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The Subjective View offers a theory of subjectivity derived from first-person observation. It takes subjectivity as it presents itself in real-time, embodied experience, as experienced and known by any normal adult. 

The motivation is to set out some first principles of psychological subjectivity. Psychology has no comprehensive theory of subjectivity, the feeling of “what it is like” to experience things. Psychology today is almost exclusively concerned with the things and situations experienced, not with the subjective experience itself. 

Psychology is supposed to be about the mind and how it works. Otherwise we wouldn’t need it. Neuroscience, biochemistry, and other branches of biology would be sufficient to account for experience. But those fields don’t give us the answers we want, so we have psychology as a discipline of inquiry to focus on mentality. Yet perversely, scientific psychologists persist in studying everything but the mind. Consequently, we know little more today about it than Aristotle did. 

What we need is a foundational theory of subjectivity for developing robust psychological explanations. The Subjective View is an attempt at such a theory. It focuses on the subjective nexus of experience, not the objective situations psychologists typically study. 

The Subjective View is a hard sell into today’s zeitgeist. We live in a very object-oriented time. We talk about this thing and that thing, these people and those people. What about ourselves, the discussants? We don’t talk about that much. When we do, we resort to names, labels, roles, ranks, job titles, demographic categories, political classes, economic status. We refer to ourselves as animals, biological machines, information processors, and end-users. We rarely talk about our subjective experience. 

In clinical settings, people do talk with therapists and doctors about experience. But what can be done with their reports? We don’t have a general theory of subjectivity to help with interpretation, so all we can do is write down what people say. Further questioning leads to further descriptions. That can be helpful for a person, but it’s not productive for a broader transpersonal query. 

This essay attempts to excavate the subjective aspect of experience with generic and some custom-made investigative tools. It’s a creative thesis, not a scholarly exegesis of what others have said. I try to reconcile methods and findings with larger psychological and philosophical contexts, but I am not even aware of all those nooks and crannies. Instead, the project is an inquiry from first principles. My hope is that a lifetime of study of the topic brings a unique approach to the topic that illuminates it differently.

That new approach is relentless focus on subjectivity, not objectivity. It’s a theory of subjectivity called Subjective Realism. It asks the reader to take a very large first step: temporarily put aside commitment to biological and physical presuppositions. The first principle of Subjective Realism is subjective experience, sometimes referred to as “consciousness.” Whatever it is, you have it, I have it. That’s where we start, with experience as experienced. With a subjective point of view we need to think of “the world as experienced,” not simply “the world.” We need to think of everything in the first-person, or subjective frame of reference. We want to avoid biological explanations in favor of phenomenological ones because the latter keep first-person subjective experience in sight. Unwavering focus on subjectivity is difficult to maintain, but that’s the ask the essay makes of the reader. 

William X. Adams

February, 2026 
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Part I: Introduction

[image: ]




Subjective Realism is a theory of subjectivity, but it’s very difficult to get even a preliminary working definition of subjectivity. Nearly all definitions in the literature are lists of what subjectivity “includes,” such as perception, memory, feelings, intentionality, self-awareness, opinions, impressions, values, desires, social influence, self-concept, and on and on, endlessly, it seems. A list is a kind of definition, but not a very good one because we don’t know what criteria are used to admit items onto the list. We can guess from such lists that the category of subjectivity is mental processes and contents. Any event or object that depends on the mind is “subjective.” 

What does that exclude? Events and objects that do not depend on the mind are objective. Rocks and trees, tables and chairs, other people and all the furniture of the world are not subjective by that standard. Economically, we can say whatever is explorable by the bodily senses is objective. Subjectivity is the complement of objectivity. 

Ambiguous cases make a simple dichotomy unsatisfactory though. Most people would acknowledge objective ideas and concepts. The rules of logic are objective. Numbers are objective. Democracy and baseball are objective. The rules of chess exist nowhere in nature, yet surely they are objective, not subjective rules. Some philosophers, like Sartre, said that if a thing’s existence depends on mentality, it is subjective. Religious belief, or any belief, cannot exist without a mind that believes it, so beliefs are subjective. 

But even that criterion leaves unresolved the status of socially constructed entities like baseball and government. In what way do they depend on mentality? Similar questions arise about conceptual entities such as the rules of logic, the natural numbers, and even the laws of nature. Are there any truly mind-independent objects? It depends on what “depends on” means. We are thrown into a philosophical investigation of causal relations. 

Working Definition

Subjective Realism takes a working definition of subjectivity from the barely conceptualized feeling of “what it is like” to experience something. When you experience something, you know, or feel two things. 


	That it happened. You know that because there is “something it is like” to have experience. 

	
That it was your experience, not somebody else’s. You know that because the feeling of “what it is like” has the quality of “me-ness.” 




Subjective Realism will flesh out this starting definition, hopefully without getting lost in the philosophical weeds. 

Experience

What is experience? Again generalizing from seemingly arbitrary lists, we might infer that experience is practical subjectivity. A person “has” experience when they have mental and physical interaction with objective events that produces new knowledge or skills. Experience is thus a larger category than subjectivity alone. It is subjectivity plus embodied interaction. 

What kind of embodied interactions produce experience? Judging from examples commonly given, experience arises when subjectivity is engaged in bodily exploration. You don’t get experience simply by being embodied. You have to be paying attention. Also, you don’t get experience from daydreaming or by just thinking about things. You need to physically explore and apprehend a situation with your body. We infer then, that “experience” is subjectivity exercised through the body. Subjective Realism focuses on the subjective end of that engagement.

A Psychological Approach

Subjective Realism seeks a foundational theory of subjectivity to support a fresh approach to psychology that focuses on subjectivity at least as much as objectivity. That’s the ultimate goal that drives the theory.

For some psychologists, attaining that goal would not be a good thing. Today, subjectivity connotes error, bias, personal opinion, even superstition and supernaturalism. Subjectivity is all that is deficient in non-scientific explanation. Even in ordinary discourse, if something is described as “subjective,” it usually means it’s “just an opinion,” probably biased, basically of no value.

Subjective Realism attempts to turn that around. It starts by assuming that subjectivity is part of reality. People have subjectivity and experience. People are part of the natural world. Ergo, subjective experience and subjectivity itself are part of the natural world. They can be studied like anything else, not as errors, but as natural phenomena in their own right. But how? 

Investigating Subjectivity

Subjective Realism is an empirical theory based on observation. Traditionally, empiricism is a combination of two ideas: 

	Observation and description of physical objects and well-defined conceptual objects, ignoring anything personal or subjective.


	
Taking an objective attitude in observation, which means using consensus-based standards of judgment and discounting, controlling, or disregarding the “bias” of subjective experience as much as possible.









Subjective Realism claims to be empirical but starts with slightly different assumptions. 

	Mental objects can be observed alongside the objects of ordinary observation. Empiricism in Subjective Realism is ordinary empiricism with a wider scope.


	
It is possible to take an objective attitude in observing subjectivity. That means adherence to repeatable observation, consensus standards of language and truth, naturalism, and evidence-based reasoning. 



Plan of the Book

Part I sets forth terminology and assumptions. Part II describes methods used to study subjectivity. Scientific observational methods don’t apply. We do have some quasi-scientific psychological tests that supposedly measure qualities of experience like “openness” or “neuroticism.” Such tests can be helpful but they’re not enough. Additional methods of observation are needed to examine the full breadth and depth of subjectivity. In Part II, better methods are described and explained.

Part III looks at findings uncovered when we apply those methods to examination of subjectivity. The basic structures, functions and principles of Subjective Realism are laid out as objective abstractions of lived subjectivity. They make up the theory of Subjective Realism. 

Part IV is a quality check. We reconsider the findings of Part III and the methods of Part II. They don’t always comport with common sense so we need to be sure we’re on a legitimate path of inquiry. We have to re-think some of our assumptions about ordinary reality to locate Subjective Realism in the context of the community’s corpus of knowledge.

The conclusion summarizes what’s been accomplished and suggests the theory of Subjective Realism could be useful in defining a new, subjectively-oriented psychology. 
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01: Subjective Realism
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Any theory rests on a set of assumptions. For Subjective Realism, we try to make the starting assumptions explicit. Here are some definitions and assumptions of Subjective Realism that populate the proverbial square one. 

1. Definitions

What it is Like

Subjectivity is the “what it is like” feeling of having experience. You just feel or intuit your own self-presence. If you don’t agree there is “something it is like” to have experience, ask yourself about the nature of disagreement. Is it a feeling? An intuition? A belief? Any of those would involve  by a moment of felt subjectivity as you consider “What do I believe here? Do I agree or not?” That’s a moment of introspectively-ascertained self-presence.

Perhaps your disagreement is merely a counterfactual statement such as “Subjectivity is a linguistic artifact.” The statement itself has no feelings or intuitions, no sense of subjectivity. The disagreement is just a contrary proposition. But who issued the statement and why? The answer, or the search for the answer, again reveals a subjective moment. The intention to disagree carries a feeling of “something it is like” to have an opinion.

It is not necessary that the feeling of subjectivity be conceptualized. Prelinguistic children and many nonhuman animals no doubt have subjective experience without being able to understand “what it is like.” We interpret their behavior and social interactions to mean they  distinguish when 


	something happens to them.  

	they take action to meet a need.



Those conditions define sentience and agency, reflexive qualities of subjectivity that establish one’s sense of being present in the world. Subjective Realism is about that. A presumption is that any normal, adult person who reads this knows what is referred to by the “sense of being present in the world.” If you are an AI system and have zero feeling or intuition of “what it is like” to experience things, this essay is not for you. 

The Mind

The mind is a particular transactional system between subjectivity and objectivity, details to be described. Subjectivity is the subjective pole of the transaction. Objectivity includes both physical and mental objects, so subjectivity is engaged for embodied experience and purely mental operations like thinking, imagining, wanting, believing. 

Awareness and Self-awareness

Awareness is a rough synonym for “subjectivity” as defined. Awareness is a combination of sentience and agency in the “what it is like” moments of subjective self-presence. But the term is often used transitively, requiring an object of awareness that “subjectivity” does not. In addition, “awareness” has such a wide range of meanings and connotations that the more precisely-defined “subjectivity” is preferred. 

“Self-awareness” is a consequence of the transitivity of “awareness,” where the object is paradoxically the source of awareness itself. By contrast, there is no “self-subjectivity.” Subjectivity is directed only to objectivity, not itself. 

Consciousness

In the literature of “consciousness studies,” a strand of philosophical and biological research, consciousness is often defined as “what it is like” to experience something. That gets at the core of subjectivity as described here. However, the term “consciousness” is so amorphous and polysemic that this essay uses the term “subjectivity,” which can be given a more precise definition without running afoul of other work. Instead, we define consciousness as the category of all the mental cycles executed in the working span of a mind. Mental cycles will be defined, but mentality is a more fundamental idea than consciousness. Mentality “contains” subjectivity.

2. The Mind is not the Brain

Today’s scientific psychology, such as cognitive neuroscience and psychophysics, is mostly about the brain. Cognitive psychology claims to be about exploring the mind but it studies the brain and behavior. That doesn’t add up.

The brain is a biological organ. It’s wondrously complex but it’s not a person. Brains don’t fall in love. Brains don’t doubt their faith. Those are mental events. But in modern psychology the brain has triumphed over the mind. The two terms are often used interchangeably. A thesaurus may suggest each term as a substitute for the other.

That is a very fundamental error that blocks thinking toward understanding subjectivity. Brains are not subjects. They are objects. They do react to events, but so does a piece of metal when it is hit by a hammer. Reacting to an event is not the same as having an experience. A flag reacts to a gust of wind, but we would not say the flag experiences the wind. The only kind of entity that can have experience is a subjective being, one for whom there is “something it is like” to have that experience. Brains are biological organs. They are not subjective beings. Brains therefore, do not have experience.

An alternative assumption is that brains and minds are identical or that brains cause minds, and that the phenomenology of subjective experience, the “what it is like,” is illusory. Subjective Realism rejects that set of assumptions for principled reasons to be discussed later.

So the first way Subjective Realism differs from most other approaches to subjectivity is that it clearly distinguishes the brain from the mind. To say that a physical brain has experience, or is the same thing as a mind, is nonsensical in Subjective Realism. 

3. Minds are Embodied

All minds are embodied. When the body dies, the mind ceases. There has never been a human mind without a body. Even ghosts, if you believe in those, supposedly have the wavering ectoplasm of wraiths. The movies wouldn’t be wrong, would they? Popular representations of ghosts show us what many people believe, that minds require bodies of some kind, even in ghosts. 

Ghosts have minds with just-barely bodies. They’re scary but not always horrifying. The ghost of Hamlet’s father was actually helpful. Zombies, on the other hand, are scary because they are bodies with no minds, the opposite of ghosts. You can talk with an AI zombie (a robot), but that only works if you pretend it’s a person. When you recognize that “nobody’s home” behind the words, it becomes creepy.

Popular culture seems to acknowledge that any mind, even a ghostly one, requires some kind of a body. Conversely, an animated body without a mind is a horror. Subjective Realism concurs: minds need bodies; embodied persons need minds. 

Maybe that doesn’t sound like a big revelation, but plenty of AI computer scientists would object. Some philosophers of mind consider the mind unembodied, merely a set of information functions, possibly “the brain’s software.” 

That’s an error, according to Subjective Realism. There are many reasons why an AI can never become an NI (Natural Intelligence), but to give just one, natural minds are not mainly about “information” at all, whereas AI is nothing but information management. Minds are about subjective experience, something different from information. AI and NI are unrelated. 

Understanding the mind is actually not even the goal of most AI engineers. They seek to produce the next technology that will make a ton of money. The technology doesn’t have to work like a natural human mind for that purpose, marketing slogans aside. The concept of unembodied, information-based intelligence might be helpful for thinking about AI engineering but it’s not helpful for Subjective Realism, which studies the real thing, subjectivity.

4. Minds have Experience

Experience, in Subjective Realism, is what defines the mind, subjectivity engaged with objectivity. A lot of things can happen to a stone but the stone does not experience them. Sometimes we talk metaphorically about inanimate things having experience, but don’t be fooled: an “experienced” car is just a used car. Experience happens only in minds, and conversely, only minds have experience. 

“Ipseity”(ip-SAY-it-ee), is a nifty term that means “me-ness.” It’s the feeling of having experience. It’s not usually conceptualized as a clear idea (though it can be). When you experience an object or situation, you know it’s you having the experience. You don’t wonder, “Wait a minute, did I just have that experience or did the person next to me have it?” You know it was you because you implicitly assign the experience to your subjectivity. You feel yourself experiencing when you are present to yourself. 

Ipseity is that reflexive property of subjectivity that makes subjective experience present to itself. Rocks don’t have ipseity. They exist, but they don’t know they exist. They don’t “feel themselves” existing (as far as we know). 

The idea of ipseity derives from philosopher John Locke (1690), who asserted that subjectivity (“the self,” he called it) perceives itself. Subjective Realism does not equate subjectivity with a “self” and also rejects Locke’s claim that introspection is a kind of perception. But it does find empirical corroboration of his notion that the mind has an ability to be aware of its own existence. That ability supports the phenomenology of “what it is like” to have experience. More detailed discussion of Locke’s “inner sense” will be taken up later. 

A foundational pillar of Subjective Realism then is that the mind is a nexus of subjective experience, and what distinguishes subjective experience from biological activity is ipseity, the feeling of self-existence that accompanies experience. 

5. Mental Explanations are Mental

A mind is a locus or center of subjectivity. Proper explanations and descriptions of subjectivity should therefore be in the context of mentality. Obvious? You would think.

In Subjective Realism, making a decision is something a mind does. A computer or a self-driving car or a missile might trigger one action instead of another based on data and computed contingencies, but that is ersatz decision-making, an analogy, not an example of it. In Subjective Realism, only minds can execute mental actions like decisions because non-mental objects don’t have subjectivity or experience. 

For the same reason, explaining mental activity in terms of biological activity is like explaining political events terms of the zodiac. There may be correlations there, but since there’s no compelling causal connection between the explanation and the events being explained, it’s inadequate. There are no known causal connections between biological events and mental experience, only unexplained correlations. A good explanation of experience must find plausible causes.

No reasonable person can deny the strong correlations between biology and mentality. If certain parts of the brain are damaged, specific corresponding mental faculties are disrupted. Clearly, something is going on there. Subjective Realism does not deny that biology and mentality are connected somehow. 

Unfortunately, we have no clue what the causal connection is between brain and mind. Without a causal story, it is literally impossible to explain mental events in terms of biological events. Maybe more research is needed. Maybe we’ll find those causal connections someday. While we wait, Subjective Realism moves along a different path, looking for causal connections within the domain of subjectivity. It does not appeal to biology for explanation.

Starting with biology to find an explanation of subjectivity leads nowhere. There’s no causal pathway between them. We can turn to research in biology and especially neurology for corroborative findings and principled constraints, but not for causal explanation. 

6. Study of the Mind Requires Observation of the Mind

To study the mind requires one to take an introspective point of view. Experience cannot be observed from the outside. An outsider can guess what another person might be experiencing but a guess is a large step removed from an observation. 

How do we observe the mind? Introspection is the only answer. All normal human adults can examine the contents and operations of their own mind. We don’t know how it works, but it does. Some people are better at it than others. We wouldn’t even know we had minds if it were not for our self-reflective capacity. Introspection exists, it works, and it is the main method of observation that Subjective Realism exploits to investigate experience. 

To use introspection as an empirical method of investigation, it is necessary to say what counts as introspection and what doesn’t, how it works, how to use it to best advantage, how to represent, validate, and share introspective observations, and many other issues. That can all be done.

The essential point is that it has to be introspection. All mental experience is subjective. You don’t see subjectivity lying on sidewalks. It only occurs in minds, which are invisible from the outside. You could examine every grain of sand, every strand of DNA, every atom of physical existence, and you would find no hint that minds exist. Minds and their subjective experiences are only observable “from the inside” by each individual. 

Do squirrels have subjective experience? We can guess they do from the outside by observing their behavior. They may not have much capacity for introspection. In that case, they don’t even know if they exist. What kind of subjective experience a squirrel has, only an introspective squirrel would know. 

That perplexity illustrates the fact that if you’re going to study the mind, you must use introspection. You can be honest about that or engage sleight of hand or intellectual bullying to pretend otherwise. Subjective Realism is straightforward about the necessity of introspection. 

7. Subjective Realism is Not Scientific

Science studies the physical world objectively, by sensory observation. It is based on a metaphysical philosophy that says everything in the world is physical. The world is therefore “objective.” That framing pointedly leaves out the subjective part of the world. 

Subjective Realism picks up the phenomena that science misses. It says subjectivity is real. It can be studied even though it is non-physical, but obviously, scientific methods of sensory observation will not suffice. It follows that Subjective Realism is not a scientific theory. 

Scientists usually do not hold philosophy in high regard, finding it confusing, obstructive, or irrelevant. Despite that, science is based on philosophical principles, and those are vigorously discussed among specialist philosophers of science. Generally, those philosophers agree that science, taken as a set of principles, is a kind of “realism,” meaning it assumes the real world is made of physical stuff. That view is called scientific realism.

Subjective Realism does not disagree. It simply acknowledges an additional dimension of reality to study, the domain of non-physical subjective experience. That does not fall under the narrow definition of scientific realism. 

Scientific realism (physical) and Subjective Realism (mental) make different assumptions about what is real. Scientific realism draws the line around the physical. Subjective Realism draws a bigger circle that includes subjectivity in the mind. In our culture today, scientific realism is the default philosophy, and scientific methods of observation are the gold standard of investigation. Science is a world view that saturates common-sense thinking among educated people. To call an investigation “unscientific” is to dismiss it as worthless. 

Subjective Realism admits to being unscientific. Does that make it worthless? Not in its own context of assumptions and definitions. Subjective Realism describes a philosophy and a set of methods alternate to Scientific Realism because in order to study subjectivity, an alternative is needed. Science explicitly cuts subjective experience out of reality, so obviously, if subjectivity is what you want to study, you won’t be doing science. 

Science also expressly denies the usefulness of introspection as a valid method of observation, so again, if you’re going to study subjective experience directly, you will be using un-scientific methods. To accept the theory of Subjective Realism, you have to get accustomed to being called unscientific. It doesn’t make you a bad person.

Scientism

Scientific realism and Subjective Realism complement each other, or would, if scientific thinking did not sometimes slip into scientism, a chauvinistic attitude that says scientific methods are the only valid methods of investigation and that scientific investigation is the only pathway to truth. Scientism is unscientific. It’s a belief system not supported by evidence or reason, but many scientists tacitly accept it anyway. That makes discussing Subjective Realism more difficult. 

Subjective Realism is not “anti-science.” One of the virtues of Subjective Realism is that it can offer an explanation of why science is so successful at what it does. The main points of contention between the two realisms are: 

	Subjective Realism rejects the claim of science that it is the sole arbiter of what’s real and true


	Scientific realism rejects the validity of subjectivity and the introspection Subjective Realism depends on. 


Other than that, the two approaches get along well.

What about cognitive psychology? It claims to be a scientific psychology of the mind. Cognitive psychologists try to infer characteristics of mental experience by watching people’s outward behavior and language. It’s a well-meaning but fundamentally flawed approach to studying the mind. It studies only objective events, not subjectivity.

Why We Need Subjective Realism

Scientific realism and scientific practice have led to far-reaching explanations of the physical world and astounding feats of engineering. We have theories to explain the movement of the stars, weather, history, the diversity of life, and the constituents of matter. We have technological marvels from antibiotics to spaceships. Why do we need Subjective Realism?

We need it because we do not have good explanations and technologies for the world of subjectivity. We have next to no understanding of mental illness, what causes it, or what to do about it. We have a few drugs that affect some symptoms in some people, but that’s as far as we have gotten.

We can’t understand why we were born or why we must die. We don’t know what love is or why it goes wrong. We are frustrated by how difficult it is to communicate with other people. We often have trouble distinguishing reality from imagination. We struggle to control our emotions. We aren’t sure if God exists. We lose our keys. We don’t know why our bodies get sick, open the wrong door, or trip on a step. We aren’t sure whether our actions are well-motivated or mostly instinct. We don’t know who we can trust. We don’t know how we should live. We always wonder whether good or bad outcomes are due to self-determination or luck. And we don’t know what luck is. 

We are perplexed by questions of morality, justice, truth, fairness, togetherness, honesty, creativity, and their unpleasant complements, perversity, exploitation, lying, cheating, racism, and destruction. We haven’t much clue about language, beliefs, memory, motivation, or learning. 

Science cannot address such puzzles because science only observes physical reality where none of those questions shows up. As Positivist philosophers say, they are (scientifically) “meaningless” questions, and that is true. They have no meaning within the realm of science.

That’s why we need Subjective Realism, an alternative view of reality that can abstract the first principles of subjectivity from ordinary experience using an alternative set of empirical methods. Subjective Realism then can be applied to the perplexing questions of ordinary experience to produce a subjectively-oriented psychology.

Conclusion

The goal of this essay is not to overturn scientific realism or to object to science. The philosophy and practice of science work very well for explanations of the physical world. Science has produced more engineering marvels than we can count. There is no reason to doubt science. 

Subjective Realism aims instead to expand the scope of what we mean by “real” and the methods for studying the real, especially the subjective part. Subjective Realism extracts general principles of subjectivity, just as science strives to find general laws of nature. To that end a study of subjectivity needs its own observational and conceptual foundation, which is what Subjective Realism provides. 



	[image: ]

	 
	[image: ]





[image: ]


02: Toward a Theory of Subjectivity
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It’s difficult to say what should be included in a theory of subjectivity when we don’t have generally-accepted definitions to start with. One way to start is to look at the objects subjectivity is directed toward. They are easier to examine and discuss.

Objectivity Vs Subjectivity

When you visualize a triangle in your mind, the objective part is the mental triangle. The subjective part is you doing the visualization. Mental objects are “in the head,” but that doesn’t automatically make them subjective. They are still objects, mental objects. 

Mental objects are juxtaposed to subjective actions like visualizing, imagining, feeling, understanding, and thinking. That “list definition” suggests subjectivity is a set of active processes, not a “thing,” as commonly understood. A thing would be an object, not a subject. Subjectivity is the opposite of an object, a process. That idea goes back at least to Kant (1781), elaborated by Fichte (cited by Neuhouser, 1990). But even processes are conceived as entities. We refer to weather and baseball as if they were things, which they are—conceptual things—but we also understand that the references are to processes operating over fields of objects. So it is for “subjectivity,” a noun and thus an entity, but also a process. We can conceptualize it and represent it as a thing, with the understanding that it is a conceptualized set of processes

Other Meanings of Subjectivity

Many writers equate subjectivity with “interiority,” as if the skin were a boundary between objectivity and subjectivity. The furniture of the world is objective because it is “out there” beyond the body. Thoughts and feelings are subjective because they are in the head. 

That’s not a helpful distinction. Many physical objects are located interior to the body like teeth and lungs. The skull and the eyeballs are located in the head. “Interiority” is not a good synonym for subjectivity. 

We also don’t want to say subjectivity is just any collection of feelings, thoughts, and desires, as that confuses subjectivity with mental objectivity. Some psychological phenomena are discrete objects, like thoughts, images, and memories. Others are processes, like perception, curiosity, and hope. Subjective Realism distinguishes whether we’re talking about mental objects or the subjective processes that go into apprehension of mental objects. So just because something is mental does not automatically make it “subjective.”
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