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Part One

Objects


Introduction: Do You See What I See?*

What is that thing a boy, a young man, and a monkey are intently looking at in El Greco’s painting An Allegory (Figure 1)? It is something fiery from which the boy is trying to light a candle, by which all three faces are lit up. It is also the target of their joint attention. It is a thing, an object. One of the Sanskrit words for object “artha”—which happens to mean money too—is also the word for purpose and meaning. Even the English word “object” retains a connection with the concept of an end or purpose: the objective, as it is sometimes called. But meanings or purposes are never self-standing independent entities. They are always meanings of something or someone. A purpose or intended object is always someone’s goal, intended by someone. Without someone consciously looking or aiming at it, it is not an object. Yet, an object, as we all understand it to be, has an opposite pull toward being a stand-alone independent thing, something which does not need anyone to look or aim at it for it to exist. If one is a realist about objects, taking external physical things that many of us perceive directly to be independent of our perceptions, then, this book argues, one is logically committed to being a realist about subjects, selves as enduring substances owning mental states. Buddhist or Humean phenomenalists, insofar as they embrace reductive anti-realism about persistent selves, thus, get logically committed to anti-realism about physical objects: ending up denying anything “permanent in perception” (to use the language of Kant’s Refutation of Idealism)1. Similarly, if one is a realist about objects and subjects, one would be logically committed to realism about some universals or repeatable properties out there. A persistent self, over and above fleeting mental states which it owns, secures one kind of unity; and without that unity of a subject of experience, there is no objectivity of the object of experience which demands another kind of unity across different sensory modes of perception. With interconnected realisms about the self and the external object of perception in place, the chocolate candy my eyes see, my tongue and hands can claim to taste and touch, and you and I can correctly claim to touch the same thing on separate occasions. But universals such as tigerness and lotushood secure another kind of unity or property-identity across all the particular beasts we see as tigers, and all those flowers blooming in the water we call “lotus,” arguably independently of the usage of the words for tigers and lotuses in any particular language. Besides such linking claims connecting metaphysical positions one can occupy in perennial debates concerning the world, the self, other selves, and common features that form natural kinds, this monograph also deals with classical Indian and modern Western refutations of idealism, the question of definition of truth and the status of truths unknown to anyone, and with the possibility or impossibility of non-conceptual perception and our knowledge of our own minds and of other minds.

[image: ]

Figure 1 El Greco—An Allegory with a Boy Lighting a Candle in the Company of an Ape and a Fool (Fábula). The Picture Art Collection/Alamy Stock Photo.

The three parts of the book are divided according to the three basic concepts presupposed by the simple question: “Do you see what I see?” which one asks in order to check if one is seeing right. One does not need any special training in philosophy to understand that this question involves the concepts of an object, of myself, and of other subjects of experience. The reason why the concepts of objects, the self, and other selves deserve a fresh set of inquiry, even if my positive agenda of motivating interlinked realisms concerning them faces insuperable difficulties, is that each of these concepts comes already wrapped up in some cross-culturally shared sense of puzzlement.

Objects are of experience but not constituted by experience. They are mind-independent yet mind-intended things. The Sanskrit concepts of “artha” and “viṣaya” both bear the marks of this dual pull. In analyzing the concept of a material object (rūpa), an ancient Buddhist text (The Path of Purification2) states that the object of visual sensation puts up a resistance to (“objects to?”) the eyes while coming within the range (gocara) of the eyes.3 It claims to be both outside and given inside the content of perception. The object has to fit a cognition, but cannot be tucked inside the cognition in such a way as to be reduced to just an aspect of the cognition.

Besides this puzzle, there are other conceptual tussles at the heart of the concept of an object. Swarms of objects—including our own and non-human living bodies—constitute a common world in space and time that many of us at widely different moments and from widely different places can all be part of and observe. The world of events and processes that we suffer, enjoy, or simply undergo in which those objects participate gives rise to other puzzles of relation and constitution of facts and happenings. Then there are puzzles regarding objects and their properties permitting us to correctly or incorrectly arrange them into true and false propositions. Are we to regard those propositions as a distinct class of objects bearing truth-values as their properties? Such are the puzzles that the concept of an object comes wrapped up in.

The concept of the self as a subject of experience and the bearer of self-conscious thoughts brings with it its own share of puzzles. The singular term “I” which picks out nothing and none other than myself, without changing its sense, seems also to pick out distinct particular persons, one at a time, as the utterer changes. And yet, without flouting Frege, we cannot let a singular term with a single sense pick out distinct particulars as referents. Distinct senses but same reference are possible, as in the case of “The author of War and Peace” and “Leo Tolstoy”; but single sense determining many distinct references is not allowable except in case of a predicate expression such as “is a flower.” (and even there the predicate refers to a single concept) Yet “ … am an I” is not a legitimate predicate expression, although one twentieth-century Indian philosopher ended up saying that “I” is a common noun like the word “unique”! While each of us can understand “I”-sentences uttered by others, the full cognitive significance, the token mode of presentation through which each of us refers to herself or himself, is not entirely sharable. The meaning/sense of “I” seems to be at the same time public and private.

Finally, whichever addressee—another person—we may call by the commonest pronoun “you” in the singular, she is a self but not myself yet the very concept of a “second self other than myself” seems to smell of a contradiction. Our deepest concept of the self comes with a natural pull toward singleness which draws some philosophers toward a non-dualism of the purely subjective: the questioning of all otherness or difference as illusory. Yet it makes no sense to say that inner mental states, person-predicates such as “angry,” “loves,” or “is not feeling any pain” are only applicable to the single subject which is me, the speaker/writer of this token word “I.” One cannot forget Strawson’s mantra: “If only mine, then not even mine” which contraposed means that mental states are self-ascribable only if they are other-ascribable. Thus begins the puzzles surrounding the concept of a second person or other subjects.

Both in ancient Indian thought and in seventeenth-century and early twenty-first-century English thought, the concept of God has been invoked as a shock-absorber for these puzzles regarding objects, selves, and other selves. If we have to have the fundamental realist conception of how objects are in themselves, quite independently of how humans or birds or bats or worms find them to be, and yet preserve the connection between objectivity and availability to some (all-inclusive) perspective of a consciousness, then there must exist one Super-Consciousness, knownness to which constitutes objective reality and truth. But can an omniscient timeless spaceless consciousness have any perspective at all? Such a highly contentious claim about how God sees it all, if it could be defended, would connect all the above realisms with realism about God, at once taken to be the source of all objects, subjects, and other subjects. This transcendent yet immanent, bodiless yet personal, Thou, who may turn out to be identical with the soul, as it were, of the universe, generates its own puzzles. However riddled with contradictions this concept of God may seem, our examination of the interlinked realisms cannot afford to ignore Michael Dummett’s claim that “the price of denying that God exists is to relinquish the idea that there is such a thing as how reality is in itself” (Dummett 2010, p. 44).4

Before we plunge into the actual battlefield of arguments back and forth between realists and anti-realists about physical objects, persons, and universal properties, let us examine perhaps the most general of all concepts that we use to make sense of the world and ourselves. This is the concept of “a thing.” Let us see in how many distinct ways we can access the concept of “a thing,” the blandest synonym of “an object.”

An object is something, over which we can existentially quantify—it is what is denoted by a singular term. The most basic notion of an object, thus, makes it the semantic correlate of a singular, definitely identifying substantival linguistic expression—something P. F. Strawson would like to call a “basic particular.”5 To put it in only apparently paradoxical terms, whatever it is that a logical subject-term of a singular statement stands for is an object.

Then, in its most common use, a thing is a material body occupying a location in space with a more or less clear boundary. (But what about clouds? Rainbows? Shadows? Reflections in the mirror?) Such natural physical substances as a rock, a tree, a fruit, and such manmade artifacts as a table, a cell phone, a pencil-sharpener are all things. Second, a thing is the target of intentional attitude or awareness, and a common object of many people’s perceptions or thoughts, something demonstrated as a “this” or “that.” Even if what is pointed at with a deictic pronoun is an event or process, it can be loosely called “a thing.” Third, in old German or English, (a Ding or thing) it is a meeting of different people, a cluster of human beings, a crowd. Fourth, it is a topic or subject of controversy, although it feels odd to say that an object is a subject-matter (is there a tension within this phrase “subject-matter” or is the tension all within the term “subject”?). Fifth, a thing is a personal style which is a distinguishing signature of an individual. For example: “It is Donald Trump’s thing to repeat a word such as ‘tremendous’ or ‘disaster.’” Sixth, a thing is something that exists (or existed) independently of our perception, knowledge, or thought. This sixth sense will occupy us in much of the first part of this monograph. Seventh, a thing is an object re-identifiable across different times, different perceivers, different sensory modalities of perception, and so on: a diachronically same-staying focus of interpersonal attention.

When we think of a thing, more narrowly, as an object, we find seven more negative criteria of what a thing/object is not. First, an object is not a thinking, feeling, and experiencing subject. I am not a thing, and I should not treat you or another person as a thing/object. A thing/object is usually not a predicated property, but a particular substance which is made the subject of a judgment. This criterion goes back to the “topic” sense of the fourth positive criterion: it is that about which we make a statement or judgment, not the predicate. A thing/object is not a concept, which harks back to Frege’s classic object (Gegenstand) versus concept (Begriff) distinction. A thing/object by itself is not a fact or what-is-the-case. (Could the object itself be a proposition? Could the proposition that Trump is psychologically unstable itself be the object of our consideration or conjecture or denial or even knowledge?)

A thing may be material, but the amorphous stuff or uncountable mass out of which things may be made cannot be called “a thing,” just as the class of all dogs is not a dog. Thus, water or clay, iron or oxygen is matter but not a thing or object. A drop of water, a lump of clay, etc. can be an object/thing. An event or process is not a thing, although on certain occasions it can be spoken of as “a thing.” It hardly seems apt to describe the First World War or the 2011 Earthquake in Japan as an object. Finally, a relation is not a thing, but what may subsist between things. Treating a relation itself as an object/thing tends to lead to a notorious vicious regress. (But can there be abstract objects? Non-particular individuals? Are subjects one kind of objects? When I think of myself, do I turn myself into an object of thought? Some of these questions will be discussed in the book later on).

Perhaps, instead of “thing,” the concept of “reality” or “entity” should be taken to be the concept of the widest generality. It is surely more general than the concept of a substance or the concept of a particular. Everything that exists can be said to possess reality or be a real, or be an entity. But the concept of an object seems to be of even wider generality. Even an unreal, doubtfully real, or a non-existent thing is an object. The Cheshire Cat is one object, and Humpty Dumpty and Charlotte the altruistic spider are other objects, although how many unicorns there are may be an unanswerable question, each of them would have to count as a distinct object. According to some, the I, being a subject, is not an object—not because it does not exist or because its identity criterion is vague—but because it is never just an object of knowledge. Was that what the Buddha or Wittgenstein was getting at by proving that the I is not an entity in the world?

One way in which the concept of a thing, via the concept of our experience of a thing, leads to the concept of an experiencer or subject, is by the contrast between how a thing appears (in a certain lighting, from a certain distance, or through a certain medium or in a certain state of the mind and the body) and how it really is. There is no objectivity without the contrast between appearance and reality, and no appearance without someone to whom it appears.

When looking at a schematic line-drawing of a prism or cube, one seems to have a choice of thinking either that one is looking at those lines on paper, or that one is looking at how the lines come across to oneself, the appearance of those lines. But if appearances are mental, hence inner, then one should not be able to look at them—visually. Are mental states themselves objects? If they are directly accessible only to one single self, hence “logically private,” can they be objects?

In grammar, an object is the accusative of a verb—what is intended by the verb. An object is that which bears the fruit of the action. I throw the ball and the effect of throwing affects the ball which then changes location. That which changes location by the throwing is the thrown object. I eat a slice of bread and it gets depleted as an effect of the action (eating) of which it is the object. In the cognitive case, an action is an act of awareness. But does my knowing or perceiving then make a difference to the object?

Raising such perennial questions, broadly speaking, this book is going to be about the world, one’s own mind, and other minds, with forays into related fundamental questions of philosophy regarding truth, self, shadowy things, God, and absence. Apart from conceptual clarification and progress toward alternative solutions of substantial philosophical issues, these chapters demonstrate the advantages of doing philosophy in a cosmopolitan key, drawing equally from the wealth of arguments in Sanskrit, as well as Anglo-American and European sources, without slipping into woolly, difference-ignoring, “who-said-it first” sort of cultural comparisons. Its twenty-four chapters together give us a preview of future metaphysics, epistemology, and philosophy of mind without borders.

The chapters, beginning with an analysis of the concept of a thing, and ending with an analysis of the concepts of absence and nothing, together urge us—not so much to take sides in realism-versus-antirealism debates—but to excavate tunnels of interconnections between realisms with respect to different kinds of things.

 

 



*We begin by taking a plunge into the most basic concept of an object which is succinctly articulated in realist terms by K. C. Bhattacharya: “By ‘object’ is meant a content that is other than the consciousness of it” see his Studies in Kant, Chapter 1 (Bhattacharyya, K. C., Edited by Bhattacharyya, Gopinath. (1983). Studies in Philosophy (2nd rev. ed.). Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass)


1

I Touch What I Saw

Introduction: realism-links

The first realism-link I want to explore is between external-world realism and realism about the self. What I mean by realism about the self1 will become clear as soon as I restate my point in clearer terms. Both realisms derive support from the plain fact of perceptual re-identification of objects across times and senses. In the face of that fact, realism about a persistent substantial self would turn out to be inconsistent with anti-realism about external physical objects. This will be the major contention of this opening chapter.

The Berkeleyan view that there is an abiding ego undergoing subjective states but no material objects for these states to focus on will be proved inconsistent. Equally incoherent, I shall argue, is the Parfitian2 view that there are more or less persistent material objects plus experiences and thoughts about them but no stable owners of those states of consciousness. A reductive anti-realism about selves will logically commit us to a similar diffusion of material bodies into their secondary qualities, and of those, in turn, to subjective experiences and expectations. If we are afraid of such idealisms we should better not flirt with such “self”-lessness.

We are seemingly left with two alternatives: embrace dualism, that is, a full-fledged realism about substantial selves and material bodies, or adopt a radically reductive empiricism which yields nebulous aggregates of twilight qualities. Nyāya and Descartes took the first option. Buddhists and William James went for the second. Perhaps there are other more drastic revisionary alternative positions. The views I consider all accept the reality of thoughts or experiences—the common middle ground uncontroversial across the board for a dualist, idealist, no-soul-ist, radical empiricist, or even Lichtenberg3. Of course, one could deny even that, as fictionalism about consciousness does, and just consider matter to be real. In this chapter I cannot argue in detail against all eliminative or reductive views. But I don’t want to end up in a Jaina vein with a disjunctive metaphysics.4 It will be clear that the common-sense realistic package is more to my taste. I should like to argue that the picture of us as ownerless objectless rivers of consciousness fails to account for re-identificatory experience. By eventually fudging the distinction between one person and another, such reductionism blurs the private-public and the subjective-objective divides. This results in the unintelligibility of linguistic communication. Plain facts evaporate; licenses to make one’s own world are issued; and supposed world-makers themselves continue dividing, merging, re-emerging, and partially surviving. To the extent that we conceive of ourselves that way, cares would lessen, no doubt, but so would caring. Maybe this entails liberation from egoism. But whose liberation will it be anyway?

The method: good old Nyāya wine in a Fregean bottle

To build up my case, I shall consider realist arguments from both classical Indian and modern Western sources. Udayana—the eleventh-century precursor of the Indian “New Logic” (Navya-Nyāya)—saw the connection among realisms about physical objects, selves, and universals. He defended all three against the Buddhist reductionists who deemed all three to be grammatical fictions.5 Frege, the father of contemporary analytic philosophy, felt the need to establish the self as a bearer of ideas in order to secure the objectivity of “thoughts” of which facts are a species.6

There are important differences between the Nyāya and the Fregean ontologies and concerns. But both seem to recognize the necessity and connectedness of subjective and objective unifiers of experience or, rather, the inter-dependent double need of mental states to be someone’s and of something. By attempting, in my own way, a defense of a rather dated dualism of real selves and real objects, I hope incidentally to re-explode the myth that all Eastern Philosophy is idealistic, monistic, and mystical. Post-Parfitian Western philosophy will also, I hope, have more to learn from the East than mere mindlessness.

Although I shall chiefly deal with the basic insights and arguments, ignoring history and hermeneutic, I hope the exercise will illustrate the point that the reality of a philosophical problem is proved by its re-identification across centuries and cultures. The mapping of perceptual states onto the person and the external environment raises problems that I saw in Gautama’s second-century aphorisms7 and can now touch again in Colin McGinn’s 1989 work on mental contents (which, however, upholds a different view of persons and objects).8

The Ego and the It

I will argue for the truth of a bi-conditional: Selves over and above experiences are real if and only if objects over and above experiences are real.

In this section I shall try to prove the “if” part of this claim: If we are realists about the external world, then we have to introduce substantial egos into our ontology. Now, to be a realist about material objects, let’s say an apple, is at least to uphold the following two strict distinctions and two strict identities:

(A)  The apple is distinct from just an experience or idea of an apple.

(B)  The apple is distinct from just its red color, smooth texture, and sweet taste, and also from just a series or set of these qualities.

(C)  The apple that I now touch (or bite or smell) is the same as the apple that I saw a while ago.

(D)  The apple that I see is the same as the apple that you see.

We can tease out the existence of a self straightaway from A—the first distinction—because it implies the reality of both the items distinguished, viz., the apple and some experience of it. And experience cannot exist without an experiencer. The asymmetric individuation-dependence of experiences on relatively permanent subjects or owners of experience can be brought out at four different levels, viz., linguistic, epistemological, metaphysical, and conceptual.

Linguistically, talk of perceptions presupposes prior reference to perceivers.

Epistemologically, no sensations are knowable directly or indirectly without some sort of knowledge of the person who senses.

Metaphysically, it seems ontically essential to a sensory state that it be unshareably borne by a conscious individual (like a dent needs a dentable surface).

Conceptually, we cannot conceive of a token experience without having the concept of a bearer of that experience.

Notice that this fourfold identifiability-dependence is one-way on all accounts. For instance, take the epistemological dependence of mental states on the self. It might seem that conversely even a self cannot be known in isolation from a mental state. But a self’s individuation-dependence is not on any particular token-experience but at most on some experience or other, whereas a particular token experience, if it has to be known, has to be known along with that particular subject to which alone it can be ascribed and not with some subject or other.

Some Buddhists insisted that the so-called self can be reduced9 to the individual mental qualities with which it is constantly co-cognized. Whenever I encounter a green leaf, I am invariably acquainted also with my visual sensation of a green leaf. I cannot sense a hot cup of tea without being aware of my feeling of hotness. A mental/cognitive quality seems to be always co-accessed along with any object that I am aware of. But even if symmetric constant co-cognizability proved identity, one-sided knowability-dependence surely does not. To use Udayana’s counter-example, a dark color cannot but be perceived along with some bright color (e.g., of sun rays or of light in general) yet they are quite distinct, because the bright color can be seen without the dark.

Could it be that although a single passing thought is not the thinker, a seamless series of experiences assumes that title of “self”? In order to be compatible with a realist view of objects as factorized above, such a series must be better integrated than a mere bundle of visual, tactile, olfactory, and similar sensations. The temperature cannot be an object of visual sensation and the color can never be an object of tactile sensation (except in special situations like synesthesia when it is assisted by memory of the very sort of trans-sensuous re-encounter which we are trying to explain). How then can the identity C—between what is seen and what is touched—be maintained? The ruling that all such claims of re-encountering the same object across times and senses are uniformly illusory will not do. Who commits the mistake? Can a visual experience imagine that it touched a cold surface? We cannot even credit the pair of sensations with the unitary conception of what it is for one object to have both color and temperature. The Jamesean picture of one thought dying away and the replacing thought finding it “warm” and greeting it as “mine” suffers from a number of conceptual flaws.10 Would such unowned thoughts which “appropriated” the predecessors only in a rhetorical sense of “possessing” ever be able to form the notion of mind-independent objects bearing properties accessible to different senses? We shall come back to this question in a moment. Let us pause here and look harder into this notion of owning an experience.

While explicating the Buddha’s doctrine of no-soul, Vasubandhu faces the same problem:

How is this locution “Caitra remembers” possible? If there is no self whose is this memory? Why is the possessive case used here (“whose”)? To express the relation of ownership, just as in “This is Caitra’s cow.” How is he the owner of the cow? Because the employment of the cow in carrying loads or milking etc. is under his control.

Towards what end is a memory supposed to be employed so that we are looking for its owner? Of course, towards the object remembered … But how exactly is the recollection to be “employed”? Is it by production or by movement? Since memory is incapable of movement it must be through production. So we conclude that the producer or the cause is the so-called owner and the effect produced is the owned possession.

… Hence whatever is the cause of memory is the owner of the memory.

Add to this the Buddhist11 notion of a cause as a perishing predecessor, and you get the thesis that any immediate predecessor of a mental state is its owner. This version of the Stream-Conception is, in a way, directly opposed to the Jamesean version which holds that the successor thought calls its dying ancestor “mine” and “appropriates” it.12 However, both doctrines are equally counter-intuitive. Strangely enough, upon one prevalent version of Buddhist epistemology, one aspect of the preceding mental state is also the object (the ālambana), the causal and intentional support of the succeeding mental state. So, here we seem to have a peculiar collapsing of the owner and the object of the cognitive state. That may not daunt the Buddhist idealist who professes the doctrine of reflexive self-awareness of individual perceptual states. But it is surely incompatible with realism about the object as spelt out by our initial fourfold list of distinctions and identities. Three of those claims (A, C, and D) entail the existence of mental states which need to be ascribed to something. C and D entail re-identification across times and senses which requires that the separate re-identifier endures in those times and runs across those sensations, because the sensations themselves do not, as it were, speak each other’s language in order to even ask the question, “Have you grasped the same item as I have?” Even a single experience has the ascriptive demand which is strengthened by the integrative and retentive demands of synchronic and diachronic syntheses of such experiences. These are all demands for the same subject or substance. Suppose we ignore these demands and diagnose this adjectival understanding of mental events as a deep-rooted linguistic prejudice. I hope to show that the revised notion of the self as a heap or stream of mental events will then be inconsistent with distinction B, between properties of physical objects and the objects exemplifying those properties. Nothing short of a substantial self is thus implied by that crucial constituent of realism about physical objects.

Suppose, at any single cross-section of time it is a heap of perceptual, conceptual, dispositional, and hedonic properties dependent upon each other and on correlated bodily and cerebral events; and over a period of time, it is just a stream of such aggregates maintaining some sort of continuity and insulation. Can we go ahead with such a set and series (rāśi-dhārā)13 notion of the self while retaining the notion of sweet red apples individuated in their environment?

If I am only a set of visual and gustatory sensations, what would the apple be for me? Since I shall not have the framework of predication or exemplification at my disposal (given that my self-knowledge is essentially additive), it will be at most a color plus taste or a color followed by a taste. But distinction B tells us that the apple is more than just a sum of its qualities. A bundle-self will look upon objects as similar bundles of properties severally accessible to its own members. Indeed, it is hardly intelligible how a “set-series” sort of self can even put together discrete sense-data as bundles. Temporal proximity will hardly do as a deciding factor. While looking at the ocean, one may smell a friend’s cigarette-smoke and touch a beach towel. The resulting bundle of contemporaneous visual, olfactory, and cutaneous sense-data will yield no recognizably single physical object. Even if by some fluke the last bit of a time-slice of a subject-series succeeds to tie up the appropriate bundle, can it ascribe all the sensible qualities (or even one of them) as properties belonging to an external substance? Under the assumption that the subject of experience really is a series of mental states, one could imagine two alternative pictures. The first picture goes like this: the stream-self originally feels its own states in feature-placing forms like “Here comes a feel,” “Now, there is a pinch of jealousy,” or “Here comes a wish,” rather than “I touch,” “I am jealous,” or “I wish.” But the same subject feels external sensations in predicative forms like “The apple is red,” “The water is cold,” or “A stone rolled off.” The second picture removes this incredible asymmetry. Both inner and outer experiences come through predicative judgments; yet, it insists, the subject-predicate model is mis-applied to the inner and correctly applied to the outer sensations. It should be obvious that both the pictures are equally bizarre. It is extremely arbitrary to hold that while the ascriptive model is never or never correctly applied to the inner realm, the additive model is never or never correctly applied to the outer. Experiences of the two realms come to us at the same time, often indistinguishably. Interpreting two aspects of them in two radically different styles leads to either false psychology or false metaphysics. Any such negation of a substantial person is thus incompatible with realism regarding objects. If there is an “It” beyond experiences and qualities, there must also be an “I” behind them.14

Finally, it can be shown that identity D of objects of two distinct owners of experience requires the existence of more than one self. Why can’t “you” and “I”—in that part of the realist’s claim—just mean rivers or clubs of unowned mental states? Now, rivers can branch off and clubs can exchange members or live intermittently. Such also are Parfitian persons.

But two such persons cannot talk of seeing the same physical object from unshareably distinct perspectives. Since such persons might have merged with one another and could have been teletransported or replicated at any point in their lives—sometimes sharing the same experiences and memories—checking against each other’s memory for any two of them will be as powerless against mistake as the same person’s remembering something twice (recall Wittgenstein’s analogy of buying two copies of the morning paper).15 So those many people whose ability to co-perceive the same object is part of the realist notion of the external world must be substantial selves rather than Parfitian16 persons. A single Parfitian person does not remain strictly the same over time. Hence, two of them would not be strictly distinct. The publicness criterion of objectivity of physical items requires being the common target of many strictly distinct centers of experience.

Backtracking: someone in here entails something out there

I have tried to argue that a realist conception of material objects over and above their properties and independent of our experience of them compels us to believe in the existence of substantial selves, in more ways than one. The other side of the biconditional remains to be established. I am going to argue that if we are realists about selves, we have to be realists about the external world. First, I will raise and answer one possible objection. Can one even coherently talk about realism about the self? Can the mind be claimed to be mind-independent? Isn’t that why no primary/secondary distinction has ever been drawn about the qualities of the mind? An object can be conceived to bear a quality, especially a primary quality without being recognized by anyone as having that quality.

There are two grounds for this objection. The first is a confusion between “mind” and “self.” The mind cannot be independent of the mind but the self can. This sounds like a howler to the Western philosopher because not only is the distinction between inner sense—the faculty of introspection (which Indian philosophers call manas and which popularly, but misleadingly, translates as mind17)—and the Ego or Self (which they call ātman) not made in the West (except, in a way, by Kant), but the notion of an objective self—a self which exists even during the gaps when it is not aware of itself—is nearly absent. The second ground for the objection is the widespread belief that mental states are self-intimating or rather necessarily recognized by the subject who bears them. The famous “knowledge implies knowledge of knowledge” thesis is a corollary of this.

But the Nyāya epistemologists rejected this doctrine of necessary self-awareness of all states of mind.18 The self’s normal stance is world-ward. Many of its own states may go unregistered if it does not pause to look within and perceive itself as undergoing claims of identity and distinction. Here are four principles concerning the reality of the self, more or less following Nyāya lines:

(E)  The subject which ascribes to itself a set of cognitive, conative and affective states at t1 and the one which ascribes to itself another completely different set of such states to itself at t2 are strictly the same substance, even if the mental states have radically different contents, if the latter can remember the contents of the former set of mental states from an “inside point of view” as having been its own. (Notice that such memory is a sufficient but not necessary condition of such identity across times.)

(F)   If a tactile sensation at a subsequent time t2 immediately arouses the perceptual judgment about a visual sensation at an antecedent time t1 remembered from inside—as both sensations of the same object—the subjects of these sensations must be the same.

(G)  This subject is distinct from any particular visual or tactile experience which inheres in it (it is surely not just the organic
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