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Abstract Jonardon Ganeri’s The Self: Naturalism, Consciousness, and the First-
Person Stance is a trailblazing study in cross-cultural philosophy of mind. Its liberal
conception of naturalism makes room for a rich analytic taxonomy of conceptions of
personal identity that go well beyond the standard models of Cartesianism, Physi-
calism, and Reductionism. But this naturalistically respectable model of the self
must contend with the fact that the findings of the cognitive sciences are also
compatible with ontological antirealism about the self. And while the book opens
new avenues for systematic reflection that thoroughly engages the historical
material (specifically, the views of influential first millennium Indian and Buddhist
philosophers), its solutions to the problem of personal identity and the problem of
self-knowledge often shortcut descriptive accounts that take agency and self-
awareness to be constituted by their proprietary phenomenology.
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1 Philosophy of mind without borders

If there was any doubt that philosophy of mind could benefit significantly from
adopting a cosmopolitan ideal of syncretic and historically informed systematic
reflection, Jonardon Ganeri’s wonderful book, The Self: Naturalism, Consciousness,
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and the First-Person Stance, should put it to rest.1 Not since the publication of
Bimal Krishna Matilal’s landmark study, Perception: An Essay on Classical Indian
Theories of Knowledge (1989), more than two decades ago, has a monograph on
cross-cultural philosophy of mind accomplished so much. Like Matilal’s book, The
Self is a spectacularly thorough and lively engagement with many of the most
influential first millennium South Asian philosophers. Unlike the former, however,
The Self does not merely seek to bring Indian and Western philosophical traditions
in dialogue or to contribute an Indian perspective to the burgeoning literature on the
self and personal identity. Rather, this work exhibits a decisively global approach to
philosophy—that is, a way of doing philosophy that is deliberately pluralistic,
fiercely non-partisan, and unabashedly syncretic. This comparison is no mere
accident: by Jonardon’s own admission, Matilal, who held the Spalding Professor-
ship in Eastern Religions and Ethics at the University of Oxford until his untimely
death in 1991, has had the greatest influence on his work. Indeed, not just The Self,
but much of Jonardon’s work in logic, philosophy of language, ontology,
philosophy of mind, and the history of early modern philosophy broadly construed,
can be seen as carrying on the legacy of his mentor.

Matilal championed a vision of the history of philosophy as a global enterprise,
and offered compelling evidence that a truthful telling of the story of how
philosophy came to be would have to bear witness to its varied and culturally
diverse expressions. Setting out to fill in just one of the many gaps in philosophy’s
long and complex history, Matilal drew attention to the twelve centuries long
dispute between the Nyāya and the Buddhists over such issues as “the nature of
perception, the critique and criteria of knowledge, and the status of the external
world” (Matilal 1989: 1), which he rightly saw as a legitimate precursor to many
disputes in Anglophone analytic philosophy during the second half of the last
century. Jonardon covers much of the same terrain in The Self, but his interlocutors
in the West reach beyond Anglophone analytic philosophy to include recent work in
the continental Phenomenological tradition. There is an important way in which
with this book and forthcoming work (Ganeri 2017), Jonardon also parts ways with
Matilal’s reservations that a conception of philosophy as too closely tied to the
findings of the natural sciences would make the broader questions of Indian and
Buddhist philosophy—with their ultimately soteriological aims—irrelevant. But
perhaps most ambitiously, The Self also incorporates a detailed treatment of the role
that emotions play in the theory of mind that is being developed. By drawing on the
rich Sanskritic literature on aesthetics and moral psychology, Jonardon not only
makes a compelling case for reaching beyond Indian metaphysical disputes on
personal identity, but also provides a clear path for how one may do so. Ultimately,
the picture that emerges is that of a self that “is more than a neurophysiological

1 The literature on cross-cultural philosophy of mind has been growing steadily in recent years.
Jonardon’s book, along with such edited collections as Self, No-Self: Perspectives from Analytical,
Phenomenological, and Indian Traditions (Siderits et al. 2011), showcase the state of the art in the
exploration of issues about consciousness, subjectivity, and selfhood from across different philosophical
traditions.
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process but less than an entity capable of disincarnate existence, that it is a unity of
immersion, participation, and coordination; a unity but not a simplicity” (p. 316).

In piecing together his comprehensive model of the self, Jonardon is not simply
fusing Indian and Western accounts of personal identity, much less updating a
classical Indian model of selfhood for twenty-first century audiences. Rather, he is
doing analytic philosophy of mind in a historically and cross-culturally responsible
way: filling in gaps, yes, but also engaging in a great deal of systematic reflection.
The gap-filling part of the book is in keeping with his mentor’s professed belief that
Indian philosophy could contribute to the formation of a global philosophy as a
common discourse in which all philosophical traditions can participate. Its
systematic tenor, on the other hand, reflects Jonardon’s unremitting analytic rigor
and penchant for conceptual innovation.

It is hard to be critical of such an admirable attempt to move beyond the enterprise of
comparative philosophy, and to open new avenues for systematic reflection that so
thoroughly engage the historical material. And yet, there is a deep irony at the heart of
any attempt to address the metaphilosophical question of what philosophy is or does by
providing an account of its rich and varied history, while denying that such an account
has any bearing on philosophy’s current analytic projects. Matilal was keenly aware of
this irony, and so is Jonardon. Matilal’s largely genealogical project—applying a
method inherited from Nietzsche (though not necessarily acknowledged as such)—
came in direct response to certain prevailing trends, particularly in the first decades of
post-Second World War Anglophone philosophy, to distance philosophy from its
history and view it as an exclusively argumentative enterprise. Quine, for instance, is
said to have quipped, ‘there are two kinds of people interested in philosophy, those
interested in philosophy and those interested in the history of philosophy’ (MacIntyre
1984: 39f). Fodorboasted in the Prologue tohisVariations onHume about his ‘ignorance
of thehistory of philosophy’ and his ability towrite a ‘book aboutHumewithout actually
knowing anything about him’ (Fodor 2003: 1f). And Gilbert Harman is known for his
now legendarydirective, pinned to his Princetonoffice door, to ‘Just say no to the history
of philosophy!’ (Williams 2014: 367). In defending the genealogical approach,
Jonardon, like Matilal before him, joins ranks with Bernard Williams, whose eloquent
defense of the indispensability of philosophy’s history to its contemporary pursuits has
set the tone of much systematic work in the history of philosophy in recent years
(Williams2002; see alsoLærke et al. (2013) and contributions therein).As the search for
the foundations of various ideas currently in circulation is more widely spread, we
should not be surprised to find that some have their ancestry in the Indian tradition. For
instance, an explicit formulation of the supervenience relation between psychological
and physical states was first articulated by the Cārvākas, a group ofworldly intellectuals
who shunned the supernatural, articulating a conception of consciousness as emergent
from the constitutive principles ofmatter in the samemanner in which fermented grains
generate the power to intoxicate.

But merely charting out the genealogy of our concepts and distinctions, as Steven
Hales has recently argued—in a review of attempts to understand what analytic
philosophy is by studying its history—‘will neither support nor undermine the truth
of the theory employing them’ (Hales 2008). What it can do is help us determine
which ones are mere legacy—and still in circulation for perhaps outmoded or
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outdated reasons—and which ones are still useful. This task is all the more difficult
in the case of philosophy’s history outside the West, given philosophy’s Western
bias.2 Jonardon’s extensive engagement with Cārvāka emergentism, Nyāya
epistemology, and Buddhist theories of mind raises important questions of
compatibility between the concern of these (for the most part) first millennium
Indian thinkers with doctrinal issues and the open-ended approach to asking
questions and pursuing knowledge of contemporary analytic philosophy.

2 The cosmopolitan approach

It would not be an exaggeration to say that much of the scholarly work in non-
Western philosophy for the past four decades has been conceived largely as an
indirect attempt to reject the sort of overbearing and out-of-hand dismissal of
philosophy’s cross-cultural heritage.3 That such work may still not enjoy the
attention it deserves from the mainstream of the profession is no longer a case of
mere prejudice, but of well-documented institutional practices of exclusion and
marginalization (Oberding 2015; Smith 2015). Calls for addressing this problem of
exclusion have grown steadily in recent years. The solutions, however, vary, thus
raising a different set of concerns, specifically about competing approaches among
practitioners of cross-cultural philosophy. The main tension seems to be between the
so-called ‘conservatives’ and ‘cosmopolitans’: the former embrace cultural
ownership and demand that non-Western philosophical traditions marginalized in
the wake of colonialism be approached with reverence, while the latter profess a
spirit of assimilation that embraces open-ended inquiry. Although not antithetical to
preserving rootedness in a given tradition, cosmopolitanism, as Owen Flanagan has
so characteristically put it, allows for ‘reading and living and speaking across
different traditions’ in a way that is ‘open, non-committal, and energized by an
ironic or skeptical attitude about all the forms of life being expressed’ (Flanagan
2011: 2). Jonardon’s own programmatic statement for the practice of philosophy in
our culturally polycentric world, calls for an even more radical form of
cosmopolitanism which ‘avows that listening to “deepest concerns, assumptions
and insights” need not be associated with the idea that some are “others” and some
are “ours”’ (Ganeri 2015). With that avowal in place, argues Jonardon, ‘a new kind
of cross-cultural philosophical skill becomes available: the ability to attend to a

2 As Smith (2012) noted recently on the opinion pages of the New York Times, this exclusionary attitude
is compounded by the fact that many if not most philosophers today reject the idea that “what they do is
essentially bound to the discipline’s past.” Having reconceived philosophy on the model of the sciences,
which are free to reject past theories that were disproven long ago, most practitioners of the genre
consider it perfectly reasonable to ignore not just the philosophical traditions of ancient India and China,
but those of early modern Europe as well.
3 There is perhaps no more flagrant an expression of this bias than Anthony Flew’s now classic sweeping
remark, in his An Introduction to Western Philosophy: ‘…philosophy, as the word is understood here, is
concerned first, last and all the time with argument. It is, incidentally, because most of what is labeled
Eastern Philosophy is not so concerned––rather than any reason of European parochialism––that this
book draws no materials from any source east of Suez’ (Flew 1971: 36).
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conceptual terrain from a plurality of cultural perspectives, and to allow that act
itself to deepen one’s vision of the intellectual terrain’ (Ganeri 2015).

There is no secret that my sympathies lie with the cosmopolitan ideal.4 There are,
however, lingering reservations that cosmopolitanism is too closely tied to trends and
fashions in contemporary analytic philosophy to be useful in unpacking philosophical
traditions informed by a very different set of concerns. Shouldn’t Indian philosophy be
done and interpreted in its own terms? Indeed, there are thosewho have argued that one
could not seriously do Indian philosophy in English (or, for that matter, any other
Western language).5While this may be an extreme view, it is not without support both
among Indian philosophers trained in the traditional gurukula system and many
analytically trained specialists, who favor a more narrow text-critical approach. For
this latter group, the adoption of Western concepts and ideas, albeit unavoidable,
should be kept to a bare minimum when doing Indian philosophy.6

There is also an important way in which global or cosmopolitan philosophy
marks a radical departure from the aims of comparative philosophy. Whereas
comparative philosophy seeks to identify points of both convergence and
divergence between different philosophical traditions with the aim of highlighting
the unique contributions of each, cosmopolitanism aims to make philosophy as it is
practiced now more cross-cultural. Both approaches emphasize some measure of
interaction and exchange between traditions. But comparativists, like many text-
critical specialists, treat the traditions themselves as finished products. The contrast
with the cosmopolitan ideal could not be more obvious: constructive engagement
with the past means that one is ready to advance views that go well beyond the
particularities of any given tradition (Angle 2007; Mou 2010; Connolly 2015).
Jonardon’s cosmopolitan outlook means that he is no longer concerned to think
about, but rather with classical Indian thinkers (of which, no less than twenty one
are debated at length) and beyond prevailing Western views in forging a new and in
many respects original conception of the self.

3 Methodological naturalism and personal identity

In acknowledging that perhaps the greatest mystery at the heart of philosophy is the
question of what it is that makes us human, Jonardon situates his project firmly at
the intersection of Indian and Western conceptions of personal identity. But unlike

4 In my first book, I argue that insofar as they are rooted in different aspects of their conscious experience
rather than, say, doctrinal considerations, the argumentative strategies of first millennium Indian and
Buddhist philosophers “are better showcased when made continuous with contemporary philosophical
concerns” (Coseru 2012). I make a stronger case for the cosmopolitan approach in Coseru (2017).
5 Bhushan and Garfield (2011: xiii) quote the following statement from Daya Krishna: “Anybody who is
writing in English is not an Indian philosopher…What the British produced was a strange species…The
strangeness of the species is that their terms of reference are the West…They put [philosophical
problems] in a Western way.”
6 Granoff’s (1979) work on Śrı̄ Hars

˙
a, Phillips’ (1995) work on Gaṅgeśa, and Taber’s (2005) work on

Kumārila are among the best classical examples of this latter approach that explicitly resists the
attribution of contemporary positions to classical thinkers.
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previous such attempts, which mostly take a historical or comparative approach, The
Self is a systematic study of human nature tout court. As such it asks and seeks to
provide answers to the many questions that confront our current, scientifically
informed, understanding of who and what were are. I am in agreement both with the
approach and with many of the solutions that Jonardon proposes about the problem
of perception, the mind–body problem, the problem of self-knowledge, and the
problem of other minds, among others. In what follows, I want to raise a number of
questions about the specific conception of naturalism that informs his project, and
its consequences for assessing the viability of different accounts of personal
identity. I also point out that phenomenological accounts of self-consciousness
challenge certain aspects of the ownership model that Jonardon advances: the
normative demands such a model places on merely occurrent mental states (e.g.,
random sensations and thoughts) would suggest that ownership is a metaphysical
relation rather than something that is experiential or phenomenological.7

To begin with, Jonardon appeals to a distinction, first introduced by Strawson
(1966), between the ‘hard’ naturalism of scientific explanation and the ‘liberal’
naturalism embedded in ‘our nature’ as human beings. In opting for a version of the
latter, Jonardon makes the case that the sui generis naturalism of first-millennium
Indian thought can thus be presented in an uncompromising light. But he is also
keen to make room for a conception of ‘mindedness’ free of any Cartesian
assumptions about the tension between the mental and the natural. In the process
Jonardon ends up with a rich analytic taxonomy that, he argues, not only corrects
but in many ways also supplants prevailing models, chiefly those of Cartesianism,
Physicalism, and Reductionism (whether of the Humean or the Buddhist variety).
Two central concepts, that of ‘base’ (āśraya) and of ‘place’ (ādhāra) serve as
heuristically useful devices for conceptualizing a key distinction Jonardon employs
in articulating his ownership view of the self: the distinction between the question of
whose mental state it is and the question of what grounds it metaphysically. Insofar
as they capture the sense of ownership and individuation, these concepts parallel
another important distinction Jonardon adopts from P. F. Strawson: that between ‘a
kind of causal dependence’ (necessary for explaining the constitutive elements of
agency) and a ‘non-transferable kind of possession’ (as an ineliminable aspect of the
first-person stance) (p. 39).

Grouped under the ownership view, one finds, for instance, the ‘constitution’
view (body and self are co-constitutively related), the ‘natural self’ view (associated
with the Nyāya-Vaiśes

˙
ika), and the ‘minimal ownership’ view (that of the Cārvāka,

the ancient Indian physicalists). Other variants include the pure consciousness view
of Advaita Vedānta, which retains a notion of ownership while denying there is a
place for it. On the other hand, taking individuation or ‘place’ as the defining
criterion, one comes across trope and property theoretical accounts of the self such
as one finds in Abhidharma Buddhism. As Jonardon keenly observes, some streams
of thought within Buddhism, chiefly those associated with Madhyamaka, deny not

7 Much of what I have to say in Sects. 3 and 4 is a revised and expanded version of my review essay of
the book (Coseru 2015).

1754 C. Coseru

123



only the self, but also the notion that there could even be a place for it. Most others
adopt a version of the base view, as is the case with Sautrāntika and Yogācāra (the
latter takes this base to exhibit something like reflexivity or reflexive self-
awareness). That Buddhism should provide such a fertile ground for conceptions of
personal identity is deeply ironic, given its singularly unique stance as champion of
the no-self view.

Philosophical accounts of the self have tended to conceive of the self either in
metaphysical terms (the self as an immaterial substance) or in naturalistic terms (the
self as a process). The challenge for systematic cross-cultural projects of the sort
that Jonardon undertakes is the integration of ontological and experiential accounts
of the self. What is the relation, for instance, between self and self-consciousness?
How does this relation differ for a non-egological conception of self-consciousness?
Answering the question of what a self is, and how it emerges, demands that one
distinguish between different aspects of the self. But it also requires that
metaphysical questions not override phenomenological concerns about how best
to describe what it is like to have a sense of agency, and not simply consider
whether such sense is warranted given, say, methodological anti-realism about ‘the
self’. Questions about the idea of emergence and the condition for supervenience
aside, it is hard to make the case that selves are mereologically complex objects that
have properties with causal powers not entirely derivable from the object’s structure
and configuration. Furthermore, appealing to non-linear dynamic system theory, as
Jonardon does, in order to make a case for going beyond ‘weak’ emergence to a
version of ‘strong’ emergence might give the impression that it is the ‘basis’, rather
than the ‘place’ view, that supplies all (or at least the better) criteria needed for both
ownership and individuation conceptions of self.

But such a proposal as Jonardon offers—while working out an analytic taxonomy
of conceptions of self—effectively shortcuts descriptive accounts that see selves as
defined by their proprietary phenomenology. As Galen Strawson has recently
argued, to understand what it means to be a self one requires some manner of self-
experience, since it is the experiential domain and the capacity for self-
consciousness that gives rise to questions about the self in the first place: “Why
begin with phenomenology, when trying to answer the metaphysical (ontological)
question whether there are such things as selves? … The idea is not simply that it
can be helpful to try to trace a felt philosophical problem back to its source in our
experience in order to get a better understanding of what it is; it’s also that self-
experience is the source of the problem of the self in such a way that its character
sets the terms of the discussion in a constitutive manner” (Strawson 2009: 52). But
naturalistic accounts of consciousness such as, for instance, those put forth by the
Cārvākas take the achievement of self-consciousness that Strawson would regard as
a sufficient condition for selfhood, to be a byproduct of a certain type of material
organization, much like the power of intoxication is the direct result of fermented
spirits. So the liberal naturalism Jonardon seeks to advance on behalf of the Cārvāka
works against the grain of the irreducibly phenomenological problematic of the self.
Even the Buddhists, who take seriously the metaphysical implications of the no-self
view, find this ‘byproduct’ conception of consciousness to be deeply problematic.
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Unsurprisingly, Jonardon finds in the Nyāya analysis of bodily supervenient
mental states a more robust conception of naturalism, specifically one that is
compatible with classical accounts of supervenience of the mental on the physical
(as have been proposed, for instance, by Kim 1988). Nyāya and Vaiśes

˙
ika thinkers,

argues Jonardon, operate with a version of the ownership view, which welcomes the
idea that there are distinct but dependent domains of individuals. Indeed, built into
the very definition of the self is a conception of metaphysical relationships between
the body (together with the senses, their objects, and consciousness) and its
constituent material elements. The supervenience-based relation among these
elements ensures that one does not end up positing selves, as one would do on a
many-domains picture, without telling some story about their emergence. Jonardon
does an admirable job retelling the story of this emergentist view, and is sensitive
both to various objections the theory faces and its applicability in the Indian
philosophical context. Not only is there no room for the kind of disembodied
existence Nyāya advocates, given that a conscious self is an embodied self; the
conception of the eternality of the self is in effect incompatible with a
naturalistically respectable theory of the self. Dependence on the physical body
may be necessary for mental states to be owned (on the ownership view), and mere
occurrence of such states may be insufficient for the adoption of a first-person stance
(on the place view). But these provisions pose no obstacle for the view that
Jonardon sets out to defend, namely that of a subpersonal, immersed, and
participating self.

The deflationary account of ownership—which distinguishes between perceptual
states as properties of bodily states and judgments about them—denies that
ownership has any intrinsic properties beyond what judgments about it (that is,
about ownership itself) allow. By contrast, on an inflationary view, ownership
would depend on how phenomenologically salient ownership is: that is, on the
integration of various factors (sensory, proprioceptive, kinesthetic, etc.) into
something like a phenomenal sense of self as first-personally given. Jonardon’s
deflationary account of ownership may ultimately be grounded in this fundamental
Nyāya insight: that whereas paradigmatic sensations such as pains may ‘occur at a
place’ in the body, and thus represent only a part of it, beliefs and desires are
properties of the whole (embodied) person.

What does this explanatory gap mean for the ‘liberal’ naturalism he seeks to
advance on behalf of Nyāya? It means there is a real opportunity here to advance a
reformed Nyāya account, where mental properties are no longer autonomous, but
rather continuous with other properties of the body [incidentally, Jonardon finds
support for precisely such a view, that also aligns with Strawson’s concept of a
person, in the work of a modern Nyāya pan

˙
d
˙
it (Shukla 1984)]. As continuous with

the body, mental properties have thus spatial location. It remains an open question,
however, whether Jonardon allows for the properties of these mental states
(intentionality, purposiveness, perspectival ownership) to be located by virtue of
their distribution within a domain of phenomenal content, and not merely a
Cartesian space.
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4 Agency, self-consciousness, and the self/no-self debate

It is a remarkable strength of the book that the challenges this ownership view of the
self faces are meticulously and persuasively addressed. Indeed, by engaging the
mind–body problem, the nature of subjectivity, and problem of self-knowledge in
the two central parts of the book (II and III), Jonardon takes these challenges very
seriously. On the one hand, there are current views that take the self to be defined by
a sense of embodied agency (as put forward, among others, by Bermudez
1998, 2011; Cassam 1997, 2011 and Legrand 2007, 2011), a s well as thicker views
of the self as constitutive of our capacity to entertain self-narratives or manifest
social agency. On the other hand, there are the influential Buddhist theories of mind
with their sophisticated nonegological accounts of experience. Jonardon shores up
his defense of the ownership self-model most forcefully in his querying of the
latter’s trope-theoretical model. Not only is his unpacking of the Buddhist no-self
view truly exceptional in its conceptual and theoretical inventiveness, it also
showcases in unprecedented detail the richness and real philosophical depth of the
Indian materials and debates.

It is, indeed, reflexivism—the thesis that consciousness consists in conscious
mental states being implicitly self-aware—that poses the greatest challenge to
a naturalistic conception of the self modeled on the Nyāya account (where the
relation between the self and experience is an external relation of ownership).
Buddhist philosophers, who follow a line of thought initiated by Dignāga and
Dharmakı̄rti, much like contemporary phenomenologists in the tradition of Husserl,
Sartre, and Merleau-Ponty, put precisely such a thesis forward. Conscious
experience, these Buddhists argue, cannot have a basis outside experience itself
(that is, in something non-sentient). As Dharmakı̄rti argues, “The mental cognition
comes forth from the respectively previous experience. And that [previous
experience] too is due to a previous [experience]” (Franco 1997: 206).

Consequently, insofar as such self-consciousness is reflexive or self-reflexive, it
has both phenomenal salience and epistemic valence. That is, reflexivity provides a
principle by which the intentional or objective aspect of cognitive awareness and its
subjective or perspectival stance emerge co-constitutively and simultaneously.
Zahavi, who defends the view that phenomenal consciousness entails a thin or
minimal form of self-consciousness has recently argued that at the most basic level
this self-consciousness “is a question of the ongoing first-personal manifestation of
one’s experiential life” (Zahavi 2014: 14).

Jonardon questions whether reflexively conscious episodes provide sufficient
ground for thoughts like ‘I am in pain,’ for such self-ascriptions demand that there
be independent criteria for individuating streams of subjectivity. Lacking such
independent criteria, the reflexivist is confronted with two sets of problems: first, an
attenuated account of subjectivity leaves questions of the sort ‘Which one is me?’
unanswered; second, internalist accounts of the determination of mental content
face the problem of other minds (Chapter 6). Of course, the Buddhist does not deny
that such questions are warranted, assuming they do not lead to postulating a basis
for experience distinct from experience itself. Nor is the covariance thesis (which
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postulates that mental streams are differentiated by virtue of being covariant with
intentional behavior) threatened by pathological conditions like thought-insertion,
because even misascriptions are unintelligible without assuming that thought is
transparent with regard to its occurrent for-me-ness. Even in the case of mind
wandering, when thoughts pop into our minds without apparent rhyme or reason, the
wandering itself is given in a way that is unmistakably experiential. Indeed, the
stream of consciousness is not featureless or unstructured: rather, mental states arise
as having a distinctive intentional content and phenomenal character. Even without
an ownership account of phenomenal content, the first-personal givenness of
experience is unmistaken.

Indeed, following Dignāga’s memory argument, mental states do not just arise in
a mental stream: rather, they arise as having a distinctive intentional content and
phenomenal character. I don’t just remember the content of an experience; I
remember it as experienced. With Dharmakı̄rti, reflexivism becomes a statement
about the self- presentational character of mental states. To use a stock example in
the Sanskritic philosophical literature, ‘seeing blue’ and ‘seeing that it is blue’ raise
questions about how conceptually laden our experience of color qualia is.
Regardless of the position one is likely to arrive at, one has to come to terms
with the phenomenologically salient notion that there is no generic seeing of a blue
patch. Rather, there is experiential or reflexive awareness of an occurrent blue-patch
(see Coseru 2012: 236–249). To postulate a basis for reflexivity outside the structure
of experience, on my view, is to mistakenly assume that experience is an emergent
property of something that is not itself experiential, but that has the functional
organization to support such experiential self-ascriptions. By rejecting the
Buddhist’s error argument about self-ascriptions, and by showcasing the difficulty
of inferential accounts of other minds, Jonardon pleads in favor of taking facts about
the ownership of experience to go beyond what is merely phenomenally available, a
plea that is in keeping with the liberal naturalism that informs his metaphysical
commitments.

In the end, the picture that Jonardon presents is that of a supervenient but
irreducible self riding on various subpersonal processes and mechanisms (of
comparison, information retrieval, and self-monitoring) that he variously charac-
terizes as the ‘underself’. This underself is precisely the living body as a place from
which mental states (owned rather than merely occurrent) emerge, and upon which
they supervene. One question that arises here is whether the binding problem can be
adequately addressed outside a framework of multiple-domain supervenience. On a
sentience theory of consciousness (as a grounding principle for personal identity)
the binding problem is the problem of identifying the subject matter of what Clark
(2000) calls ‘feature maps’: placeholders for sensory representation where the real
‘drama of sentience begins’. Indeed, the image of an aggregate of qualities endowed
not just with a capacity to establish the identity of perceptual reference, but also
with the capacity for self-reference presupposes an organization principle that
merely occurrent series of mental states cannot provide. Against those Buddhists
who restrict each sensory domain of awareness to its specific object, Nyāya argues
for a conception of the self as a unifying principle of experience.
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Jonardon’s meticulous analysis of this important point of criticism makes it
obvious that mere cross-modal sensory integration can no more provide a sense of
unity than judgments of identity can effect binding. Ever-present worries that
reductionism about persons is threatened (e.g. by the Kantian argument that self-
consciousness acts as an enabling condition for the conception of an extended, that
is, spatio-temporal, world of individual selves) might well be unfounded. And one
may find the argument that a peculiar feature of the concept of self is its
isomorphism quite ingenious. Indeed, as Jonardon writes, how one “conceives of
oneself as being is also the way one is” (p. 300). But why such a view should entail
that the self is the necessary agent of experience (the thinker of thoughts) is far from
clear. Tellingly, Jonardon singles out ownership-based models of the self that target
pathologies like thought insertion as peculiarly analogous to the Buddhist view that
ownership (and thus selfhood) is deceptive. Yet he grants that on some phenomenal
analyses of the structure of reflexive awareness, an immersed sense of ownership
need not have an agent-centric character (and some Buddhists, indeed, put forward
precisely such a view).

5 Conclusion

Most of my critical engagement has focused on questions of methodology and
approach: first, about pressing classical Indian materials in the service of advancing
contemporary philosophical debates, and second, about the different perspectives
that analytic and phenomenological approaches to the problem of the self-
consciousness and the self can articulate. If theories of personal identity are to have
global significance, then philosophy must embrace the cosmopolitan approach, and
Jonardon’s exceptionally executed project shows the path ahead. I have also noted
that there are real challenges in any attempt to reconcile naturalism with the first-
person perspective, challenges that no theory of self, if it is to succeed, can ignore.
Lastly, forging a naturalistically respectable conception of self—one that takes the
body seriously—must contend with the fact that the findings of the natural sciences
can also be interpreted as strongly favoring ontological anti-realism about the self.
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