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Subjectivism and the Mental

Giovanni MERLO

ABSTRACT. This paper defends the view that one's own mestéds are metaphysically privileged
vis-a-vis the mental states of others, even if ®upjectively so. This is an instance of a more
general view calledSubjectivism according to which reality is only subjectivelyetway it is.
After characterizing Subjectivism in analogy to tretatively familiar views in the metaphysics of
modality and time, | compare tl®ubjectivist View of the Mentalith Egocentric Presentisyra
version of Subjectivism recently advocated by Castae. | then argue that the Subjectivist View
of the Mental goes a considerable way towards sgl\{br dissolving) certain long-standing
philosophical puzzles having to do with the unifyconsciousness, the contents of self-awareness

and the intransmissibility of experiential knowleditprough testimony.

There does not seem to be much point in the nati@ensubjective fact — something that is a
fact without beingobjectivelythe case. Among the things we call “facts” it ssdto find anything
worth describing as “subjective”. For example, téke fact that | am sitting right now. While this
fact concerns me as opposed to anyone else, neaurd describe it as a “subjective” fact: that |
am sitting is true from my point of view just as chuas it is true from your or anyone else's paoint o
view — in a word, it is objectively true. Convengedmong the things we describe as “subjective” it
is hard to find anything worth calling a “fact”. Fexample, some have suggested that whether
chocolate is tasty should be regarded as a swgetiatter: that chocolate is tasty is true by the
standards of some people and false by those ofsotBat even those who find chocolate tasty
would feel nervous saying that it's a “fact” thabcolate is tasty. After all, there seems to be no
absolute fact of the matter as to whether chocddatizsty; and if there is rabsolutefact of the
matter as to whether chocolate is tasty, how cthéde be such a thing as tlaet that chocolate is
tasty?

In effect, it may be suggested that the notion siilgjective fact is not just pointless, but also
incoherent. For when we describe something as éstibp” we mean that it reflects a particular
point of view on reality. But when we describe stmeg as a “fact”, we mean that it reflects the
way reality is in and of itself. So how could someg be a fact and, at the same time, be
subjective? The very idea of a subjective fact seenbe a contradiction in terrhs.

Given these premises, it is no wonder tBabjectivism the view that reality is only

1 This is what, among others, Moore (1997, 45-50)i@sy
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subjectively the way it is — has received littleeation and even less support from contemporary
metaphysicians: if there are no subjective faatsryequestion concerning how reality is in and of
itself must have an objective answer. And this rsdhat, whichever way reality is, it must be
objectively that way.

In rejecting both the premises and the conclusidribe foregoing line of reasoning, this
paper aims to be something of a subjectivist matofd will begin by arguing that — given certain
well-known analogies between subjectivity, modadihyd time — there is no good reason to regard
the notion of a subjective fact as contradictoryneoherent (81). | will then present my grounds fo
thinking that there are, indeed, subjective fagt®)( On the version of Subjectivism | will explore
subjective facts do not concern just me: they conegery individual endowed with a mental life.
And they do not concern evaluative properties fileproperty of being tasty: they concern the
distribution, among the individuals there are, @ftain mental properties. | will therefore call my
preferred version of Subjectivism the “Subjectiwstw of the Mental”.The Subjectivist View of
the Mental differs from Egocentric Presentism, esim of Subjectivism recently defended by
Caspar Hare (2009). In 8 3, | will contrast thase views, highlighting the advantages of the one |
favour. Finally, in 8 4, | will put the Subjectiti¥iew to work, showing that it goes a considerable
way towards solving certain philosophical puzzlest the customary conception of the mental (or

the “Mainstream View”, as | shall call it) givesei to.

1. Subjectivism

| call something a “subjective fact” when it isagcf, but it is not objectively the case. The
purpose of this section is to clarify what it takessomething that isot objectively the case to
qualify as dact, so as to dispel any worries that the notion stilgjective factmight be inherently
incoherent.

It has long been observed that, abstracting avweag the differences between these different
areas of metaphysics, certain structural pardtield between subjectivity, on the one hand, and
modality and time, on the other. In particular, thedal analogue of a subjective fact is a
contingent fagtsomething that is a fact without being necesgé#nié case. And the temporal
analogue of a subjective fact iseanporary factsomething that is a fact without being permaryentl
the case. These analogies are both encouragingsasfial. They are encouraging because if there's
nothing incoherent in the notion of a contingenademporary fact (and there does not seem to be),

chances are that the notion of a subjective faalisis one that we can make decent sense of. And
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they are useful because they allow us to formBatgectivism (the view that reality is only
subjectively the way it is) in analogy @ontingencisnfthe view that reality is only contingently
the way it is) andemporaneisnithe view that reality is only temporarily the wiays).?

So let us begin by taking a closer look at thesewi@ws, both of which are more popular
and familiar than Subjectivism. While there argaaty various ways of formulating them, my
preferred one involves talk pfopositions | use the term “propositions” to refer to whatethengs
are the objects of belief and other propositiotigtiuales and the semantic values of declarative
sentences relative to conteXt/hile | assume that there are entities of thislkand that at least
some of them can instantiate the monadic propesfiesith simpliciter and falsity simpliciter, |
make no assumption concerning their metaphysidat@din particular, whether they are structured
or unstructured, coarse- or fine-grained, sparsbandant, etc.).

Contingencism is the thesis that reality is onlgtamently the way it is. But if reality is
only contingently the way it is, some propositidhat happen to describe reality correctly do not do
so necessarily. And this means that, while thespgsitions are true simpliciter, they do not hold
true under all possible circumstances or, asusisally putjn all possible world$ Conversely, if
some propositions that are true simplicitemadhold true in all possible worlds, reality cannet b

necessariljthe way it is. So the essence of Contingencismbearaptured by the claim that:

(ContingencishSome propositions are true simpliciter withounlgetrue in all possible worlds.

From here to the notion of a contingent fact itsvall step. When a proposition is true simpliciter
it can be said to represent a fact (for sometrsrgyfact if it reflects the way reality is in anfd o
itself and what is it for a proposition to refléhe way reality isn and of itselfif not for it to be true
simpliciter?). But when it is not true under all possible emstances, a proposition cannot be
regarded as necessary. Hence the formulation dfiri@@mcism | just offered carries with it a

commitment to facts that are contingent rather theressary, as was to be expeéted.

2 | chose these neologisms because the terms “TamyEm” and “Contingentism” have recently been usgd
Williamson (2013) to refer to certain controverstases about ontology, while the term “temporalibelongs to a
long-standing debate in semantics (Richard 198@miporaneism” is my label for the view that McTagd2908)
called (somewhat unhelpfully) the “A-theory” of #anThe analogy between subjectivity, modality anebtis a
central theme in the philosophy of Arthur Priorg(sim particular, Prior and Fine (1977)).

®  This is the way the term “propositions” has traatially been used. There are, of course, dissomices — most
notably, Lewis (1980) argued that the things thatabjects of our attitudes are not also the seimsaalues of
sentences relative to context. For a recent regpses Cappelen and Hawthorne (2009).

4 For present purposes, | will ignore the distinctidrawn by Adams (1981) between trinha possible world and
truth at a possible world.

® The negation of Contingencism is Necessitarianisarview whose most famous defender is (arguablid&p,
who thought that “nothing in nature is contingettgcause “things could not have been produced loyiGany
other way or in any other order than is the caSgiroza 2002, 234-235).



4

On to Temporaneism. Temporaneism is the view #wlity is only temporarily the way it is.
But if reality is only temporarily the way it ispgie propositions that happen to describe reality
correctly do notlwaysdescribe it correctly. And this means that, wililese propositions are true
simpliciter they do not hold truat all times Conversely, if some propositions that are true
simpliciter donot hold true at all times, reality cannot ékernallythe way it is. So the essence of

Temporaneism is the thesis that:

(TemporaneisinSome propositions are true simpliciter withounigerue at all times.

Once again, if every proposition that is true sigif@r represents a fact, it's easy to see that thi
formulation of Temporaneism carries with it a cortment to the idea that some facts are
temporary rather than sempiterfal.

Finally, Subjectivism. Just as contingencists thimt how reality is is a contingent matter
and temporaneists think that how reality is ismagerary matter, subjectivists think that how realit
IS is a subjective matter — they think that reabtpnly subjectively the way it is. But what does
mean to say that reality is orsdybjectivel\the way it is? At a first pass, it means that some
propositions that happen to describe reality coliyeto notobjectivelydo so — subjectivity being to
objectivity what contingency is to necessity andperariness to sempiternity. But, given what we
have said so far, the analysis can be pushedeaflitther. Necessary truth is standardly defined a
truthin all possible worldand sempiternal truth is standardly defined ath ttiall times Why not
adopt a similar strategy here and think of objectiath as truth that holds across a series afitgoi
analogous to (but, obviously, different in kindrfrppossible worlds and times? | suggest we call

the points in question “points of view” and formigdé&Subjectivism as follows:

(SubjectivisjhSome propositions are true simpliciter withounlgetrue from all points of view.

It is important to see that this claim wouldn'tdienuch interest if by “point of view” we meant

what is ordinarily meant by this expression, i@nsone's opinion about something or, quite
literally, someone's perceptual perspective. Fen thubjectivism would reduce to the platitude that
some propositions, though true simpliciter, areti@aicted by someone's opinions about something

or by the way things look from someone's perceptaadpective. However, the analogy with

® The negation of Temporaneism is Sempiternalismyitew that reality is eternally the way it is oguavalently, that
all facts are eternal because every propositian smnpliciter is also true at all times. A champarSempiternalism
is J. J. C. Smart, according to whom “the trangimpect of time [...] is an illusion that prevensssgeing the
world as it really is” (1998, 94).
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possible worlds and times suggests a differentefaysing the expression “point of view”. When
we think of a possible world, we think of a waywhich reality could manifest itself —@ossible
manifestatiorof reality, as one might put it. We dot think (or, at least, we are reluctant to think)
of possible worlds as ways in which reality carirbaginedto be. For couldn't reality manifest

itself in ways that no one is actually able to ima@ Analogously, when we think of a time — a past
time, let's suppose — we dot think of it as a way in which reality can lememberedo be. For

isn't there more to the past than anyone can gdgssimember? A past time is just a way in which
reality manifested itself in the past — a certamdlof temporary manifestatioof reality. Similar
considerations apply to points of view. Just asneed not reduce possible worlds to sets of
imaginings and past times to sets of memoriesamllections, we need not reduce points of view to
sets of perceptions or opinions. Instead, we cauk tf a point of view as a way in which reality
manifests itself to some subject swbjective manifestatioof reality. In doing so, we allow that
something may be the case from a certain subjait'd of view without that subject (or anyone
else, for that matter) taking notice of it, eitiperceptually or doxastically. It is this metaphwsic
notion of a point of view — which is, arguably,l@ssic and primitive as the notion of a possible
world or a time — that subjectivists need in oridestate their position: a subjectivist thinks that
reality in and of itselivaries across different subjects, not just thalitseis believedor perceivedo

be different by different subjects. And this istjaaother way of saying that, for a subjectivist, a
least some of the facts that constitute realitysalgective rather than objective.

(Notice that, just as contingencists need not deayexistence of necessary facts and
temporaneists need not need deny the existenderobéfacts, subjectivists need not deny the
existence of objective facts — their point is, msiraply, that objective facts are not the only $act
there are. Notice also that, while | proposed tb“oajective” any fact that obtains from every
point of view, Subjectivism is compatible with maabust notions of objectivity. We might say that
it is astrongly objective fadhat p when it is a fact that p and, necessariliyjand only if it is an
objective fact that p. And we might say that iaisabsolutely objective fathat p when it is a
strongly objective fact that p and no subjectivet faatures among the grounds of the fact tHat p.
Nothing in Subjectivism rules out the existencatobngly objective and absolutely objective facts).

It is important to see that, as | chose to fornautaem, Contingencism, Temporaneism and
Subjectivism make essential use of the propertyubh simpliciter. This differentiates them from

three other theses about propositions, namely:

" The distinction between (merely) objective truthd absolutely objective truth parallels Fine'siesting
distinction between (merely) necessary truths aaastendent truths (Fine 2005, 324).
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(World-relativism) Some propositions are true in some possible warithout being true in all

possible worlds.

(Time-relativism) Some propositions are true at some times witheirtg true at all times.

(Subject-relativisnSome propositions are true from some points @fwvithout being true from

all points of view.

World-relativism, Time-relativism and Subject-rél&m say nothing about what sort of things can
be true simpliciter. So a good case can be madé¢héga have no implication (or, at least, no direct
implication) for whether the way reality is in aaflitself is contingent, temporary or subjective.
For example, a time-relativists who thinks that amthe possible objects of belief and other
propositional attitudes there is the time-relapvepositionthat it is raining in Parisneed not
believe that that proposition can be true (or flessmpliciter — she need not believe that theranig
non-time-relative fact of the matter as to whethé& raining in Pari$.Similarly, a subject-relativist
who thinks that among the possible objects of balnel other propositional attitudes there is the
subject-relative propositiatiat chocolate is tastyeed not believe that that proposition can be true
(or false) simpliciter — she need not believe thate is any non-subject-relative fact of the nratte
as to whether chocolate is ta$#hat's distinctive of contingencists, temporaneasts
subjectivists is that, besides accepting the exigt@f world-, time- and subject-relative
propositions, they also deem (some of) these pitiqos capable, all by themselves, of describing
reality correctly or incorrectly and, therefore,in$tantiating the monadic properties of truth
simpliciter and falsity simpliciter.

Some will see a tension here. It might be urgetidha cannot describe a proposition as true
simpliciterand then go on to say of that proposition thit fitue in' some worlds and not others,
‘at' some times and not at othersfmorh' some points of view and not others — truth sioifgr
might be thought to be incompatible with variousa@ps of relative truth. But such a reaction

would be mistaken. Just as one can say that thpogitconthat God does not exis true

& Mellor (1998) and Sider (2001) are both examplethist they accept Time-relativism without accegtin
Temporaneism.

®  See, for instance, Kolbel (2003) and Lasersohngp0rhe difference between Subjectivism and Subjeattivism
is obscured by the fact that Subject-relativisrariges assertions of the form “It is a fact thacohate is tasty” or
“It is true absolutely or simpliciter that chocads tasty”. But the whole point is that, on argnstard subject-
relativist account, the very truth of these aseasiis relativized to this or that point of vieviheldialectic here is
familiar: “The relativist [...] does indeed allowsgntactically monadic truth predicate that behdnes
disquotational way (roughly, 'S' is true relatieeat parameter value iff "S' is true' is true ie@to that value). But
[he] does not think of 'true’ as expressing a manabperty” (Cappelen and Hawthorne 2011, 460).
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simpliciter and then go on to say that the veryesanoposition is not truaccording tothe Bible,
one can say that some propositions are true siitgulEnd then go on to say that the same
propositions are not trua some worldsat some times anffom some points of view. There are
two kinds of properties at stake here: a monadipgnty peing tru¢ and a bunch of relations
(being true inbeing true atbeing true from Contingencists, temporaneists and subjectivie&sl
not choose between one kind and the other. At rtfuesy, owe us an explanation of how they are
related. But this they can easily do.

Contingencists take what is true absolutely or $isiipr to be what is true in a particular

world, the actual world:

A proposition is true simpliciter iff it is true ithe actual world.

Of what is true in some possible world or anothentingencists say that it ssiblytrue:

A proposition igpossiblytrue iff it is true in some possible world.

Temporaneist do something similar. They take whatue absolutely or simpliciter to be what is

true at one particular time, the present time:

A proposition is true simpliciter iff it is true #te present time.

Of what is true at times that precede or follow pinesent time, temporaneists say that was or

will be true:

A propositionwastrue iff it is true at a time earlier than the ggat time.

A propositionwill be true iff it is true at a time later than the presime.
Subjectivists will adopt a similar strategy. They vdentify a certain point of view — call it the
“firstpersonal” point of view — such that all andlp what is true from that point of view is alsaer
simpliciter:

A proposition is true simpliciter iff it is truedm the firstpersonal point of view.

They can then talk of what is true from any poinview other than the firstpersonal one as being



only otherpersonallytrue:

A proposition isotherpersonallytrue iff it is true from a point of view other thahe firstpersonal

one.

So, for example, a subjectivist who thinks thatghgpositionthat chocolate is tastg true
simpliciter (i.e. that, contrary to what is gengralssumed, there is an absolute fact of the master
to the tastiness of chocolate) may concede thaptioposition is not otherpersonally true, meaning
that it is not true from points of view other thitwe firstpersonal one. Notice that, on the resgltin
picture, the propositiothat chocolate is tastgoes double duty: it reflects how reality is irdaf
itself, while also reflecting one point of view angpothers. Subjectivists achieve this combination
(and thereby vindicate the coherence of the naifansubjective fact) because they identify the
way reality is in and of itself with the way reglis according to one point of view among others —
the point of view which they call “firstpersonal”.

It is straightforward to see that, given the foriegaheses about the relationship between
monadic and relative truth (and assuming that wehproposition is not true from a given
standpoint, it is false from that standpoint), Qugencism, Temporaneism and Subjectivism can

also be stated in the following ways:

(Contingencisrt) Some propositions that are true simpliciter possibly false.
(Temporaneisf) Some propositions that are true simpliciter weravill be false.

(Subjectivisr) Some propositions that are true simpliciter aifeerpersonally false.

Some will prefer these formulations to the oneaueyearlier on the ground that they are
formulated in terms of the notion of monadic trutijich they take to be conceptually more basic. |
myself do not want to take a stand on this issulkefd will prefer these formulations to the ones |
gave earlier on the ground that they do not oveytigntify over such things as possible worlds,
times and points of view. But even if they do ne¢dly quantify over these things, it is uncleaatth
they avoid ontological commitment to them — at &atg, | am not going to assume that they do. In
what follows, | will switch back and forth freelyetween talk of something being otherpersonally
true and talk of something being true from someofgoint of view (i.e. from some point of view
other than the firstpersonal one) — nothing of whill say hinges crucially on whether or not
points of view can be ‘paraphrased away' in teritiseonotion of what is otherpersonally the case.

| will also switch back and forth freely betweefktaf the proposition that p being true simpliciter
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but otherpersonally false and talk of the fact fhakeing a subjective fact — for my purposes, there

is no need to choose between an ontology of proponsiand an ontology of facts.

2. The Subjectivist View of the Mental

Subjectivism is the view that some propositionstare simpliciter without being true from
all points of view. In the last section, | defendkd intelligibility of this view. But why do | badve
this view to be true? In a nutshell, because | bagpave to certain intuitions about the world and
my place within it and | think that these intuittocannot be vindicated if Subjectivism is false.

This answer will not satisfy everyone. In partieulawill not satisfy those who deny that
intuitions can, all by themselves, provide one wgtlodreasondor believing this or that
philosophical view. | disagree with this claim, lautdlefence of the epistemic role of intuitions in
philosophical theorizing would take me too far EfigHolders of the view that intuitions are
epistemically idle can take what | am going to sathis section as an account (or, if they want, a
confession) of how | came to believe Subjectivisnthie first place. Later on, when discussing the
virtues of the Subijectivist View of the Mental \Asvis the Mainstream View, | will try to show that
the attraction of Subjectivism goes well beyondntsitive appeal. | present intuitions first simpl
because they are what first made me see Subjeutimig favourable light.

What are these intuitions | have? Really, they Bown to a very simple thought: that, of all
individuals in the world, the individual | am, Giawni, is somehowpecial Put it this way: if |
were to write a book entitled “The World As | Foultitlor “The World As It Really Is”, Giovanni
would have a role in that book that no other indlinal has. He would be (I blush to say) thain
characterof that book, the only and authentienterof the world. That, of all individuals there are,
Giovanni is the one having this role strikes mamsindeniable and all-too-important fact. To me,
writing the book of the world without mentioningetfact that Giovanni is special would be writing
an incomplete booK.

The intuition will sound very vague, but it canrnade more precise. In what sense is
Giovanni special? What does this specialness dan8igo be sure, | don't want to deny that
Giovanni resembles other subjects in many respEotsexample, just like other subjects, Giovanni
has mental states of various sorts: fears, desietiefs, hopes, thoughts, experiences and feelings
But then, again, take Giovanni's fears. It seenméddo be a fact as clear as daylight that what

Giovanni fears is more quintessentidiarsomehan what other people fear. Or take Giovanni's

| borrowed the suggestive title “The World As | fRoult” from Wittgenstein'Sractatus(§ 5.631).
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desires. It seems to me to be a fact as cleandiglizthat nothing is as quintessentiatlgsirable

as what Giovanni desires. Of all fears and allréssiGiovanni's fears and desires are (if | may use
a typographical trick to convey this intuitive pt)iReArs andbpesires they are fears and desires

par excellencéecause they make their objects truly and quietdsdly fearsome and truly and
quintessentially desirablé.

What goes for fears and desires goes also for ottentional states. Giovanni's beliefs,
hopes, thoughts, convictions and conjectures mekain aspects or portions of the world (the
aspects and portions of the world that they arei@lteresting salientandimportantin a way
that no other subject's beliefs, hopes, thouglisyictions and conjectures do — Giovanni's beliefs,
hopes, thoughts, convictions and conjecture8&mers, HOPES THOUGHTS, CONVICTIONS and
CONJECTURES

And what goes for intentional states goes alsa@or-intentional states (or states that have
been alleged to be non-intentional). | would sat there's nothing gsinful as Giovanni's pains,
nor anything apleasantas Giovanni's pleasures. More in general, Giovauexiperiences are
guintessentiallexperientialand Giovanni's feelingmake themselves fait a way in which the
feelings of no other subjects do. Giovanni's pgieasures, experiences and feelingsaires,
PLEASURES EXPERIENCESANUFEELINGS

To generalize, Giovanni's mental states, and onby&ni's mental states have some
unmistakeable 'glow’ to them that makes themraL states. And the difference betweeNTAL

states and the mental states of others couldistaoker. To borrow the words of William James:

[...] the former have a warmth and intimacy aboutte which the latter are completely devoid,
being merely conceived, in a cold and foreign fashand not appearing as blood-relatives,

bringing their greetings to us from out of the p&¥mes 1950, 332).

Sceptics try to convince me all the time thatlal is nonsense. “There's nothing special about
Giovanni” — they say — “except thgbu are Giovanni. And there's nothing special abootv&nni's
mental states except that they woeir mental states. If that is all you are aiming lagré is not
much metaphysical substance to the intuitions yewappealing to”.

This dismissal is too hasty. Suppose the (allegpdgialness of Giovanni's mental states
reduced to the fact that they ang mental states. Then presumably the same asymingegm to)

observe between my mental states and everyons eisatal states | would also (seem to) observe

" There is a difference between saying that x is nkaitean y and saying that x is mayeintessentially* than y. | do
not dispute the fact that others's fears and desan (sometimes) be more intense than mine.itS§limyfears and
my desires that possess the essence of fearing aithgen the purest and most concentrated fornanks to Tim
Crane for pressing me on this point.
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betweermyshoes and everyone else's shoes or betmgemse and everyone else's nose. And so |
would be tempted to distinguish between shoessandsand between noses arndsesjust as

much as | am tempted to distinguish between metdéds anteNTAL states. But of course | am

not tempted to do that: my intuitions tell me that mental states are special, while my shoes and
nose are not. So, whatever it consists it, theiajmass of my mental states cannot be reduceceto th
fact that they are my mental states.

“Fair enough. Giovanni's mental states are spétialway that Giovanni's shoes or
Giovanni's nose are not. But they are spdoiaziovannj in the same way as Mary's mental states
are specialor Mary and Fred's mental states are spdoiaFred. We all bear a special relationship
to our own mental states — a relationship that weat bear to our nose or our shoes. So what?
Haven't we known this all along?”

This reply misunderstands the import of my intuigolt may be true that all mental states
have the property of being special for their owared nobody else. In this respect, they may well be
all on a par. But the point of my intuitions is pisely that, no matter what properties are shared
across all mental states, there malsbbe some property that distinguishes my menta¢staom
the mental states of others. As Wittgenstein'slmdator says in this passage from the

Philosophical Investigations

398. “When | imagine something, or even actuadeobjects, | havegot something which my
neighbour has not.” — | understand you. You warbtk about you and say: “At any rate only |
have got THIS.” (Wittgenstein 1986, 120)

| want to look about and say that that there isopgrty that onlyny mental states have. If all

mental states have the property of being spémiaheir owner, then perhaps my mental states have
the property of being specidilill stop That's what | am referring to when | say thatikenall other
mental states, my mental states8TAL States.

“Maybe itseemdo you as if your mental states were differenbfritie mental states of
others. But that's just because you know tlaerctly, via introspection, and you know the mental
states of othermdirectly, based on the observation of their behaviour. Yoental life isnot
different from all other mental lives, it's justttyou constantly look at it through the deforming
lens of introspection”.

I think I could easily accept this error-theory dould easily accept the idea of
introspection. But, deep down, my intuitions rettedte. It is not so much that | agree with Ryle
that “'introspection’ is a term of art and onewvidnich little use is found in the self-descriptiafs
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untheoretical people” (Ryle 1949, 152). And it && B0 much that | trust the authority of those
psychologists who say that self-knowledge and kedgé of other minds aret associated with
radically different ways of knowint.It is just that if | pay close attention to whatd when | try to
find out how things are with my mental life, | fimb unitary method or process — no specific act of
'looking within' that deserves the name of “intrestion”* Phenomenologically speaking, the
deforming lens of introspection is nowhere to banfth. And if there is no deforming lens, there
can't be any deformation: that my mental statemaxeaL states is not #glusion. It is simply afact,

as hard a fact as any other.

“You may reject the notion of introspection. Butuycertainly won't deny that you know
your own mental statdsetterthan you know other people's mental states. Ttie'source of your
mistake: you take your mental states torietaphysicallyprivileged just because you happen to
have some kind of privilegestcesgo them”.

| am not sure | have privileged epistemic accesaytanental states (there are good
philosophical arguments to the contrary and | tHin&uld easily let myself be convinced by these
arguments if | were allowed to conceive of my mestates asnetaphysicallyrivileged vis-a-vis
the mental states of others). At any rate, thetexee of privileged access is quite irrelevant o m
intuitions. | think | could have the most extensarel immediate knowledge of other people's
mental states — that wouldn't make theentaL states. And | could have the most poor and
superficial knowledge of my mental states — theyilddemenTAL states nonethele$s.

“So you really believe this claim — that Giovammispecial and that his mental states are
MENTAL States — to express an objective fact of the makteut how reality is in and of itself?”

Two separate questions are packed together hereb&i@ve the claim that Giovanni is
special to reflect the way reality is in and oélf8 Yes, | do, otherwise | wouldn't call it a “fac
But do | believe it to be aobjectivefact, the kind of fact that obtaifi®m all points of vie® Of
course not. My intuitions tell me that Giovannsygecial, but they also tell me thkgm some

other point of viewGiovanni is not special and other individuals special instead. Take you, for

2 See Carruthers (2011).

13 See Schwitzgebel (2012) for a defence of this pwitit which | am very much in agreement. One caeldly that
even if there is nanitary method or process through which one typically g&imowledge of one's own mental
states, there could nevertheless be some methmoess that ianiqueto self-knowledge (i.e that only ever allows
one to know aboutne's owrmental states) and that is dedicated $olasebf one's own mental states (Evans's
(1982, 225) 'transparency' method for determining/own beliefs would be a case in point). Howewete that,
far from giving us an account of what malaisof one's mental states special vis-a-vis thosghar subjects, this
reply motivates a distinctiowithin the sphere of one's own mental states, betweeae that can be known through
the method in questions and those that cannot. Mgher not this ‘internal’ distinction exists,dtriot one that the
intuitions 1 am concerned with here seem to support

14 McGinn (2004) argues that it is, at most, a corgirigfact that we have privileged access to our mental lives:
there are possible worlds in which one has prigitegccess to other minds and non-privileged ad¢oemse's own
mind. It seems intuitive to think that, even inlsyossible worlds, an asymmetry would remain betwaeeself
and others: only one's own mental states woulddmev&NTAL states.
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example. If, after reading what I've written sq fayu decided to trust the same kind of intuitibns
decided to trust, you would come to believe fmiare special and thgbur mental states are
MENTAL States. It is impossible for me not to acknowlettgetfrom some other point of viengality
is, indeed, as those beliefs represent it t& Bad acknowledging this is acknowledging that there
a point of view (what | shall call “your” point efiew) from which you are special, and not
Giovanni. More generally, | must acknowledge tlmatdvery individual that can be credited with an
inner mental life, there is one and only one pointiew (what | shall call the point of view “of”
that individual) from which that individual, andlgrthat individual is special, in that his or her
mental states angenTAL states? It is true (i.e. true simpliciter) that Giovansispecial — | have no
doubt about that — butherpersonallyhe is not special.

To the extent that | trust my intuitions, then, theture of reality | am drawn to looks more

or less like this:

Reality contains many things: mountains and rivetants and animals, stars and
planets. Truths concerning these things are aéiaive: they hold from every point
of view!” Among the many things reality contains, thereindividuals who enjoy
mental states: beliefs, hopes, desires, feelindsttam like. Truths concerning which
individuals there are and which mental states t@py are also objective truths.
But then, alongside these objective truths, thezesame subjective truths, too. Chief
among them, the truth (simpliciter) that Giovanisi, special in that Giovanni's
beliefs, hopes, desires, and feelings Emeers, HOPES DESIRESandFEELINGS These
truths are subjective in thatherpersonally(i.e. from some other points of view)

Giovanni is not special and other individuals grecsal instead.

The view embodied in this picture is what | cal ttsubjectivist View of the Mental’'SVM,
hereafter). If | were to write a book entitled “T¥orld As | Found It” or “The World As It Really
Is”, that book would be a detailed and fully workaat version of SVM. And it's because I've been
intrigued by SVM that | came to embrace Subjectivithe general doctrine that reality is only

subjectively the way it is.

5 In the next section, | will explain how this obsatien can be used to vindicate the correctnessuaf pelief that
you are special and that your mental statemakeaL states.

® Prior (1968) has a discussion of how the statertettsomething is the cafem one and only ongoint of view
can be expressed by someone who wants to do awlayguantification over points of view or other kindf
subjective standpoints.

7 One might add &bsolutelyobjective”, in the sense defined in § 1.
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Perhaps, the most striking feature of SVM is itsampromising inegalitarian charactgr.
SVM does not deny the existence of points of vigeebthan my own — on the contrary, it
presupposes and requires their existence (or, arhatints to the same thing, it presupposes and
requires a distinction between what is the casendrat is otherpersonally the case). Nevertheless,
SVM privilegesmy point of view over all others: it says thatadifpoints of view, it isnypoint of
view — the point of view from which Giovanni is gj&, and no one else — that is also the
firstpersonalpoint of view — the point of view which reflectswu reality is, in and of itself. Some
might think that this should be reason enough fertondisbelieve SVM. After all, “it seems quite
bizarre to suppose that, from among all the indigld that there are, the subjective world-order
[should be] somehow oriented towards me as oppisadyone else” (Fine 2005, 313). Never
mind that the view is coherent and finds primadagipport in my intuitions. Doesn't it deserve the
same 'incredulous stare' with which | look at otffaeifetched and outlandish philosophical theses?

| think not. First of all, it is not immediately vious to me why the inegalitarian character of
SVM should be regarded a&arre. Consider the claim that the modal world-ordesriented
towardsthis world (as opposed to any other possible world)thatithe temporal world-order is
oriented towardshis time (as opposed to any other time). In one’sgslophical moments — and
with a bit of effort — one can bring oneself togave the “bizarre” arbitrariness of these claims
(why shouldthis world be actual rather than one containing talkingkeys? Why shoul@016be
present rather than, say, 1492?). Yet, for alrttegbitrariness”, these claims express respectable
credible and perhaps even commonsensical viewis,anitng and venerable philosophical
tradition. If, in comparison with them, there igimag distinctivelybizarre about the idea that the
totality of facts is oriented towards my point aéw, it is unclear why it beational for me to
dismiss this idea and distrust the intuitions tyaear to support it.

And then, again, the kind of inegalitarianism inegliby SVM is no so far-fetched and
outlandish as a superficial understanding of tle@wmnight suggest. If SVM is true, reality is,
indeed, oriented towards a single point of viewt Bimember that, given Subjectivism, reality is
not objectivelythe way it is, savhich point of view get to be privileged is, itself, @bgective
matter. The claim isotthat my point of view is firstpersonal from evemgint of view, but only
that itis firstpersonal — that the way things have alwayseaped to me to béhfs individual being
special his mental states beingenTAL states) is also the way thinge. SVM, then,is
inegalitarian, but in a subtler — and, | think lessredible — way than would justify me to dismiiss
out of hand?

8| borrow this use of the terms “egalitarian” andegalitarian” from Hellie (2013).
¥ | add, in passing, that there might be ways tonmeit® the thesis that the totality of facts is otexl towards one
point of view with the idea that, most fundamerntadlll points of view are metaphysically on a fane option
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3. Other versions of Subjectivism

| said that Subjectivism is a relatively unpopuasition — at least much less popular than
Contingencism and Temporaneism. This is not talsatySubjectivism has never been advocated
by anyone. As far as | can tell, the first philolsers whose position has clear subjectivist
undertones is G.W. Leibniz. Leibnielieved in the existence of a multitude (in fact,infinity) of
entities called “monads” that he described as “piggaical points” (Leibniz 1989, 142). At the
heart of his metaphysics, there is the idea theaattual world (i.e. “the universe”) genuinely eari

across these different points:

Just as the same city viewed from different dicewdi appears entirely different and, as it were,
multiplied perspectively, in just the same wayappens that, because of the infinite multitude of
simple substances, there are, as it were, justaay miifferent universes, which are, nevertheless,
only perspectives on a single one, correspondintpdodifferent points of view of each monad.
(Leibniz 1989, 220)

Leibniz started from the assumption that every sufz® or monad is a “living mirror that
represents the universe according to its own pdimtew” (Leibniz 1989, 211). In principle, this
assumption would be compatible with the view thatuniverse, though represented differently by
different monads, is objectively the way it is. Reibniz did not content himself with this view and
claimed, instead, that each substais@universe or a concentrated world. It does netns®o
much of a stretch to regard this position as a fofi8ubjectivism: the universe cannot be reduced
to what is objectively the case and since whatiigestively the case varies from the point of view
of one substance to that of another what must ibesthat “the universe is in some way multiplied
as many times as there are substances” (Leibni@, 429.

Among contemporary philosophers, Subjectivism da#have many followers. Arthur
Prior saw that there was at least logical roomafooherent philosophical position that treated
subjectivity in the way Temporaneism treats timet, Bvhile he thought that this position could
provide us with a key to understanding Leibniz&wbf the world, he also equated it to “some sort
of idealism or relativism” and found it “hard toll@¥e” (Prior 1968, 200). More recently, Kit Fine

has discussed a metaphysical view called “Firstqueal Realism”, according to whicheality is

would be to adopt a conception on which the totaftwhat is most fundamentally the case extdregndthe
totality of facts (for a defence of this non-faetivonception of the metaphysically fundamental,Nedo (2013)).
Alternatively, one could take all points of viewhie on a par vis-a-vis truth simpliciter by tregtthem as different
'fragments' of an overall incoherent totality oft&a(for a discussion of this ‘fragmentalist' actpsee Fine (2005)
and Lipman (2016)). My own preference goes to itst $trategy — the second runs the risk of undeirgithe
sense in which | am, indeed, special vis-a-vigtier subjects.
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not exhausted by the ‘objective’ or impersonaldgdmit also includes facts that reflect a first-pars
point of view” (2005, 311). But (even setting asgiene important differences between
Subjectivism and First-personal Realism, due t@'Biparticular gloss on the notion of “reality”)
Fine is adamant that he is not concerned to dedagarticular version of First-personal Realism;
he is just interested in seeing how First-pers&wallism — in its most general form — might be best
developed. Meanwhile, other philosophers have esipbd the limits of an objectivistist treatment
of mental phenomena without going so far as to ag®a subjectivist metaphysies.

Caspar Hare's bodRn Myself and Other Less Important Subjé2®09) is an interesting
exception to this objectivist consensus. Hare aaftesca form of Subjectivism that he calls
“Egocentric Presentism” (EP, hereafter). If | wareEgocentric Presentist instead of a defender of

SVM, | would endorse a picture along these lines:

Reality contains many things: mountains and rivetants and animals, stars and
planets, subject and mental states. Truths comugrtiiese things are almost all
objective. What is subjective is the fact thataald only the perceptual objects of
Giovanni's mental states (e.g. the table he isihgpht, the itch he feels in his neck,
etc.) instantiat@resenceThis fact is subjective in that, for any subj8cbther than
Giovanni,from S's point of viewsiovanni's mental states do not instantiate presenc

and the perceptual objects of S's mental statéanitiste presence instead.

How does EP differ from SVM and why do | prefer tager to the former? Subtleties aside, the
central difference regardise nature of subjective facts: Hare and | agnaereality contains
subjective facts, but we disagree on what kinchotd they are. According to Hare, subjective facts
concern the distribution of a certain property Aiscpresence’ (hence the label of 'Egocentric
Presentisi). According to me, subjective facts concern tiséridbution of certain mental properties
(hence the label of 'Subjectivist Vieat the Mentd).

One reason why | prefer SVM to EP has to do witlatvHiare says about presence. He says
that presence is instantiated by perceptual obj@dtze 2009, 21-22) and that perceptual objects

include both mental particulars (pains, itches,)etnd garden-variety macroscopic objects

2 Here | have in mind the work of Thomas Nagel andjBtellie. InThe View from Nowher@&agel argues thého
objective conception of the mental world can inelitdall” (1986, 25), but also that “the world catmcontain
irreducibly first-person facts” (1986, 57). Hel(2013; 2014) defends a non-objectivist accountoisciousness,
but thinks that, to the extent that we treat canssimess as a subjective phenomenon, we shouldhiok ‘of
distinctions in consciousness as distinctions éwiorld” (2014, 261). His view, then, seems to meresuppose an
anti-realist stance towards the subjective thatasakinterestingly different from the subjectivéatcount | am
proposing in this paper.
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(telephones, cars, paintings etc.). Though not ¢etely counterintuitive, this setup raises question
that | would have a hard time answering if | wemeEgocentric Presentist. For example, if the
painting | am looking at instantiates presencealtiof the painting's parts instantiate presence
(including, e.g., the back surface of the painbinghe single atoms that the painting is composed
of)??* And if | am observing a star explosion througlelegcope, does that star explosion instantiate
presenceow despite having occurred billions of years ago?i@iit rather instantiate presence
thendespite becoming only now an object of my viswakpption? If one adopts SVM, these
difficulties do not arise. | am not sure whetheem\part of a perceptual object is, itself, a
perceptual object, but | have no doubt that somgthan have mental states without all of its parts
having mental states (the tip of my nose does ae¢ lany mental states). Clearly, the same should
be true ofvENTAL states. | am not sure what to say about event®ttar at one time and are
perceived at a different time, but | am pretty g no pain can occur at one time and be
experienced by its subject at a different time @qain to occujust isfor its subject to experience
it). Clearly, the point carries over tain and othemeENTAL states.

Another reason | have for preferring SVM to EP teado with what Hare doe®t say
about presence. For one thing, he offers no expli@lysis of the notion of “presence” in terms of
other, more familiar notior8.For another, he doesn't posit any metaphysicedosal connection
between presence and other, more familiar propei$ie besides beirgpnceptually primitive,
presence is also metaphysically insulated. The auatibn of both features seems to me to be
undesirable. Subjectivists are bound to treat tit®n of “point of view” (or, alternatively, some
other cognate notion, like the notion of somettbeg “otherpersonally” the case) as primitive. |
take it that it would be nice if they did not hawedo the same thing with the notions of the
particular subjective properties they posit. Moo subjective properties neither ground nor are
grounded by other, more familiar properties, thay the risk of being idle metaphysical danglers,
things that have “nothing to do, no purpose toas¢and that] might as well, and undoubtedly [will]
in time, be abolished” (Alexander 1920, 8).

Defenders of SVM are not committed to treatueyTAL States in the way Hare treats
presence. On the contrary, they can connect mstati@ls an®eNTAL states by saying that the
metaphysical nature (or essence) of any ordinamtahstate consists in its beiegheraMeNTAL
stateor an otherpersonalentaL state. So, for instance, the nature of a belied lse either &eLIEF

or an otherpersonakLIer, the nature of a pain is to be eithemreu or an otherpersonahin, and so

2L The question is McDaniel's: “If x is present, asele of x's parts present?” (McDaniel 2012, 406).

22 Hare does connect the notion of “presence” withcthiecept “I”, suggesting that the latter is a ngigriconcept that
refers, in every possible world, to whoever has@né experiences (Hare 2009, 52 and 82). But, Wisthare
McDaniel's criticisms of this semantic claim (McDelr2012, 408-10), | am also not sure to what extere could
use it to arrive at a better understanding of vanasence is.



18

on?® Let 'OTHER p' abbreviate 'lIt is otherpersonallyetthat p' and let3r' indicate the giving of a
real definition i.e. a definition specifying the metaphysicalunatof what appears on its left hand
side in terms of what appears on its right hand.sithen the point can be put, more formally, as

follows:

belief (X) <& BELIEF (X) vV OTHERBELIEF (X)
pain (X)<>r PAIN (X) vV OTHERPAIN (X)

Adopting this strategy has two immediate advantagles first is that, far from treatingentaL

states as metaphysical danglers, SVM gives theteicstageMeNTAL States can be seen as the
subjective foundations or 'grounds' of ordinary takstates? The second is that, instead of
presenting the notion ofMENTAL State as primitive, a defender of SVM can useowarinstances of
the schema above to elucidate and clarify thabnotor example, instead of presenting the
concept of bAIN” as a primitive and explicating it solely by mearisnetaphors and examples
(which is more or less what | did in § 2), one characterizeaIN as that state X such that to be in
pain (in the ordinary sense) is to be either inrXoobe otherpersonally in ®.So even those of my
readers who do not understand my metaphors andtdhare my intuitions can grasp the meaning
of “PaIN” — all they need in order to do so is the ordinaogion of pain and the notion of something
being otherpersonally the case.

There's also a third advantage in relating memdé¢s anaenTAL states in the way just
suggested. It has to do with a problem that Haresélf discusses (Hare 2009, 52-55) and that,
insofar as | can see, every subjectivist theorggadhe problem is the following. As Hare presents
it, EP affirms that it is only the perceptual olgsaf Caspar Harehat instantiate presence (the
perceptual objects of any subject other than Cadpeg donotinstantiate presence, although it is

true that they do sfvom the points of view of the subject in questi®ut if a subject S other than

2 In principle, it is open to Hare to add to EP them that, for every kind of perceptual object B nature of an O
is to be either a present O or an otherpersonadlggnt O. But remember that, for Hare, perceptojglots include
things as diverse gmins, itches, tables, stars, etc. | doubt onewdlht to say that the nature of a star is to beeeit
a present star or an otherpersonally presentRlrsibly, facts about the nature of stars arelateyp objective, in
the sense of “absolutely objective” defined in § 1.

24| note in passing that by treatimgnTAL statesas the subjective grounds of ordinary mental statéd can rescue
them from the threat of causal irrelevanceEeaTaL state can figure among the causes of every fasechiy the
mental state grounded by it (much in the same wayhich determinate properties can figure amongtheses of
every fact caused by their determinables, on at ls@ame accounts of the relationship between détabies and
determinates).

% |mportantly, this kind of analysis doast reflect what a defender of SVM like me takes tdheemetaphysical
order of priority (the analysis results from reagthe definitions above right-to-left, instead eftito-right). But
this doesn't make it a bad conceptual analysis.métphysical order (i.e. the order of being) dreldonceptual
order (i.e. the order of understanding) need neags coincide.
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Hare reads Hare's book and engages directly wathkitid of intuitions Hare presents in that book,
S will probably end up believing that S's perceptingects (and not Hare's) instantiate presence.
Now, Hare is under pressure not to classify S'®bas wrong (after all, in forming her belief, &id
nothing but trust the same kind of intuitions tHatre himself trusted). But how can he not classify
S's belief as wrong if, according to the theoryéddambraces, it is nttue that S's perceptual
objects instantiate presence?

Hare discusses three possible solutions to thisi@mg none of which seems to me to be
fully satisfactory, at least in the context of ERe first consists in saying that, although S helgea
false proposition (namelat S's perceptual objects instantiate presgnsts belief qualifies as
correct because the relevant proposition is tromn f6's point of view. This is tantamount to
severing the connection between the correctneadefief and the truth (simpliciter) of its content
— a move that Hare gives us no independent redas@txept. The second solution consists in
denying that S believes the (false) propositiwat S's perceptual objects instantiate preseare
saying, instead, that S believes the (true) prdjodiat from S's point of view S's perceptual
objects instantiate presendBut this strikes me as an awkward thing to sapp®se that, after
reading Hare's book, S says “It is S's percepth@ots and not Hare's that instantiate presence”.
What entitles Hare or anyone else to the suppaositiat, in S's mouth, those words do not express a
belief in the propositiothat S's perceptual objects instantiate pres@ntéy shouldn't Hare take
S's words at face valu@7The third solution consists in denying that S &g belief about
presence, based on the general assumption that i®Hzeliefs at all: it is only from S's point of
view that S can believe various things (includingttS's perceptual objects instantiate presence).
This, rather than merely awkward, strikes me aseply revisionary claim — ultimately it would
commit Hare to saying that all subjects other thiamself are creatures with no beliefs, hopes or
desires whatsoever.

Now, a version of Hare's problem arises also foef@nder of SVM like me. As | presented
itin 8 2, SVM says that onl§iovanni'smental states angeNTAL States. But if a subject S other
than myself reads 8 2, engages directly with tind kif intuitions | discuss there and decides to
trust them, S will probably end up believing alstlg different version of SVM, saying that S's
mental states (and not mine) am\TAL states. Now, | am under pressure not to classfpé&ief as
wrong (after all, in forming her belief, S did noth but trust the same kind of intuitions that |

trusted). But how can | not classify S's beliehvaeng given that, according to the thebry

% Hare says that “that the nature of the proposiigpressed by an utterance may depend on whethatténer has
present or absent experiengelare 2009, 54). But, even if we accept this cetrsensitivity, it's hard to see how the
mere fact that S's perceptual objects do not itisterpresence cagreventS from forming the belief that S's
perceptual objects instantiate presence.
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embrace, onlyny mental states argeNTAL states?
My answer to this question draws on the distinchetweerseLiers and beliefs. When it

comes t@®ELIEFS, | am happy to say that correctness and truthlgiitgy go hand in hand:

(CorRRECTNESSA BELIEF in a proposition p is correct iff p is true singiter.

In fact, | want to say that part of what makesier the most fundamental kind of belief (a kind
whose notion deserves to be written in capitaéisjtis the fact that it is connected with truth
simpliciter in such a straightforward mannegeaier is correct whenever its content is true
simpliciter. But when it comes to ordinary beliefse crucial point for a defender of SVM like me
is that their nature is disjunctive: to be a besetio be either aeLiEr or an otherpersonakLier. No
wonder, then, that according to SVM the correctroesslitions for beliefs will also be disjunctive:

(CorrectneskA belief is correct iff it is a corre®ELIEF or it is otherpersonally a corregtLIEF.

So consider S's beligat S's mental states anenTAL states To be sure, according to my theory,
that belief is not a correetLIEF, but that's simply because S hasaoersat all (remember:
according to my theory, only Giovanni's beliefs seaers). However, otherpersonally S's belief is
a correcBeLIEF (it is otherpersonally truthat S's mental states anenTaLstate$. So (by
CorrectnesyS's belief is a correct belief. That is to sayeg the nature of the beliefs she can form,
it's right for S to form the beliefs she forms. Aid right for me to encourage S to form those
beliefs, despite their content being false sim@icy

Notice that the solution is similar to the firstidaliscusses (which is also Hare's preferred
solution). In particular, it can be shown that,agisuitable assumptions about the relationship
between subjects and points of view (most notdabf/assumption that for every subject there is
one and only one point of view from which that &dbs mental states avenTaL state$,

Correctnes®ntails the principle that Hare's first solutigopaals to, namely:

(Relative Correctne$d-or any subject S, if S believes a propositidhgn S's belief is correct iff p

is true from S's point of view.

2 |f Temporaneism is true, something similar hapgdartee case of future and past beliefs. One b#iif historians
will form in 1000 years from now is the belief imet proposition we would now express by sayih@00 years ago
Obama was the president of the United States”. piwgdosition is false simpliciter (it is not trugat 1000 years
ago Obama was the president of the United Staes)f they did not have a content that is (nowséathose
(future) beliefs would not qualify as correct, heyt intuitively do.
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But now we have a deeper explanation of Rgjative Correctnedsolds. Instead of postulating
the truth ofRelative Correctnesby fiat', we can show it to be a consequencéesensitivity of
BELIEFStO truth simpliciter and the general metaphysicaigple that mental states have a
disjunctive nature. EP seems to me to have no cabfgaresources.

Notice also that the basic idea that this soluteies on — that of distinguishing neatly
between principles that apply to mental statespaimetiples that apply teENTAL States- can be
used to solve other apparent puzzles. For insténtay be asked how any subject S other than
Giovanni can possiblgnowhimself to be special given that knowledge isifecand that,
according to SVM, only Giovanni is special. Thewesat this point should be obvious. One needs

to distinguish three thesis. The first concetRswLEDGE and says that:

(FAcTiVITY) If someonenNows a proposition p, then p is true simpliciter

Given that only Giovanni hasvowLEDGE, this thesis only applies (non-vacuously) to what
Giovanni knows. The second thesis, that is imphgdhe first given the disjunctive real definition

of knowledge in terms ofNOWLEDGE, says that:

(Factivity*) If someone knows a proposition p, then p is eithes or otherpersonally true.

And the third thesis, based on the assumptionféhavery subject there is one and only one point

of view from which that subject's mental statesvanetaL statessays that:

(Relative Factivity For any subject s, if s knows a proposition pithas true from s's point of

view.

GivenFactivity*, there is no incompatibility between SVM and thpgosition that a subject S
other than Giovanni knows himself to be specialeBRelative Factivityit is clear what has to be
the case if S knows himself to be special: albs ko be the case is that S is special from Stg poi

of view.2®

% Some might object thaelative Factivityconstitutes a radical departure from a principtese truth should be
regarded as unguestionable, namely:

(Factivity) If someone knows a proposition p, then p is gingpliciter.
Now, it's not clear to me that the linguistic evide concerning the use of “know” and other epistgonedicates is

incontrovertibly in favour ofactivity, rather tharRelativeFactivity. But even granting that it is, there are several
things that subjectivists can do to alleviate wesithat their take on the ordinary notion of knalgle is radically
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4. The Subijectivist and the Mainstream View of KMhental

Let us take stock. In 8 1, | defended the intddligly of Subjectivism, the general doctrine
that reality is only subjectively the way it is. 82, | explained why, in so far as | trust my
intuitions, | am naturally led to embrace a patacwersion of Subjectivism, SVM. Finally, in §13,
argued that SVM is superior to the only other umeapally subjectivist theory | know of, Hare's
Egocentric Presentism. Central to SVM is the idhed, tfrom each subject's point of view, all and
only the mental states of that subjectraraTaL statesInitially, | treated the notion of meENTAL
state as primitive, explicating it solely by meahsnetaphors and examplddut then, along the
way, | offered various ways of substantiating thation. In particular, | explainelsow MENTAL
states can be defined (for every mental state engolhrespondingiENTAL State is that state X such
that, essentially, to be in m is to be either inrXo be otherpersonally in X) and how the notién o
aMENTAL State relates to other theoretical notiomenfAL states are those whose correctness
conditions, if they have any, are tied to truth@iciter in the most straightforwardanner).

But now consider the following alternative to SVivhich embodies what | shall call the
“Mainstream View of the MentgIMVM, hereatfter):

Reality contains many things: mountains and rivelants and animals, stars and
planets. Among the many things it contains, theeesaibjects who enjoy mental

states: beliefs, hopes, desires, feelings and ikee Although these subjects

resemble or differ from one another in many respedhcluding the mental states
they enjoy — ultimately they are all ‘'on a par': subject is such that his or her
mental states are, in any important metaphysicge®t, special or different from

all the rest.

MVM is simplerthan SVM, because it doesn't require us to pgsitiaality of points of view. And
it's also moreegalitarianthan SVM, because it doesn't require us to draywdstinction between
subjects with mental states and subjects withraL states So those who are altogether skeptical

about the justificatory role of intuitions will veondering whateasond have for preferring SVM

revisionary. First of all, they can accept tRattivity is true when restricted to the class of objecpirapositions

(i.e. the propositions that are true from all psiot view if true at all). Secondly, they can pasnt that, once it is
allowed that the world | inhabit is different fratime one you inhabit (i.e. that the world is onlpjgctively the way

it is), Relative Factivityis pretty much all we need to capture the inteifdea that knowledge is the kind of state of
mind whereby subjects are successfully relatetigonorld they inhabit. Last, but not least, thel natice that,

with respect to the task of vindicatif@ctivity, subjectivists are no worse off than standardesitbielativists: any
subject-relativist who thinks that subject-relatprepositions (e.g. the proposititimat chocolate is tasfycan be
known will need to replacEactivity with something along the lines Belative Factivity
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to MVM: intuitions aside, what's the evidence indar of SVM and against MVM?

In this last section, | will try to provide an ares(or, at least, the beginning of an answer),
by arguing that certain philosophical puzzles #r&éte within the framework of MVM can easily be
solved (or dissolved) if one adopts SVKbor obvious reasons, my discussion will be limibedh in
scope and ambition. The problems | will focus om @t the only ones where SVM delivers
interesting philosophical results — | chose themetyefor their prominence in the modern debate in
the philosophy of mind. And, while | will argue titaese puzzles have no easy or obvious solution
within the framework of MVM, | do not mean to sugtéhat they arensolvableunless one adopts
SVM. My aim is not to refute MVM, but only to shawat there are questions to which SVM has

readily available answers that are simpler and ratagant.

4.1. The Unity of Consciousness

The first problem | want to consider is the problehthe unity of consciousness. There are
two ways of stating this problem, one of whichhs flip side of the other. On the one hand, it may
be asked what makes certain mental states — aljyghental states, for instance&ealesceanto a
single mental life: what is the 'glue’ that keegugether my beliefs and my hopes, my desires and
my fears, my feelings and my experiences? In viofughat is my consciousnesasifiedin the way
it is? Alternatively, it may be asked what make$é case that some mental states — your mental
states and my mental states, for instance ratlcoalesce into a single mental life: what kind of
‘chasm’' separates my beliefs, hopes, desires, fealings and experiences from your beliefs,
hopes, desires, fears, feelings and experiencesfiue of what is the mental realdividedin the
way it is? Putting the two sides together, one @@aly that the problem of the unity of
consciousness is the problem of explaining why feweind is like a world apart” (Leibniz 1989,
144): aforeign territoryfrom the perspective of any other mind and yebiied worldfrom its
own perspective.

At first sight, this problem has an easy solutibis standard to think that mental states do
not float in a vacuum: wherever there is a meritksthere is also a subject undergoing it. Maybe
what unifies all my mental states is the fact thate is jusbnesubject, myself, who undergoes all
of them. And maybe what separates my mental ldefyours is simply the fact that you and | are
numerically distinct subjects. Maybe subjects fmnt Cartesian souls or physical objects in the

ballpark of bodies and brains) are the “pegs’ aeach of which [...] taggregatea stream of

consciousnesseparatefrom all others” (Hellie 2013, 307; my emphasis).
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This 'easy’ solution is far from unproblematic. Kargued (convincingly, according to
many) that from a mind having unified consciouspabsolutely nothing follows concerning the
numerical unity of anything. By treating the unity of consciousness as theywfia thing (be it a
Cartesian soul or a physical object in the ballpdrzodies and brains), we fail to do justice g th
point, while effectively ruling out certain primadie possible scenarios — a single subject having
disunified consciousness or (more speculativelshaes) two or more subjects having unified
consciousness.

These observations prompted the search for alteenslutions. Some have said that |
bestow unity upon my mental life by making it tHgext of a single act of introspection: the unity
of consciousness is, so to speak, in the eye dhthespecting subjecét.But this answer is riddled
with difficulties. For one thing, it seems outlasllito suppose that the unity of consciousness
would break down if | ceased to pay introspectitterdgion to it. For another, the introspective act
by which | bestow unity upon my mental life is ifggart of my mental life: what is responsible for
its coalescing with the rest of my mental life?

Others have proposed to understand the unity cfa@onsness in mereological terms. One
option is to say that the unity of consciousnessnsatter of mereologicaimplicity. at any one
time, a subject undergoes only one experience, vatproper parts (Tye 2003). Another is to say
that the unity of consciousness is a matter of nlegéicalcompositiona subject's mental life is the
fusion of all his or her experiences (Bayne 20Boix. both options come at significant cost. In the
first case, one has to deny that my current itchrag current headache aweo distinct events —
certainly a surprising and rather undesirable tebuthe second, one needs to explain why my itch
and my headache fuse into a single experience eakeny itch and your headache don't — a task
not less challenging than the one we started with.

Yet others have suggested that we should regandniye of consciousness as a sui generis
phenomenon, to be accounted for by positing aemegs relation of ‘co-consciousness' among
mental events (Dainton 2000). But there is ceryasoimething ad hoc about this move. And the ad
hocness is all the more uncomfortable given thattwie are trying to explain is not a secondary or
relatively rare phenomenon, but a basic and peredsature of the mental realm.

The problem of the unity of consciousness has Heznbject of a historically long-standing
and intense debate among defenders of MVM andnatado proper justice to the complexity of
that debate here. What | want to do is show whyndé adopts SVM, one can simpligesteghe
problem. If SVM is correctyothingis needed to keep a subject's mental states &getho

2 See Brook (2013) for a discussion.
% Aversion of this strategy is pursued by Rosenth@03).
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separate the mental life of one subject form thataldife of another: different mental lives are
simply grounded in different points of view. Let meplain.

Call any two mental states “point-mates” if thelpig from the same point of view, i.e. if
there is a point of view from which they are betnTAL States. My mental states are all point-
mates — that's what makes my mental life so uniffedr mental states are all point-mates — that's
what makes your mental life so unified. My mentates and your mental states ao¢point-mates
— that's what creates such a deep chasm betweemgmtal life and mine.em each point of
view, the same warmth and intimacy that makes onefstal statesenTAL states “runs through
them all like a thread through a chaplet and mékes into a whole, which we treat as a unit, no
matter how much in other ways the parts may diffear s€ (James 1950, 334). As to mental lives
that do not share that warmth and intimacy from point of view — yours and mine, for instance —
they are forever disunified — forever foreign te@mother, as one might put it.

It is important to note that nothing in this accburles out that (in other possible worlds, if
not in the actual one) the unity of consciousnegghtmot correspond to the unity of a subject: in
principle, the relation of being point-mates cobfdd among mental states of two or more subjects
and fail to hold among the mental states of sisglgect. And it is equally important tote that
the relation of being point-mates is not one th&uSas to make any special provision for. Just as
temporaneists say that two events are simultan@ulgme-mates’) when it is sometimes true that
they both occur, and just as contingencists saywtmevents are compossible (or ‘world-mates’)
when it is possibly true that they both occur, sabyists can say that two mental states (or eyents
are point-mates when it is either true or otheipeadly true that they are bothenTtaL states (or
events)! By their lights, a satisfactory account of thetymif consciousness requires only what a
general satisfactory theory of the mental alreadgsyus: the distinction between mental states and
MENTAL Statesand the general idea that reality manifests itbetfugh a plurality of subjective
points of view. If these latter hadn't been ab@dshrom our worldview and if the distinction
between mental states ameNTAL statedhadn't been obliterated, the problem of the unity o

consciousness would never have arisen.

4.2. The contents of self-awareness

The second problem | want to consider has to db thi2 contents of self-awareness. Here

% Notice that, by analysing the relation of beingnpehates in this way, subjectivists comply with Kandea that the
unity of consciousness is not the unity of a thing.
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by 'self-awareness' | mean the kind of awarenesadinarily has of one's mental life and by
‘contents of self-awareness' | mean the rangects tane becomes apprised of courtesy of this
awareness. The problem | am interested in arises fine need to reconcile two equally compelling
theses about the contents of self-awareness.

The first thesis is that the contents of self-awass are somehow 'subjectless, that they
do not contain, or mention, or otherwise make ezfee to, any specific subjeétume subscribed

to that thesis when he wrote that:

For my part, when | enter most intimately into whatall myself | always stumble on some
particular perception or other [...]. | never catelyselfat any time without a perception, and

never can observe anything but the perception. @L8v8, 252 )

But the thesis is more standardly associated withtenberg, who said that:

We know only the existence of our sensations, ssr&tions and thoughtis.thinks we should
say, just as one sayislightnings To saycogito is already too much if we translate it lagink.
(Lichtenberg 2012, 153

Several considerations can be adduced in supptiitsothesis. First of all, there is much
phenomenological plausibility in what Hume and ltestberg say: when a mental state is
considered “from the inside” (or “from the firstqgen perspective”, as philosophers sometimes
say) it certainly does neeento have an owner — a prima facie indication timbeing aware of
one's mental states, one is not awarenaselfundergoing those mental states. Secondly, some
philosophers (and Lichtenberg among them) haveapg@do the fact that the contents of self-
awareness are subjectless to explain what is wraethgDescartes'sogito ergo sunargument: it is
because one is not aware of oneself undergoingthtsat conscious state that, contrary to what
Descartes thought, “mere consciousness of a carsstate does not on its own warrant a belief in
the existence of the subject of the consciousstétonssack 2006, 228). If the contents of self-
awareness were not subjectless, those of us whi it Descartes committed a fallacy when he
claimed to have proved his own existence ‘fromatimechair’ would have to find some alternative
reason of why his argument failed (and it is difitdo see what that reason might be). Finally, it
has been argued that if the contents of self-avessewere not subjectless, judgments formed on the

basis of self-awareness would also not be subgectieut, as Wittgenstein pointed out in a famous

2 What we have in these two passages is not the thiairsubjects do not exist (i.e. that they mustlbainated from
our ontology). It's just the view that subjectsnid enter the facts that one is aware of in beimgra of one's
mental life (i.e. that subjects must be elimindtedn the contents of self-awareness).
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passage of thBlue Bookjudgments formed on the basis of self-awarenessaat vulnerable to all
the errors that non-subjectless judgments are vaitheto — in particular, they seem to be immune
to error through misidentificatiofi.If the contents of self-awareness were not suleestthis
unusual immunity would call for explanation. Notisthe contents of self-awareness are
subjectless.

The second compelling thesis about the conterggléfiwareness is that, whether or not
they are subjectless, they must somehow concersuthject who is self-aware, as opposed to any
other subject. In effect, more than a substantiesis about the contents of self-awareness, this is
an analytic truth, following from how self-awaresdsas been characterized: if self-awareness is
awareness afne'smental life, how could the contents of self-awasnfail to concern the subject
who is self-aware, as opposed to anyone else? ldald the contents of self-awareness be
impersonal(i.e. not dedicated to the properties of a sisglgiect), if they are to be contentsseff
awareness?

Now, it's easy to see why, if MVM is correct, theottheses I've outlined are in tension with
one another. For MVM does not draw any distincbhetween mental facts (i.e. facts involving the
ascription of mental states) amdnTAL facts (i.e. facts involving the ascriptionéNTAL stated.

So, if MVM is correct and the contents of self-agragss are subjectless, there's simply no
alternative to construing them as subjectless rhéats. But subjectless mental facts are perfectly
impersonal: for example, the subjectless mentaltfat there is a headacHer, a la Lichtenberg,
that it is headachingdoes not concern me or you or anyone else incpéat — it obtains whenever
someone has a headache, no matterhe or she is. So we are stuck with the followilgmdma:
either the contents of self-awareness are not sildgs or they are impersonal. If they are
impersonal, it's no longer clear in what sense #reycontents of self-awareness. If they are not
subjectless, all the evidence that they are muskpkined away one way or another.

| do not want to suggest that defenders of MVM cdnwork their way out of this
predicament. All | want to say is that this predieat can bavoidedif one adopts SVM. Instead of
saying that the contents of self-awareness arecidgs mental facts (e.g. the fdwt there is a
headachg defenders of SVM can say that they are subjgstlenTaL facts (e.g. the fadhat there
iS aHEADACHE). SubjectlessiENTAL facts are not impersonal: from the point of viewaal subject
S, any subjectlesgenTAL fact obtains when and only S is in the correspansienTAL StatesSo by
construing the contents of self-awareness as siggereNTAL facts we can have our cake and it
eat too: we can maintain that it itasr mental life that self-awareness gives us accedsitave

¥ Recent years have witnessed an increasing intertsis phenomenon. See, for instance, ProsseRagdnati
(2012).
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can also do justice to Hume's and Lichtenberg'si@menological insight that through self-
awareness “we know only the existence of our semsgtrepresentations and thoughts”. This now
also puts us in a position to explain what wronthvdescartes'sogito ergo sunargument, while
pre-empting any questions concerning the immumoitgrtor through misidentification of mental

self-ascriptions.

4.3. Experiential knowledge

The third and last problem | want to discuss isptablem of experiential knowledge. Here
by 'experiential knowledge' | mean knowledge ofexigntial facts. And by 'experiential' facts |
mean facts concerning what it is like to undergs t¢in that experience. Once again, the problem
arises from the conflict between two theses, bbthtach look prima facie compelling.

The first thesis is that, if a fact is objectiveeccan in principle share one's knowledge of
that fact with other subjects. For example, suppdés®w that the fridge is emptAnd suppose it is
objectively true that the fridge is empty. Thenrtheeems to be no reason why one should not be
able to come to know that the fridge is empty dying on my testimony. After all, an objective
fact is a fact that obtains from every point ofwiénd if a fact obtains from all points of viewif-
it is thereaccording taanyway the world manifests itself amyone- what kind of 'barrier' could
possibly prevent one from transmitting one's knalgkeof that fact to others? There may be some
provisos: we should probably require that the rieais of testimonial knowledge be well-disposed
to know and possess the relevant intellectual ¢apscAnd there may be some exceptions: for
every p that is objectively true and actually unkndoy S, the facthat p and S doesn't know that p
Is 'structurally unknowable' (and, a fortiori, Etismissible) to S, its objectivity notwithstanding.
But the qualifications do not invalidate the geheranciple. And the exceptions seem to be
exceptions that prove the rule: where there isabivjty, there is certainly a strong presumption in
favour of transmissibility.

The second thesis from which the problem of expéiaeknowledge arises is that
experiential knowledge does not seem to be trarsdplesthrough testimony: in some important
sense, we cannot share experiential knowledgeatlitdr subjects. To illustrate, consider a
particular kind of experiential knowledge, knowledgf what it is like to see red. While many of us
possess this kind of knowledge, we would not be &bkhare it with just any other individual. In
particular, we would not be able to share it wittbagenitally blind person or (to use an example

made famous by Frank Jackson (1982)) with a sstewtio had spent all of her life in a black-and-
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white room, reading black-and-white bodk#énd this is not just because we do not have enough
words to express to others what it is like to sgk(although that may also be true). Nor is it
because the individuals in question are not walpdsed to know or are intellectually impaired in
ways that thwart their acquisition of testimoniabkvledge (they may happen to have other kinds of
physiological impairments that prevent them froraihg ‘first-hand' knowledge, but that is,
arguably, not the point). It is rather because ggpgal knowledge is essentially ‘firstpersongatiu

can only attain it by yourself, abandoning (if yoan) the condition of inexperience you find
yourself in. As Leibniz puts it:

We cannot explain what red is to a blind man, rarwe make such things clear to others except by
leading them into the presence of the thing andimgathem smell, see or taste the same thing we
do, or, at the very least, by reminding them of sqrast perception that is similar. (Leibniz 1989,
24)

It is obvious why, if MVM is true, the two theségd outlined — that objective knowledge is
in general transmissible and that experiential Kedge is not — call for some reconciliatory work.
Unlike SVM, MVM does not recognize the existenceny subjective fact. So if MVM is correct
and there is such a thing as experiential knowledigannot but be knowledge of objective facts of
some sort. The problem then arises of explaining whlike objective knowledge in general,
experiential knowledge cannot be transmitted thihaggtimony. Some will say that it's because
experiential knowledge requires a special kindhofjiaintance’ with experiential properties — a
kind of acquaintance that cannot be easily passdtbm one subject to anoth&iOthers will say
that it's because experiential knowledge requlrepbssession of certain exquisitely experiential
(or 'phenomenal’) concepts — concepts that carsekpressed linguistically nor possessed
deferentially®*® Another strategy would be to downplay the problnpointing out that there are
other objective domains (e.g. aesthetics) whenrg 'direct’ or ‘first-hand' evidence is conducive to
knowledge®” But one might also solve the problem at the rgodénying that experiential

knowledge exists at all or is factual in natures(ie what advocates of the so-called 'ability

% Frank Jackson wanted his thought-experiment to shatexperiential knowledge cannot be derived fpdysical

knowledge (not even of the most detailed and cora@ert). But | agree with Lewis that the key ititi concerns
the impossibility to transmit experiential knowledm the inexperienced, not the impossibility to\deit from our
knowledge of physics: “Our intuitive starting poimésn’t just thaphysicdessons couldn’t help the inexperienced
to know what it’s like. It was thdessonsouldn’t help.”(Lewis 1990, 482).

% See Conee (1994).

% See, for instance, Chalmers (2003) and Hellie (200dr a critique of the idea of a phenomenal cphcsee Ball

(2009).

It was Kant who famously argued that aesthetic kadge cannot be based on testimonial evidence: &ppeoval

of others affords no valid proof, available for fhdging of beauty” (Kant 2007, 114).

37
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hypothesis' have arguet).

This is not the place for a detailed examinatiothese strategies — | am not interested in
arguing that they fail to deliver what they prom@sehat they introduce unnecessary complications
in the epistemology of mental facts. All | wants@ay is that, if one adopts SVM, one will find these
strategiesuperfluousFor SVM is already committed to there being fact®se knowledge cannot
be transmitted to others, and already has a stfaigfard explanation of their intransmissibility —
an explanation that appeals to the subjective eatlithe facts in question.

To illustrate, consider my knowledge of the fiwt | have aieabacHE According to SVM,
there is just one point of view from which thattfabtains, namely the firstpersonal point of view
(recall: from any point of view other than the figersonal one, | have n@&NTAL states). Given that
one can only know a certain proposition when tmappsition is true from one's point of viéWit
follows that no subject other than myself can kribat | have aieapacHE(he or she may know
that | have a headachendthat otherpersonally | haveEADACHE but that's a different matter). So
| cannot share my knowledge of the fHwt | have atieEabAcHEWIth other subjects — the reason
being, quite simply, that | am the only subjecthiravhose point of view it is a fact that that | have
HEADACHE. One could say that the glowing sidenof mental life is something of whidham
destined to be the only witness (more or lesseérstime way in which, according to some versions
of Temporaneism, the eventtbis instant being present can be witnessed hyoug but has never
been witnessed by anyone in the past and will negevitnessed by anyone again in the future).

Advocates of SVM can treat experiential knowledgguat another instance of this general
phenomenon, which they regard as integral to ting wature of the mental. They can say that
experiential knowledge cannot be shared with otfarthe simple reason that, contrary to what has
traditionally been assumed, experiential factssatgective rather than objective. On the resulting
account, when you and | know what it is like to ss# we know something which is not true (and,
therefore, is not there to lkeown) from the point of view of a congenitally blindnsen or of
someone like Frank Jackson's Mary. Now, of cowgsbjectivists face — just as much as anyone
else in this debate — the daunting task of expigimvhat it is that you and | know when we both
know what it is like to see red. But, whatever tlagiswer is going to be, it's not going to requise
to postulate the existence of 'phenomenal concepéexotic 'acquaintance’ relations or unprincipled
restrictions on the validity of testimonial eviden©nce it is recognized that reality is only
subjectively the way it is — that certain truthed@ot beruthsfrom every point of view — the
problem of experiential knowledge ceases to reqgpeeial treatment.

% See Lewis (1990) and Nemirow (1990).
% This is the thesis | called “Relative Factivity’tae end of § 3.
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5. Conclusions

There is a long tradition of thinking that, whicleeway reality is, it must be objectively
that way. The idea is that there may be subjegtiihow we apprehend or evaluate reality, but not
in how reality is in and of itself — subjectivityay affect our perceptions and opinions, but it $ymp
does not run as deep as to shapdabis

What I've been trying to show in this paper is thare might be good reasons to revisit that
tradition. There is nothing intrinsically incohetem the notion of a subjective fact. And the
particular version of Subjectivism | have put fordihas three important advantages. The first is
that it accords well with certain deep-seated tidns that each of us has about his or her owreplac
in reality. The second is that, by locating thersewf metaphysical subjectivity in the nature of
mental states, it is better placed than other ¥essof Subjectivism to cope with the challenges$ tha
every such theory faces. The third is that it haldsthe promise of solving (or dissolving) certain
philosophical puzzles that the objectivist conaaptf the mental is saddled with. None of this
proves Subjectivism or the Subjectivist View of tental to be right. But it does seem to me more
than enough to show them worthy of serious conatasr.*
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