problem hard is the implicit 
assumption we make in asking how conscious experience can arise from physical processes. What 
we’re really getting at with this question is, “How can this subtle thing we call conscious experience 
arise from what we know are really physical processes?” The whole basis for the hard problem of 
consciousness results from thinking that reality is essentially what we describe by physical 
processes which unfold as required by their underlying physical reality, and there is nothing else 
needed beyond that. by We seem to have reality pegged simply functionally describing the unfold-
ing of the physical processes—except for this pesky thing called conscious experience that nags at 
us because it doesn’t quite fit the framework. From that perspective, consciousness seems so insig-
nificant in the grand scheme of things—for all we know it only occurs here on this tiny planet in all 
the vast ocean of the universe, the rest of which, we may assume, can be completely captured by the 
physical model. Why invent anything beyond this, and mess with our tidy scheme, just to incorpo-
rate such a fluke occurrence as consciousness, that we can easily explain away as irrelevant? 

The importance of the insights from foundations of physics in this context is to point out that we ac-
tually need more than just the physical model to completely describe reality anyway, for reasons 
other than trying to explain subjective experience. Quantum mechanics practically demands that we 
recognize this, but it’s also apparent if we look deeply even at classical physics. For example, some-
thing more to reality is needed as a means of storing the laws that tell our physical particles what 
properties to have and what laws to follow. And for any model, an aspect of reality is also needed to 
house the model-maker. The “capacity to create such a model” (some aspect of our consciousness, 
if you like) is a property of the universe that is not contained within the model itself. 

The conclusion here is so important that it bears repeating: The simple mental image of local, phys-
ical reality that we hold in mind when expressing the puzzle, “How can physical processes give rise 
to subjective experience?” is not an accurate picture of reality. Physics itself points to the need for a 
deeper substrate of reality in which even what we call “physical” is embedded or represented; a 
substrate demanded not just by the need to explain conscious experience, but also by the need to 
explain quantum phenomena, the ability to encode properties of systems and the laws of nature, and 
even the very existence of models and the capacity to create models. More speculatively, there is an 
emerging point of view that might combine several of these types of insights from physics into an 
information-based description—treating information as a fundamental property of the universe on 
par with energy or mass or charge, etc. (see e.g. Zeilinger 1999, von Baeyer 2003, Duncan and Se-
mura 2007). It’s not obvious that such a model will allow us to better explain subjective experience, 
and it certainly does not automatically show us how to do so. But by trying to include information 
as a fundamental aspect of reality, it serves as one example of a perspective that might help expand 
our model of reality beyond the one that creates the hard problem of consciousness. 

Conclusion 

The hard problem of consciousness is a puzzle created by taking too seriously a powerful but li-
mited model of reality. Most of the time it’s valuable as a scientist to be completely immersed in a 
model, as if it were reality, to follow its leads and draw new conclusions and predictions. It’s useful 
to take a model very seriously and see how far it will take us. 
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But when we encounter a paradox that is caused specifically by our unjustifiably equating a model 
with reality, we need to step back and remember the limitations of the model. A clear awareness 
that the hard problem is just such a situation helps get our thinking unstuck. We won’t be able to 
solve the problem from within that model, any more than we can find color in black and white 
sketches. Once we recognize this, the way is opened for an expansion of our models and a deeper 
glimpse of the underlying reality that any model describes only incompletely. 
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Sintesi dell’articolo di Todd Duncan 

«SEMPLIFICARE L’ARDUO PROBLEMA DELLA COSCIENZA» 

 

 

Pag. 1   -  L’A. esprime il proprio disappunto perché nelle moderne descrizioni scientifiche del 
mondo non trova posto l’uomo.4 

Per semplificare l’arduo problema della coscienza occorre domandarsi come dai processi fisici pos-
sa emergere l’esperienza soggettiva del cervello. 

L’A. ritiene che la descrizione degli aspetti della realtà fisica costituisca un “modello” che non in-
clude tutta la realtà sottostante. Questa medesima osservazione riguarda anche il “modello” che de-
scrive l’esperienza soggettiva. 

A ben guardare, l’esperienza soggettiva non può derivare dai processi fisici, dato che questi esclu-
dono gli aspetti relativi all’esperienza cosciente. Piuttosto, questa emerge da uno strato più profon-
do della stessa realtà che produce anche i processi fisici del cervello.  

Pag. 2   -   L’incompatibilità dei modelli non riguarda i livelli più profondi della realtà. Il problema 
è creato dalle particolari categorie che utilizziamo, senza le quali esso non esiste. 

La consapevolezza soggettiva è una peculiarità concreta, ancorché non sia “spiegata”: è semplice-
mente così. Utilizzando la nostra auto-coscienza abbiamo codificato la realtà ed il metodo è risulta-
to così efficace da sentirci noi stessi parte del modello funzionale relativo all’universo fisico. Di ta-
le modello possiamo spesso ignorare, senza conseguenze, che esso non rispecchia l’intera realtà. Un 
suo limite ovvio è che non include in sé colui che lo ha ideato. 

Di fronte all’arduo problema della coscienza non possiamo ignorare senza rischi i limiti del model-
lo, che è specificatamente orientato a focalizzare gli aspetti funzionali ed oggettivi della realtà, ma 
trascura gli aspetti soggettivi correlati all’esperienza. 

Non c’è da stupirsi se un modello costruito in modo tale da escludere l’esperienza cosciente è inca-
pace di trovarle posto. Questa situazione ci sollecita ad ampliare il modello, evitando che “la nostra 
percezione della realtà diventi ristretta quanto la teoria” (Craig).  Secondo A. Koyre, la scienza mo-
derna ha sostituito il nostro mondo qualitativo e percettivo con un mondo quantitativo e di geome-
trie reificate. Il dramma della mente umana è di risolvere l’enigma dell’universo, ma non il proprio 
enigma. 

Pag. 3   -   L’A. ricorre ad una analogia per evidenziare l’essenza del problema: si immagini – egli 
dice – di fissare con un disegno a matita ciò che si vede, dall’alto di un palazzo, nella sottostante 
strada (case, auto, gente, ecc.). Questa rappresentazione può essere raffinata finché si vuole, ma non 
permette di rendere il colore, i suoni e la continuità del movimento. E potremmo anche essere tal-
mente affascinati dalla potenza del modello da credere che esso sia la realtà. Tuttavia, dopo lunghe 
riflessioni, ci accorgiamo che sussiste il fastidioso “arduo problema del colore”.  

Da una prospettiva esterna a tale analogia, la soluzione appare ovvia: il colore è parte della sotto-
stante realtà omessa dal modello, e questo pertanto non è in grado di rappresentarla. 

La domanda “in che modo l’esperienza soggettiva emerge dai processi fisici cerebrali?” è mal posta 
quanto quella analoga: “in che modo il colore può emergere da un disegno in bianco e nero?” Dob-
biamo renderci conto che la stessa realtà dei i fenomeni fisici dà anche luogo all’esperienza sogget-
tiva della coscienza. 
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Pag. 4   -  Vi è chi ritiene che se il modello fisico descrive accuratamente ciò che osserviamo, allora 
in pratica non esiste nient’altro. Quest’idea è falsa. Come ha sottolineato Craik: “invece di far sì che 
la [nostra] teoria sia ampia quanto la realtà, la [nostra] percezione della realtà rischia di divenire ri-
stretta quanto la [nostra] teoria”. In fisica appare più chiaro che c’è dell’altro, al di là di un’ingenua 
immagine della realtà (il cosiddetto “realismo ingenuo” o “ realismo rappresentativo cartesiano”).  

Un’analogia serve a illustrare l’impatto che la fisica quantistica ha sul nostro modello mentale di 
una realtà fisica più profonda. 

«Disegnate un oggetto fisico, per esempio una freccia che abbia un determinato orientamento nello 
spazio. In ciò è implicita l’ipotesi, costruita nel vostro disegno, che tutti e tre i fattori relativi alla 
lunghezza della freccia (per esempio, nelle direzioni x, y, z ) abbiano dei precisi valori nella realtà, 
misurati o meno che siano. Il fatto dell’esistenza della freccia, come oggetto fisico nello spazio eu-
clideo tridimensionale, richiede una relazione tra le componenti cartesiane di questa freccia fisica, 
vale a dire, L2 = x2 + y2 + z2, in cui L è la lunghezza della freccia e  x, y, z  sono i tre fattori della 
sua lunghezza. Una delle intuizioni più penetranti della meccanica quantistica, espressa in questa 
analogia, è di aver compreso che, a livello fondamentale, i fattori x y z relativi alla lunghezza della 
freccia, non hanno tutti dei valori ben definiti nel contempo. Questo fatto permette una relazione più 
flessibile tra i fattori, che è dimostrata dagli esperimenti sulla disuguaglianza di Bell5 e da teoremi 
analoghi (cfr. ad esempio Gröblacher et al., 2007)». 

Gli esperti di fisica quantistica fanno notare che ci sono diverse interpretazioni di questo fenomeno 
e l’Autore ne ha scelto una. Ma indipendentemente da esse, i risultati sperimentali ci mettono di 
fronte ad un fatto semplice ed importante: vi sono delle correlazioni fra le proprietà osservabili dei 
sistemi che non possono essere spiegate immaginando che quelle correlazioni corrispondano a ca-
ratteristiche legate ad una realtà fisica locale, come noi comunemente la descriviamo. È come se la 
natura ci ricordasse di non prendere troppo sul serio il modello fisico.  

Pag. 5   -   Il problema arduo è reso tale dall’ipotesi che l’esperienza cosciente possa emergere dai 
processi fisici. Crediamo cioè che la realtà corrisponda a ciò che descriviamo mediante i processi 
fisici. Da questo punto di vista la coscienza sembra del tutto insignificante nel grande schema delle 
cose, dato che, per quanto ne sappiamo, è presente su questo piccolo pianeta sperduto nell’immenso 
oceano dell’universo. 

La fisica quantistica esigerebbe che si andasse più a fondo anche nella fisica classica, dato che la re-
altà deve incamerare le proprietà e le leggi della fisica delle particelle. Inoltre, questa realtà deve in-
cludere l’autore del modello. La capacità di crearlo è una proprietà dell’universo  che non è conte-
nuta nel modello stesso. La conoscenza di un livello più profondo della realtà è necessaria non sol-
tanto per rendere conto della coscienza, ma anche per spiegare i fenomeni quantici.  

Sta affermandosi il nuovo punto di vista che l’informazione sia una proprietà fondamentale  
dell’universo, al pari dell’energia o della massa o della carica, ecc. Non è ovvio che con tale model-
lo si possa spiegare l’esperienza soggettiva, e certo non subito. Ma è una prospettiva che consente di 
ampliare il modello di realtà.  

Pag. 6  -  Quando ci si imbatte in un paradosso causato dall’ingiustificata equiparazione di un mo-
dello di realtà con la realtà effettiva, è opportuno fare un passo indietro e ricordare i limiti del mo-
dello stesso. Non sarà possibile risolvere il problema partendo da quel modello, così come non tro-
viamo il colore in uno schizzo in bianco e nero. Se ciò viene ammesso, la via è aperta per 
un’espansione dei nostri modelli e per una più profonda percezione della realtà sottostante che qual-
siasi modello descrive soltanto in maniera incompleta. 

 

                                                           
5
  Si veda http://it.wikipedia.org/wiki/Teorema_di_Bell  
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COMMENTO 

È molto probabile che il problema della coscienza rimanga di natura essenzialmente filosofica.  

In tale ambito, la visione del mondo dualistica e riduzionista sembra meno logica ed esplicativa di 
quella monista ed olistica. La fisica quantistica offre tuttavia indizi a supporto di quest’ultima.6   

L’esperienza soggettiva sarebbe generata dalla complessità di ciascuna monade, mentre l’ampiezza 
della coscienza sarebbe in rapporto con l’entità e la qualità di informazioni accumulate dalla com-
plessità di ciascuna monade. 

Esperienza soggettiva e coscienza sono concetti astratti, così come l’idea che abbiamo di uomo in 
generale. In concreto, l’esperienza soggettiva e la coscienza sono individualizzate in una specifica 
ed unica persona in tutto lo spazio-tempo. 

C’è dunque un problema ancora più arduo del già difficile problema descritto da Todd Duncan. Può 
essere formulato con queste domande: “quale rapporto causale vi è fra una struttura fisica, avente 
una determinata complessità-informazione, e il mio essere-nel-mondo?” Oppure: “per quale motivo 
emerge all’esistenza proprio il sig. XY da una certa complessificazione fisica?” 

Si ripresenta la netta cesura fra il quantitativo-tangibile e il qualitativo-immateriale, in maniera più 
acuta del rapporto corpo-anima o cervello-mente, poiché anima e mente non sono qui intese in sen-
so astratto, ma hanno il nome di una specifica persona. Certamente il problema dell’essere non è di 
natura scientifica, ma è “risolto” da scelte filosofiche personali, teoriche o semplicemente pragma-
tiche.  

Fabio Mantovani 
 

COMMENT 

It is very likely that the problem of consciousness remains essentially of a philosophical nature.  

In this context, the dualistic and reductionist vision of the world appears less logical and explanato-
ry than the monistic and holistic one. Quantum physics, however, offers evidence to support the lat-
ter.7  

Subjective experience would stem from the complexity of each monad, whereas the extent of con-
sciousness would be in relation to the size and quality of information accumulated by the complexi-
ty of each monad.  

Subjective experience and consciousness are abstract concepts, like the idea about man in general. 
In reality, subjective experience and consciousness are individualized in a specific and unique per-
son throughout the space-time.  

So there is an even more difficult problem than the one discussed by Todd Duncan. It could be ex-
pressed through these questions: “which causal relationship is there between a physical structure, 
provided with certain complexity-information, and my being-in-the-world?” Or, “why from a cer-
tain physical complexification does Mr. XY, in particular, come into existence?” 

Again we note a sharp distinction between the quantitative-tangible and the qualitative-immaterial, 
at a more marked level than the relationship body-soul or brain-mind, because soul and mind are 
not here meant abstractly, but have the name of a specific person. Certainly, the problem of being is 
not of a scientific nature, but it is “solved” by theoretical or merely pragmatic philosophical person-
al choices. 

Fabio Mantovani 

                                                           
6
  Cfr. Lothar Shäfer in http://www.biosferanoosfera.it/scritti/STOFFA%20UNIVERSO.pdf p. 10. 

7
  Ibidem 


