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Overview of the Chapters

One common use of the notions of objectivity and subjectivity isto demarcate
kinds of judgment (or thought or belief). On such a usage, prototypically objective
judgments concern matters of empirica and mathematica fact such as the moon has no
atmosphere and two and two are four. In contrast, prototypicaly subjective judgments
concern matters of value and preference such as Mozart is better than Bach and anchovy
ice creamis disgusting. In chapter 1, | examine various theoretica proposasfor how to
account for the objectivity and subjectivity of judgments. Thetheory | argue for—a
correspondence theory of objectivity—explicates the objectivity/subjectivity of a
judgment in terms of the mind-independence/mind- dependence of the properties picked
out by the predicates in the judgment. Among the proposasthat | argue againgt are the
suggestions that the objectivity of ajudgment requires that the judgment is agreed upon
(the consensus theory) or that the judgment not have indexica condtituents (the indexica

theory).

Centra to my arguments in this chapter is the question of what the bearers of the
properties of subjectivity and objectivity are. | consder three candidates. Thefirst holds
that entire judgments are the bearers of objectivity or subjectivity. The second and third
candidates hold that the bearers are the conceptua congtituents of judgments, thet is,

conceptua equivaents of genera and singular terms respectively. | argue for the view
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that genera (predicative) concepts (construed as menta representations) are the ultimate
bearers of objectivity and subjectivity. | then argue that thisresult is best explained by a
correspondence theory, for indexica theories locate objectivity and subjectivity a
sngular term congtituents of judgment and consensus theories treat entire judgments as

the bearers of objectivity and subjectivity.

In chapter 2 1 turn to further develop the correspondence theory of objectivity
againg a backdrop of naturalized accounts of mentd representation. Using examples
drawn from cognitive scientific research on visua object recognition, navigation, and
mental imagery, | develop anotion of subjectivity modeled on the point-of-view or
perspective embodied in imagigtic representations. To see how pictoria representations
embody a point of view consider two photographs of the same object taken from two
different angles. Compare, for example, two photographs taken of a person’sface: The
first may be head-on, the other may show the head in profile. The camerathat produced
the photos occupied two different points of view with respect to the person'shead. The
different positions and orientations of the camera condtitute the points of view of the
camerawith respect to the subject. The representationa contents of the photographs
produced include content about these points of view. We can tell by looking at the
photographs whether the camerawas in front of or to the side of the person’sface. | offer
that the distinction between subjective and objective (egocentric and allocentric)
representations is a distinction between representations that have and representations that

lack thiskind of point of view. The essence of thiskind of point of view is a property of
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mental representations that include in their content the representing subject. Spelling this
out further yidds the following definitiors. A subject S has a subjective representation R
of X if and only if the representationd content of Rincludes rdations Sbearsto X. A
subject Shas an objective representation Rof X if and only if the representational content

of Rdoes not include rdationsthat S bearsto X.

In this chapter | also sketch away of understanding the objective/subjective
digtinction within naturaized accounts of representation that construe representationa
content as being determined by causal relations between representations and what they
represent. | show how the above definitions may be spelled out within a framework that
explans R srepresenting X interms of R's having the function of carrying information
about X. | show how these kinds of approaches fit with the correspondence theory by
discussing casesin which what is represented exists independently (or dependently) of

the representing subject.

In chapter 3 | take up the topic of the subjectivity of conscious experience.
Centra to my discusson is the infamous Nagd- Jackson * knowledge argument’ and the
indexica theory of subjectivity that has grown largely as aresponsetoit. | show how the
correspondence account is able to deal with the consderations raised by the knowledge

argument without faling prey to problemsthat befall indexical theories.



The gigt of the knowledge argument is as follows. A person that has never had
any experiences as of seeing ared thing may nonethel ess have exhaudtive knowledge of
the physicd goings on in the nervous system of an individud seeing red. Such a
knowledgesble person may know al the physica facts about seeing red without having a
red experience. But suppose this knowledgesble individua wasto findly have ared
experience. Many find it intuitive to suppose that such an individua would learn
something new, namdy, they would learn what it is like to see red. Anti-physicdigtic
conclusions are supposed to follow on the supposition that learning what it islike to see
red involves learning some new fact. Prior to having the experience, the subject knew al
the physcd facts; thusin learning anew fact after having ared experience, the subject
learns a non-physical fact. Thus, dlegedly, physica facts do not exhaugt al the facts,
since they do not include certain facts about experience. Knowledge of physica facts

leaves out knowledge of subjective facts.

One kind of physicalist response to the knowledge argument has been to grant
that something new (and subjective) is learned, while giving a physcdigtic account of
what subjectivity amountsto. Foremost among such responsesis the indexical response
due to philosophers such as Lycan (1987, 1996) Tye (1995) and Rey (1997). To take one
ingtance as representative: Lycan’s account of subjectivity isasfollows. Experiences are
representations. My visud experience of my blue coffee mug is a menta representation
of the mug as being blue. When | introgpect my experience, | form a second-order

representation of the first-order representation of the coffee mug. Other people may form
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gyntacticaly smilar second-order representations, but those representations will be about
their firs-order Sates, not mine. The crucid anaogy here isto the use of indexicasin
gpeech. When | say “my leg hurts’ | amreferring to my leg, and only | can refer to my
leg by usng that utterance. Y ou may use a syntacticaly, morphologicaly, and
phonologicaly smilar congruction: you may utter the words “my leg hurts’, but in doing
30, you would be representing your leg, not mine. Analogoudy, only | can represent my
firg-order sates by the introgpective gpplication of self-referentid indexica concepts.

And this, according to Lycan, isthe ultimate explication of subjectivity.

One pressing problem for the indexical account is whether the
indexica/nonindexica digtinction can be accounted for in naturdigtic, yet done
neuroscientific, terms. A prevaent characterization of indexicdity isthat it arises when
the content of a representation depends on context. Many naturdistic accounts of
representation are externdig, in that they favor aview of content whereby a
representation has its content in virtue of certain relations it bears to environmental sates.
If the representation bore different relations to different environmenta dates, then it
would have different content. The problem isthat such an externdist account of
representation makes al representation look indexicd, thus there is no
indexica/nonindexica digtinction with which to recondruct a subjective/objective
digtinction. | propose to circumvent this and other problems by showing how the
correspondence theory is able to handle the considerations raised by the knowledge

argument at least aswell asindexica theories of subjectivity.
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In chapter 4 | examine savera ways in which the topic of spatia representation
bears on the offered account of objectivity/subjectivity. Thereisalong tradition of
discerning deep connections between the notions of space, objectivity and subjectivity.
Much of the importance of the this chapter isto reevauate the dleged connections. |
address arguments due to Peter Strawson and Gareth Evans that space is a necessary
requirement for objectivity. | find their alguments wanting and argue instead that on

severd interpretations of thelr thess, itisfdse

Though my project is largely concerned with metaphysica as opposed to
epistemologica questions (“Aredl Xsaso Ys?' as opposed to “How do you know al Xs
aredso Ys?’) | do not wish to remain slert on episemologica questions. | turn to such
questions in chapter 5. | address the question of how one comes to know whether
something is objective or subjective. The answer to this question is given by way of
showing how the correspondence theory accounts for the traditiona association of the
objective with the public and the subjective with the private. This account grows directly

out of my explication of metaphysica objectivity and subjectivity.
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