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expression of what is non-literally conveyed by the previous definition—is that
perspective is the art of picturing objects in such a way as to show them as
they appear to us from where we are in space. (Our eyes are instruments necessary
for having objects visually appear to us and they are approximately where we
are—this is the basis of the metaphorical expression ‘as they [objects] appear to
the eye.’)

It might, finally, be objected that, as a matter of principle, anything that is
literally located in space must be physical. Therefore, either the experiments do
not determine where I am literally located in space, or I am, after all, something
physical. Anti-materialists, if they were forced to accept this purported dilemma,
would still be happy to embrace its first horn. But the objection flies straight
in the face of the fact that the experiments do seem to determine where I am
literally located in space, and the fact that at this location no physical entity
seems to be available that, with any plausibility, might be me. Clearly, one has
a choice here: either to stick to the above principle—considering it an a priori
premise— or to accept the conclusions which the phenomena, straightforwardly
interpreted, strongly suggest. I would advocate the latter—also because there are
other phenomena that point to strictly analogous (but not identical) conclusions.
These other phenomena are addressed in the next section.

2. WHERE IS THIS ITCH?

Experience is full of illusions. Some of them are actually constitutive of an
entire region of experience, of visual experience, say—for example, the all-
pervasive visual illusion that certain (actually separate) points coincide, of which
the illusion that the moon is a luminous disk that is as big as a silver dollar
(or smaller) is just one particular outcome. Pervasive illusions—and illusions
that result from pervasive illusions under particular circumstances—are not
normally taken notice of by us when we have grown up. Hardly anybody but
a child, I suppose, would be fascinated by the illusion that, between tracks seen
from a fast-moving train, there is a dirt-colored torrent that runs in opposite
direction to the train’s movement. But some illusions— non-visual ones—are
so extraordinary that one can never fail to notice them as long as one labors
under them: phantom itch, phantom pain. The designations ‘phantom itch’ and
‘phantom pain’ are somewhat amiss, since phantom itches and phantom pains
are real enough—and so are their locations: the person who has a phantom
itch or pain can tell (and point to) where the itch sits, or the pain. The only
thing phantom about phantom irch and phantom pain is this: where these
bodily sensations are, there is no human bodily part in which they are (but,
usually, jusc chin air), though there seems to be such a part as long as one does
not look or (try to) touch; this alone is what makes phantom itch and pain
illusions.
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Phantom itches and phantom pains only bring out in a particular striking
manner what holds true of all bodily sensations: Since they are where they are,
they cannot be physical entities, because, obviously, none of the physical entities
(that is, living tissue, cells, nerve-endings—or just molecules of nitrogen, oxygen,
and carbon dioxide) that are where the bodily sensations are can be identical with
them. (The analogy of this reasoning to the reasoning employed in section 1
should be evident.)

Bodily sensations are nonphysical entities; but, of course, they are not inde-
pendent of the body: without certain physical things going on in the brain of the
person who has them, they would not exist. This, however, should not foster the
idea that bodily sensations might be identified with those cerebral goings-on.
The former cannot be the latter, because the latter do not have the right location
for that. I do not have an itch in my brain, I have it in the middle of the palm
of my left hand. And I can make the itch go away by rubbing the palm of my
left hand. In this, I am fortunare; there is no such easily obtainable relief for the
person who experiences a phantom itch.

I and my itch—both nonphysical-—are depending for our nonphysical
existence on the body, specifically the brain. The difference between my itch and
me— besides the obvious difference (and its consequences in the given setting):
that the itch is an event and 1 a substance—is this: the location of my itch is
rather distant from its main causal source (the brain), while my own location is
rather near to it. Now, the reality of phantom itches suggests the metaphysical
possibility of phantom selves. Like a phantom itch, a phantom self would be real
enough-—and so would be its location: a phantom self would still see the world
(at a time) from where it is (at that time). The only thing phantom abour a
phantom self would be this: where this self is, there is no human bodily part 77
which it is (but, say, only thin air).

The ontological coherence of this idea is rather convincingly argued in
(Hart 1988). Moreover, if out-of-body experiences really occur—out-of-body
experiences in the strong sense, which are such that the person who undergoes
them sees (veridically sees) things that it could only have seen from a location,
say, a few meters away from her body (such experiences have been alleged by
near-death patients)—then the subject that has these experiences is certainly a
real (and not only a possible) phantom self as long as these experiences last.
Further, if the experiments described in Section 1 located me entirely outside of
my body, my everyday existence would be that of a phantom self (in the described
sense)—and this would be our common lot (since there is certainly nothing
special about me and what the experiments determine with regard to me).

As this last consideration shows, even a phantom self is not zpso facto a self that
is independent of the body—just as not even a phantom icch is 7pso facto an itch
that is independent of the body. As a matter of fact, phantom itches and phantom
pains—to the extent that their real occurrence is indisputable—depend for their
existence on a functioning brain. And the same is more than likely to be true of
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world (textual evidence for this is ample throughout Bennett and Hacker’s book,
but can be found especially in chapters 10 and 11).

But one will not be able to do without the assumption of thar inner world,
since behavioral criteria are neither sufficient nor necessary for perceptions,
pains, tickles, twinges, fears, and hopes, while the occurrence of certain subjective
experiential episodes is certainly at least necessary—that is, at least a conditio sine
qua non—for all of these things. And this is not an invention of Descartes, but a
mere matter of the semantics (‘the grammar’) of ordinary language. Let me make
this plain.

The mind of a solitary woman who lies motionless in the middle of a lowering
meadow, deep in the woods, on a sunny day is far from being empty. However,
of what is going on in her mind, only the tiniest fraction is shown in her face
or posture. She—Lady Jane—sees (the blinding light of the sun when her eyes
are open, a uniform redness when her eyes are closed); hears (the voices of the
birds and the sound of the gentle wind); smells (the fragrance of flowers and
crushed plants); tastes-and-feels (her own spittle); feels tactilely (the texture of the
leaves and stalks of grass and herbs pressing into her thinly clad backside); feels
bodily (the relative dryness of her mouth, the sun’s heat, the relieving instant
coolness from the evaporation of her sweat, when one of those light gusts of
wind goes over her body); feels bodily-emotively (a sharp sexual yearning for John
Thomas); recalls (details of her last being together with John Thomas); fears (that
someone might come by and see her who is not John Thomas); Aopes (that John
Thomas will come to her soon); thinks (fleetingly about what to tell Clifford,
later, when she returns home)—all of this, and much more, is manifestly going
on in her mind as she lies motionlessly. And she is still lying motionlessly, her
heart pounding in her ears, when, on hearing someone approach through the
grass, she feels the experiential kick of the adrenaline that is released into her
body: feels as if she is falling into herself, into a bottomless pit which exhales a
metallic tasting coolness.

This story is told in ordinary English—a story thar offers glimpses of a physical
environment and of a subjective mental life (of a ‘stream of consciousness’) in
contact with that environment. A description of behavior does not occur in that
story (except rudimentarily; there really is nothing properly behavioral there to
be described)—and yer every adult English-speaking reader (I trust) perfectly
understands the mental descriptions that occur in it, which descriptions refer
to complex inner episodes. They perfectly understand them because they have
had inner episodes similar to those described, or can easily imagine having
them.8

8 Further criticism of Wirttgenstein’s all too influential ideas on psychological language can be
found in Meixner (2004).
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4. A DEEP DIFFICULTY

Straightforward phenomena should not be denied. But perhaps the phenomena
are not as straightforward as they seem to be. If my visual experience is
nonphysical, it yet remains true that it is experience of physical entities. Physical
entities are, as one is wont to say, intentional objects of my (and everyone else’s)
visual experience. How can this be? Obviously, physical objects cannot literally
be parts of something that is nonphysical. But if this tree, for example, is not
literally a part of the visual experience in which it appears to me, how, then, am
I and, in a more direct way, my experience intentionally (in the philosophical
sense) related to it? There is a tempting answer to this question: the tree is not
literally a part of my experience, but a representation of the tree is; this is how I
am intentionally related to the tree.

From the days of John Locke (at least) to this day, philosophers and scientists
have succumbed to the temptation of representationalism, the only modification in
the course of time being that representationalism, following the profound change
in metaphysical taste during the last century, was adapted to the requirements of
materialism. In other words, a neuronal representation of the tree is nowadays
held to be a literal part of a certain brain-process, and it is supposed that my
seeing the tree—my being in this way intentionally related to it——consists in
that tree-representation being a part of this brain-process. But all that can be
legitimately held on the basis of the empirical data is this: a neuronal causal
trace of the tree—a firing-pattern of neurons—is, at the end of a long and
complicated causal chain, a literal part of a brain-process without the occurrence
of which 1 would not be seeing the tree.

As Edmund Husserl has repeatedly emphasized,® in visual experience we
are dealing directly with the visually experienced objects themselves, not with
representations of them. Note that we cannot (on pain of epistemological
absurdity) adopt the position that we are merely thinking that we are dealing
directly with the objects themselves, whereas in reality we are not doing so but
are dealing directly only with their representations; for if that were so, the route
to total skepticism regarding the physical world would be very short, since we
could never, as it were, get behind the screen of representations to check on their
veridicality. Representation in some sense—a causal sense, not in the sense of
semantic signification—must surely be involved in the causal mechanism that
makes visual intentionality possible; but it is not involved in the end-product,

9 A brief account of Husserl’s theory of intentionality, and a favorable comparison of ir with
modern representationalist conceptions (of Fred Dretske and others), can be found in Meixner
(2006a).
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it can be raken for granted that there is also a physical side of being and that every
entity is either physical or nonphysical. Materialists (or, to use the modern term,
physicalists), though they take themselves to be opposed to ‘dualism,” often do
not have a clear idea of what they take themselves to be opposed to. If it turned
out, on reflection, that they take their own position noz to be opposed to the
thesis that some existent mental entity is nonphysical, then one may well wonder
whether their position can properly (or honestly) be called ‘materialistic.’18

That psychophysical dualism consists in the indicated thesis does of course
not preclude that it can be enriched in all sorts of ways; one such enrichment
of psychophysical dualism is Cartesian dualism; another such enrichment is the
kind of psychophysical dualism that I have defended in this chapter on empirical
grounds. I call this dualism ‘empirical dualism.’

Both according to empirical dualism and Cartesian dualism, I am an existent
nonphysical mental substance (mental 1 am qua being a subject of experience).
And both according to empirical dualism and Cartesian dualism, my experiences
are existent nonphysical mental events (although, it must be noted, event-dualism
is not as explicit in Descartes’ work as substance-dualism; event-dualism can,
however, be rather effortlessly distilled from his main work, the Meditations).

Descartes is notorious for not according the status of (dualistically conceived)
mentality to other than human animals. Empirical data show, however, that he
was wrong in this: experience—which cannot be without a subject of experience,
which subject, in turn, is more than likely to function also a subject of action—is
widespread throughout the animal kingdom.?

Since the time Cartesian dualism made its appearance on the stage of the history
of philosophy, many have felt that psychophysical dualism is burdened with a
huge load of demands for explanation—a load so heavy that psychophysical
dualism can only sink under it. For this overly critical attitude, empirical
ignorance is in part responsible, and in part philosophical unfairness. Even
Descartes himself asserted that the body is very closely joined to the self
or soul—mibi valde arcte coniunctum est2® Knowing next to nothing about
psychophysical correlations, Descartes was, like everyone else for a long time to
come, not in a position to make good on this assertion. But it is true, nonetheless,
that body and soul, though distinct, are very closely joined, so closely as to form

18 The point just made is urged in Meixner (2005 and 2008a).

12 An evolutionary explanation of this is provided in Meixner (2006b) and in greater depth and
derail —embedded in a theory of decision makers—in Meixner (2004). Objections are answered in
Meixner (2008b).

20 See Meditations, V1: 9. It is worth mentioning that Descartes explicitly distances himself
from that ancient analogy—see Aristotle’s query in De anima, 11: 1|; Thomas Aquinas in S, c.
G, II: 57, connects the analogy doctrinally with Plato——which even to these days is thought to
be representative of substance-dualism: the-navigator-in-the-ship analogy. Descartes: ‘Docet etiam
natura, per istos sensus doloris, famis, sitis 8c., me non tantum adesse meo corpori ut nauta
adest navigio, sed illi arctissime esse conjunctum & quasi permixtum adeo ut unum quid cum illo
componam’ (Medirations, V1: 13; quoted from Descartes (1986)).
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a unified entity—still an unum quid (compare the quotation from Descartes in
footnote 20), though not the unity that the psychophysical unitarians assume
the human person to be (see below). And for the first time in human history
we are beginning to be able to show that Descartes’ assertion is true. With the
increasing amount of knowledge about psychophysical correlations, the feeling
that psychophysical dualism unduly separates the mental and the physical—to
the point that, absurdly, the two seem to have nothing whatever to do with each
other, that there seems to be an unbridgeable gulf between them—is bound
to diminish. Of course, this positive effect of increasing empirical knowledge
will only be felt by those who give dualism a chance to begin with, and do not
safeguard themselves against it by philosophical unfairness.

What is it, in particular, that I mean by ‘philosophical unfairness’ here?
It is philosophically unfair—and misguided—to demand explanations that
go beyond the indication of lawful correlations, and then to complain that
psychophysical dualism can’t provide such explanations, and then to urge that psy-
chophysical dualism must, therefore, be discarded. One might as well demand an
explanation of gravity that goes beyond the indication of the precise lawful correl-
ation between the masses of physical objects and their distance from each otheron
the one hand, and the gravitational force they exert on each other on the other. No
such explanation is forthcoming (the general theory of relativity does ot provide
it). Does this make it incumbent upon us to give up the idea that a physical object
and its gravitational field are distinct entities (insofar as they could, metaphysic-
ally (not nomologically), each exist, such as they are in themselves, without the
other)? Cerrainly not. And in fact nobody is complaining that physics is making a
misplaced mystery out of the relationship between material objects and their grav-
itational fields just by considering them distinct entities (in the indicated sense).
Neither should anyone complain that dualism makes a misplaced mystery out of
the relationship between certain living bodies and their mental fields, so to speak,
just by considering them distinct entities (insofar as they could, metaphysically
(not nomologically), each exist, such as they are in themselves, without the other).

Another frequent complaint against Cartesian-type psychophysical dual-
ism—and empirical dualism, though not Cartesian, is certainly of Cartesian
type—is the complaint that it makes the direct and literal ascription of phys-
ical predicates to, for example, me impossible. But, first, this is not invariably
impossible: as we have seen, a predicate of being at a certain spatial location (at a
certain time) can be literally and directly ascribed to me, although I am a nonphys-
ical entity. Second, with regard to other cases, where indeed a physical predicate
cannot be literally and directly ascribed to me, which predicate, however, one
would nevertheless want to ascribe to me (for example, ‘to have a mass of 85 kg’),
it should be remembered that nothing is wrong with the following biconditional:

I [analogically] ¢ if, and only if, my body [literally] ¢s— for all physical predicates ¢ that
cannot be literally and directly ascribed to me.
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The empirical dualist takes this biconditional to formulate a rule of analogical
predication, which governs the analogical and indirect (that is, secondary)
ascription of physical predicates to me that cannot literally and directly (that
is, in the primary way) be ascribed to me, but which one would nevertheless
want to ascribe to me. For the empirical dualist, the analogical ascription of such
predicates is good enough.

It should be noted that for those materialists who identify me with my
body the above biconditional is not a rule of analogical predication, but, for a//
predicates ¢, a consequence of Leibniz’s Law: the predicate-ascriptions on both
sides of the biconditional are regarded as literal and direct. Those materialists,
however, who identify me with my brain or some part thereof are also forced to
resort to analogical ascriptions, according to the rule of analogical predication
stated above (but now being referred to the context that is created by their
hypothesis about my nature); for the predicate ‘to have a mass of 85 kg,” which
one would want to ascribe to me, obviously cannot be literally and directly be
ascribed to me if I am my brain or some part thereof. Finally, for those who take
me to be a psychophysical unity, the above biconditional is also not a rule of
analogical predication, but nevertheless true for all physical predicates ¢, with the
predicate-ascriptions being literal and direct on both sides of the biconditional.
Like the body-materialist—but unlike the brain-materialist— the psychophysical
unitarian®* believes that my mass is as literally and directly 85 kg as the mass of
my body is literally and directly 85 kg. This may seem a very attractive option.
However, its attractiveness cannot suffice to dislodge empirical dualism, which
can speak of my mass being 85 kg only in an analogical and secondary way,
but nevertheless can speak of it. It cannot suffice in consideration of the fact
that empirical observations (see section 1) show me to be literally where neither
body-materialists nor brain-materialists, nor psychophysical unitarians have any
means—either analogical or literal ones—of saying truly that I am here.

Besides predicates that are physical—that is: purely physical—there are
predicates that are indeed not physical, but not psychological — that is: purely
psychological —either; this is just a matter of the semantics of ordinary language.
The most important one of these predicates is truthfully ascribed to me in the
next sentence. [ am a human being. For materialists, ‘human being’ can only be
a physical predicate after all, meaning as much as the predicate ‘human body.’
Then, ‘human being’ can be literally and truthfully ascribed to me according
to the body-materialist (because it is literally true that my body—which I

21 Modern hylemorphists like to sec themselves as psychophysical unitarians—and Thomas
Aquinas as well (for example, Klima (2007)), which, however, does not quite seem to do justice
to the historical truth. An epitome of modern psychophysical unitarianism, in any case, is P. M.
S. Hacker. Psychophysical unitarianism is 7or a monism (since psychophysical unitarians will
acknowledge that there also exist purely physical entities), and it is 7o a form of psychophysical
dualism either (since psychophysical unitarians will deny that there exist nonphysical—thar is,
purely nonphysical —mental entities).
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am identical to, according to the body-materialists—is a human body), not,
however, according to the brain-materialise (obviously). But is it true that ‘human
being’ is a physical predicate, or that it should be raken to be such a predic:atef
Psychophysical unitarians deny this—righdy. For them, ‘is a human beu?g

logically entails ‘is a psychophysical unity.” Psychophysical dualists do not quite
follow the unitarians in this, although ‘human being is, of course, also for dualists
not a physical predicate, and although, normally, it is for them not a psychological
predicate either (an exception being Plato and his followers—at least in the eyes
of Thomas Aquinas;22 in their own way, such dualists contradict the concept}lal
framework of ordinary language as much as the materialists do). For dualxs.ts
(leaving aside Aquinas’s Platonic dualists), ‘is a human being’ logica.lly entfxllf
only “is a unified entity of physis and psyche,’?® and not ‘is a psychophysical unity.

However, the dualistic conceptual option does remain within the bounds of
the semantics of ordinary language (the naturalness of dualism within natu'ral
language is, as a rule, grossly underestimated by unitarian Wittgensteinians, like
P. M. S. Hacker). Moreover, the dualistic option seems to be better adapred
than the unitarian one to whac the empirical phenomena (some of which have
been described in this chapter) tell us about #s—so much better that we can well
accept that ‘human being’ is only being analogically and indirectly ascribed to
me when 1 say of myself ‘I am a human being,” my literal meaning being that.I
am the nonphysical substantial core of a unified entity of physis and psyche that is
of human kind.

22 See S. ¢. G., 1I: 57, ‘Plato posuit quod homo non sit aliquid compositum ex anima et corpore:
sed quod ipsa anima utens corpore sit homo.’ . . )

23 It should be carefully noted that it is, according to Cartesian as well as empirical dualists,
essential (that is, conceptually existence-essential) for a human being to be a unified entity of phy§ls
and psyche: it is conceprually (and hence metaphysicaily) impqss'ible for a human being to exist
without being such an entity. This does not mean, however, that it is es'sentlal‘ for .the physis and.the
psyche of a human being to be unified and constitute the unified entity which is a human being:
according to Cartesian as well as empirical dualists, it is metaphysically (and hence conq':ptually)
possible for the psyche, and for the physis, of a human being to exist without being a constituent of
any human being. (For my views on essentiality and on metaphysical and conceptual (im)possibility,
see Meixner (2006d).)



