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The rich World of Dasein in a Vat:
Brain in a vat’s equivalence to your experiential world
Matjaž Potrč
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The experiential world of myself who am hopefully an unenvatted creature is equivalent to the experiential world of my brain in a vat counterpart. Our worlds are not just close to each other; they are identical. They share phenomenology which proves to be a constitutive feature. The impact put upon the external world does not just diminish the role of phenomenology, but gets away without the experiential world altogether. It is especially self-refuting if advanced by the ecological approach. The persistence of illusion in respect to dismissing brain in a vat equivalence merits to be investigated. 
0. Circumstances leading to the writing of this paper.

I was invited to attend the conference on the Background
 with participation of John Searle. I was not certain that Searle would come, but he was there. Other people were mostly what I would call ecological cognitive philosophers, people who obviously think how background as the world around us or the surrounding environment of an organism or of a person is important for an account of its cognitive abilities. It was a privilege being able to participate in the work of this group.


I found out that ecologists defended both background as the world and externalism, presumably meaning by this that the surrounding world or organism’s background is something external. There were also tendencies to expand the domain of the mind into the external surrounding world, so that the mind would be extended and enriched by organism’s interaction with worldly items and practices.


I had some idea of Searle’s tackling background in his account of intentionality, and thought that it may be plausibly portrayed as cognitive background, along the lines of 

morphological content such as it appears in the Dynamical Cognition model of mind (Horgan and Tienson 1996, Potrč ed. 1999, Potrč 2004; for morphological content Potrč 1999).


At the time I wrote my paper, with a view of the background conference in mind I also collaborated on the issue of epistemic justification (Henderson, Horgan and Potrč forthcoming). This epistemological paper begins by extending the search for a plausible account of reliability from the local to the global and finally to the transglobal one, following a successful treatment of a diet of counterexamples. The outcome is that global reliability beats local reliability, and that similarly transglobal reliability beats global reliability – which leads to the view of winning skeptical, narrow justification (Potrč, Sajama and Strahovnik forthcoming). In a similar manner I proposed to approach the issue of the background by following its extension from the local to the global and finally to its transglobal form (Potrč forthcoming a). In a nutshell, the local background may be portrayed as the background of an expert (a physician, a cook). But even if the area of an expert’s background is restricted, it may also be characterized as being this expert’s whole world. (“This cook is engaged into her activity in such a way that her cooking experience is her whole world for her; she really enjoys cooking.”) An expert is somebody mastering skills and she is also recognized in this role by her community: this captures both skillful and normative sides of being-in-the-world. The world seems to be the most encompassing matter. So, can there be something that transcends it, reaching thereby over and above the global background? My answer is that this is possible by being attentive at the transglobal background. Transglobal background abstracts from the actuality of the world and of the being-in-the-world, and reaches to immense possibilities offered by the potential, possible worlds and thereby by the transglobal dimension. The structure of the world is really structure of the experiential world: the real structure of the background comes forward in its transglobal, narrow form. So that was my story about the background in a nutshell. And as I made the plausible or relevant form of background narrow, it was then possible to compare transglobal background and morphological content and even attempt to promote their equivalence.

To tell the truth, I did not take a closer look again at the details of Searle’s account of background, and neither at his important Chinese room though experiment account. So I was struck by Searle’s endorsing of my narrow account of content as being the appropriate one, in the form of my experiential world equivalence with the world of my envatted counterpart. It turns out that Searle defends such a BIV (brain in a vat) experiential world equivalence in his Chinese room account (Searle 1984) I myself extended Chinese room experience to the Dasein’s-in-a-vat affirmation some years ago (Potrč 1998), i.e. to the claim that BIV has the whole rich experiential world.


Now, Searle endorsed the equivalence of myself and my envatted counterpart’s genuine experiential being-in-the-world. He claimed that this equivalence is evident to him. And this is the case with my intuitions as well. But he also said that mostly people do not just not believe it, but fail to understand it, and so he gave up the attempts to explain this equivalence. In this paper I try to lay some reasons for my and my envatted counterpart being-in-the-world equivalence, in order to help clarifying the issue.


I would like to conclude this preliminary background sketch about my treating of the background with a short account of my shift from externalism to internalism. This may be especially important for clarifying the status of position proper to externalist minded ecologists, the position that is conceptually unstable, as I understand. Well, I started as an externalist (Potrč 1989) endorsing causal or teleological theories (Dretske 1988, Millikan 1984) and also psychological ecologism (J.J. Gibson 1979). As I tried to deliver an ecological account of Brentanian theory of intentionality I though about myself as a firm externalist, and was struck by Rudolf Haller characterizing my position as the one of narrow Berkeleyanism. I digested this for some time and was later impressed by Tienson’s narrow understanding of my Husserl’s theory of perception exposition. There was a push that such an understanding is compatible with Dasein’s BIV position (Horgan, Tienson and Graham 2004), and with the thesis of phenomenology of intentionality and intentionality of phenomenology (Horgan and Tienson 2002, see also my Potrč 2001,  Horgan, Potrč and Tienson eds. 2001). All this lead me to appreciate the importance of phenomenology in overall and especially in its constitutive role in the Dasein’s-in-the-vat full-blooded being-in-the-world situation.

1. The experiential world of myself who am hopefully an unenvatted creature is equivalent to the experiential world of my brain in a vat counterpart. 


Here is the strong intuition:


(BIV) For all that I know, I may well be in position of a brain in a vat (BIV); i.e. I do not have any proof that I am not a BIV.

As is well known, Descartes toyed with the possibility that he would be deceived by a powerful demon. As he seems to believe, Descartes sits in front of the fireplace. But despite his conviction to this effect, he realizes that it may well be the case that he is deceived by a powerful demon who exercises his arbitrary power by projecting the experiential environment of the fireplace, without that any such thing would be really forthcoming. If so, then Descartes finds himself in a skeptical situation. And one characteristics of such a situation is that its possibility cannot really be excluded. So Descartes cannot really prove that he is not deceived by a powerful illusion furnishing daemon.


Some time has passed and people grew tired of hearing about malevolent genies. So nowadays philosophical undergraduates prefer a high-tech version of the same story. Here is a thought experiment. Suppose that, unbeknownst to me, I finished in a position of a brain in a vat. This may happen either according to the optimistic or again according to the pessimistic scenario. I may have finished in a car accident where nothing really unshattered stays from my body, except for the brain. This brain is picked up by my friend super-neuro-physiologist, whose intention is to preclude my acquaintance with my tragic fate. He takes my brain, puts it in a vat with nutrient solution, and connects all its afferent and efferent endings to a very powerful computer, feeding to me constantly the information that I experience: sitting behind the desk, typing into computer, feeling certain environmental temperature within my body, also sensing the body’s position, and a whole lot of such stuff. It does not even occur to me that I might have been a BIV, although I am one. What about the pessimistic version of the same story? According to this one, I finish up to be in the just described position, only that the superneurophysiologist is an irresponsible freak coming to my bed around midnight, extracting surgically brain from my body, and then observing the effect of complete illusion to which I am submitted as inhabiting my experiential world. Anyway, there is no proof of myself not being in such position. The superneurophysiologist freak rejoices that I haven’t got a clue. And this is the characteristics of the skeptical situation: once as its possibility arises, it is practically impossible to beat it. And this goes for each of us: once as we realize that our actual state is possibly the state of somebody in the skeptical situation, we just cannot eliminate this option. We just cannot do away with the prospect that in the actual experiential state each of us inhabits the BIV situation.


One main characteristic of the mentioned situation is that we are dealing with the experiential world. So the claim is that the circumstances of my experiential world may well be equivalent to my BIV situation; at least I do not possess any proof that I do not find myself in the BIV situation. Besides to this, we are dealing with the claim concerning knowledge: for all that I know I may well be in the BIV situation. I do not possess any knowledge to the effect that I am not in the BIV situation.

The starting issue is whether there is equivalence of my experiential world and of my BIV counterpart’s experiential world. If you think about it for a while, you may realize this to be an evidential situation.
 But again one may conclude that this is not evident at all.

If one goes for the evidence concerning equivalence between my experiential situation and between my BIV counterpart’s experiential situation the reasons to this effect need to be provided.

One may start digging into this direction by the following objection to the above wording. I said that “hopefully” I am an unenvatted creature, as compared to my BIV counterpart’s situation. But if I take the BIV situation seriously, there may be no real sense to such a hope. For starters, how should I even know or conceive that I am not envatted right now? What would be the supposedly unenvatted situation of mine, for all that I know, and why should it have any priority over the BIV situation? Such hope is irrational as there is really no way for me of reasonably accounting for it.

All this really leads to conclusion that the experiential world of myself who am hopefully an unenvatted creature is equivalent to the experiential world of my brain in a vat counterpart – to the best of my knowledge once as I start to appreciate the possibility of the skeptical scenario.

2. The experiential world of myself who am hopefully an unenvatted creature and the experiential world of my brain in a vat counterpart are not just close to each other; they are identical.


But we just said that it is not rational for me to claim that I am hopefully an unenvatted creature, because I really haven’t got a clue about what the difference between my presumed unenvatted and between my envatted situation would be.


One may start perhaps again with the description of my current situation. I am sitting in the room and typing into a keyboard of my computer. As I am doing this, I feel my fingers touching the keys of the keyboard, experiencing the just appropriate feedback. It would be a big difference in this situation if it would happen that there would not be any resistance of the key if I would like to type a letter T. Then I would automatically take recourse of checking up why this happened. I also feel a certain temperature of my body, as I already mentioned, and feel that this is just the right temperature for me as I do my typing. I also observe that exactly at this moment the sun began to shine more brightly through the windows, by noticing the increasing brightness and illumination of my room and of my working table. If I glance through the window, I see the trees’ branches moving under the impact of the gentle wind. I remember having watched a TV episode yesterday, and I remember several details and the overall feeling of performing of my last lecture. I also know that I have to deliver another lecture with the same progressing topics in a couple of days, and I already begin to gather the feel and the information that I could put into this continuing lecture. I also feel obligation towards attending a meeting, as based upon my promise that I would do so. I remember and I anticipate, I live in an environment interspersed with normative obligations. I also have some subliminal feeling about the things of which I usually do not think much, such that my shirt is touching my skin, and thus that I wear some clothes on my body.

The description could have gone on, and lot of further detail could have been integrated into it. This is description of my current situation, including my direct and subliminal perception and sensing, my situation as being a part of community, with the corresponding obligations and normative furniture, my social and personal position. It is a description of my being-in-the-world, in short terms, of my rich and multi-dimensional being-in-the-world situation.

At the first moment, everybody would have impression that this is description of somebody with the real external environment, of the already mentioned “myself as hopefully not in a BIV position”. But in fact – and this is now the crucial realization – there is absolutely no proof that this rich being-in-the-world position would be in any kind different to my envatted position, thus to my position of being my own BIV counterpart.

The following may come to the mind as a trial to refuel the BIV experiential equivalence: “I can touch the table, and it gives me the feeling of physical resistance while I am doing it. And I can firmly shake your hand, which proves that you must be there, as I feel your grip and your overall reaction.”

The answer to this is that none of the above is able to refute the possibility of the BIV equivalence. Touching the table and shaking your hand – both of this can well be the case also under presupposition that I find myself in the situation of BIV right now. In fact, there is absolutely no difference between my experiential (presumably not a BIV, as we continue to say in order to make the setting more clear) situation, and between my BIV counterpart situation. Nothing that enters into the above description of my experiences and of my being-in-the-world situation can prove that I am not a BIV. 

And this proves that BIV has a whole rich experience of being-in-the-world; actually it proves that BIV is in the position of the Dasein in-the-world.

In other words, we should not be chauvinistic in respect to BIV, by denying him any bit of his position of Dasein-being-in-the-world dignity and in-worldly situatedness. 

A moment’s thought will persuade you that the experiential world of myself and of my envatted counterpart (or of yourself and of your envatted counterpart, as for this matter) are not just similar or close to each other. They are identical. There is no difference which you would be able to deliver that would help to distinguish the just mentioned worlds.
It can be noticed that BIV’s equivalence to my actual situation is enhanced by not considering just chunks of the situation, but the whole holistic situation of being-in-the-world, along its several parameters and rich dimensions. It turns out that only the appreciation of the BIV’s being-in-the-world situation actually takes the very idea of being-in-the-world seriously. In other words, brain in a vat proves to be equivalent in its experiential worldly dimension to the Dasein in a vat, and therefore to the Dasein-in-the-world. And here the Dasein is somebody inhabiting the world, just like you or me. We are of course talking about the experiential world.

At this point one may ask the question whether to go for the weak or for a strong form of equivalence between the experiential worlds of myself and of my BIV counterpart. In fact, taking into account the irrationality of “I am hopefully not in the BIV situation” assertion, one may simply ask whether we should be going for the weak or strong interpretation of the BIV being-in-the-world equivalence. But the just noticed circumstance of irrationality about the “hopefully not a BIV” disclaimer should show us that we should certainly embrace strong equivalence – as the BIV-in-a-world situation is the only one for which we may possibly count to get some justification.
 One may say that for all that we know, there is no difference between my experiential situation and between the narrow BIV situation. My world is rich and so is my BIV’s counterpart’s world. Dasein in a vat has a full rich being-in-the-world, and the experiential world of the BIV is really proving its rich situatedness as a Dasein. This may be discomforting to some of you, but it’s true.
3. Experiential worlds of me and of my brain in a vat counterpart share phenomenology which proves to be a constitutive feature.


As we affirm the identity of my and my BIV counterpart’s experiential world, we may have noticed that we used, among other things, the qualitative feelings of situatedness in order to push the picture through. These include my qualitative feelings of situatedness in a normative setting, and of memory and expectation providing situatedness in respect to the actual situation, besides to the more familiar perception and sensations related qualitative feelings. Such qualitative feelings or qualia also come under the name of phenomenology (Potrč forthcoming b).


As one mentions the world, one first tends to think about objects and events, such as cups, dogs and spilling of the milk, or spilling of the ink as for that matter. But a moment’s thought will show that it would be actually even more appropriate to mention my practices of situatedness, should these be in respect to the things that I have lived through in some environments, or that I anticipate, or in respect to the intertwined net of my normative engagements. Being in the world includes situatedness in the world, and these normative matters are then even closer to the world as the rest of stuff. But there is another thing that unifies, in the background, all of the issues mentioned up till now: the qualitative experiences or several dimensions of phenomenology. If I perceive or touch the cup from which I drink my tea, there is a set of intertwined qualitative or phenomenological experiences going along with this. I feel the texture of the cup as I hold it, there is quality of the appropriate warmth that I experience, and I smell the tea enjoying my sip. There is special phenomenology then, coming along with my things remembered and with those anticipated, in its several dimensions and changing under the pressure of the dynamics proper to my lived experience. Again, there is phenomenological quality constituting my enjoyment of observed and noticed colors and of visual scenery in my surrounding. There is phenomenology proper to sensing my body, which is important for my overall comportment although it may not be noticed in all of the circumstances. The description could continue.


If we start with description of the world as primarily including objects and events, then we will look at qualia and phenomenology as something secondary, just accompanying and subjective, unworthy of the serious matters succeeding in our surrounding. But we fail to notice that this is then the world that nobody really inhabits. It is actually no world at all, for it consists of scattered goods, free-floating in the void. In counterdistinction to this, the real world comes to the fore where things are supported by the background of phenomenology. It is the rich background phenomenological feeling, succeeding all the time in several rich intertwined dimensions that makes our experiences that of the lived-through, experiential world. The world in fact comes into being through phenomenology; it obtains its compactness and its dignity of the experiential world through the dynamics of the phenomenological background. If you look at the matters in this way, then the experience of the world is not just accompanied through phenomenology. Rather, the experiential world and being-in-the-world that is actually an experiential overall category, is constituted by phenomenology. Phenomenology, in its numerous compact and intertwined dimensions constitutes the world, the experiential world; it is a precondition for it.

The constitutive role of phenomenology for the world may be appreciated through the procedure of bracketing.
 Take that there is this cat as the animal leaving in my surrounding. Now, in order to come to the interesting matters concerning the cat, matters interesting for phenomenological description, I first need to put into brackets cat’s nature as a physical, chemical or biological entity.
 All these will be appropriately accounted for by the corresponding natural sciences, whereas philosophy or psychology should stick to the narrower manners of description. Thus, our description will bracket the approach of the mentioned natural sciences in search for the worldly situatedness of the cat. Then, there will come a series of reduction procedures that will finally leave us with the ideal cat and most important of all, with the cat as phenomenologically described feature. Only this last move will actually position the cat in the world, in will make it take its part in the being-in-the-world, it will become intertwined in the experiential world. Objective naturalistic features of the cat need to be bracketed in order for it to appear as the ingredient of our world. 


But notice also the following. First, in order to become the feature of our world, cat has to appropriate its phenomenology. And second, once as the cat is endowed with phenomenology, this phenomenology inserts the cat into the background, into the phenomenological multi-dimensional background of our lived-through world. In this way, it ultimately ceases to treat the cat as an atomistic entity, which was happening following the deep presupposition of the externalist naturalistic approach. There was no integrity, no worldliness in such an atomistic externalist approach. The cat was a free-floating atomistic item according to this externalist approach, without any background and without any world. On the other hand, reduction and especially the phenomenological reduction positioned the cat in the world, in the richness of the phenomenology endowed background of the experiential world.


There was also no real interesting structure in the externalist approach. In counterdistinction to this now, the role of bracketing procedure is to highlight the structure, namely the structure of the experiential world, which without that escapes our view. Procedure of reduction and phenomenology lead us in this way to appropriate the world. In respect to the mentioned cat, you can include all the qualities into the phenomenological worldly description, the specific color and posture, moving abilities of this cat, its usual surroundings and many more things like that. Phenomenology opens up the background and the world that was precluded to our view by the atomistic externalist objective and naturalist procedures.
This is the reason why it is important to stress that the experiential worlds of myself and of my brain in a vat’s counterpart share phenomenology which proves to be a constitutive feature.

4. The impact put on the external world does not just diminish the role of phenomenology, but gets away without the experiential world altogether.


From the just described perspective that takes phenomenology as constitutive and not just as something accompanying, we may take a brief look at the externalist approaches. These approaches do not find any role for phenomenology, by concentrating exclusively upon objective and naturalistic proposals.


Take causal and teleological theories of reference (Dretske 1988, Millikan 1984). They concentrate upon referential and related functions, covering various displays of language and thought, in a naturalistic objective manner. Causal theory will claim that I can only refer to a cat or think about it if I happened to be in causal link or in causal informational interaction with items of the mentioned species. Teleological theory claims that my ability to refer to the cat is a product of and thus that it is only possible because of my species developing the ability, through its biological development, to think on cats, similarly useful to its survival as the ability to perform some other biologically underpinned skills.


One can see thus that some theories put the stress upon the role of the external world while trying to explain referential and similar functions. For it is presumed by these naturalistic theories that things which matter (causality, teleological processes) are grounding referential and similar functions, and that they have nothing to do with phenomenology.


But such a stance of externalist theories is not just slightly misguided; it is rather basically wrong. Why? Because referring and other similar functions are not possible at all in an atomistic manner as it is presumed by externalist theories. They are only possible if there is the whole intertwined multi-dimensional background that makes referential and intentional acts coming at the stage. Externalists stick to atomism and they expel each background and quality from their considerations. In this respect they act as zombies, without any phenomenology, and as we understand this, they are also not able to refer or to accomplish any intentional acts.

The holistic view of phenomenological background, attained by phenomenological reduction, is the real medicine against these naturalistic externalists. An important part of this task was already pointed out by promoting the theses of phenomenology of intentionality and of intentionality of phenomenology (Horgan and Tienson 2002, Potrč 2001). PI&IP thesis starts by noticing the completely misguided atomistic and separatist approach to phenomenology and intentionality. Externalist theories treat phenomenology as something just accompanying and totally unsubstantial in respect to intentional acts of directedness, such as it is my thought concerning the cat. And they accordingly treat thoughts and the rest of intentional acts as having nothing to do with phenomenology. Additionally, they treat phenomenological experiences as devoid of intentionality, say as free-floating and coming without any basic attachment to the experiential space. As against this, theses of PI&IP treat phenomenology as constitutive for intentional acts, and they treat intentionality as constitutive for phenomenological sensory experiences.


I think that PI&IP theses are of fundamental importance, against such positions as externalist and naturalist induced approach of atomism. But the real medicine against atomism, naturalism and externalism is recognizing the constitutive role of phenomenology as the rich background for the world, for the experiential world. 

The clue is that the impact put upon the external world does not just diminish the role of phenomenology, but that it gets away with the experiential world altogether. And so it can only be reestablished by fully recognizing identity of my experiential world with that of the brain in a vat, actually recognizing that I am fully comfortable in the position of Dasein-in-a-vat. As against this, the externalist approaches are not just slightly, but totally wrong.

5. The impact put on the external world is especially self-refuting if advanced by the ecological approach.


It is hard to believe that some people for whom the world is of importance can also embrace the externalist approach in respect to matters of reference, and that they are able to embrace the world as an external world. 


Such a position is self-refuting already by our earlier recognition that the world may be appropriated only through phenomenological reduction, through refutation of naturalism and recognizing of the holistic supporting background proper to phenomenology as the very possibility of there being a world and being-in-the-world, for there to be a Dasein, an appealing and narrow guy.

I think that ecologists (people who think that the world is important) that also embrace externalism (they also think that the world is an external world) are suffering under massive illusion. I will say some brief things about this in the next section. In this section I will just state that, as it follows from our train of thought up till now, the position of these people is just wrong. It cannot hold the water. The position is self-refuting for the simple fact that the world is not naturalistic and so it cannot really be an external world.

Sometimes, ecological guys try to push the mind to encompass the external world, which is especially self-refuting. They claim, for example, that “each old good PC I used to work on is part of my mind” – and this is a reduction ad absurdum of their own position.
 First, it is just silly and wacky to claim that external computers, cats or whatever are part of my mind as external matters. And why one would wish to claim something like that at all? In order to preserve one’s externalist intuitions, such as that the external world matters. But this is just self-refuting because the world (as a philosophical or psychological category, if you wish) just cannot be external. Why? Because it would then not contain any phenomenology, and accordingly, it would not hold together, and it would not be the world anymore.
What a relief to leave behind these externalist intuitions and to wholeheartedly embrace the Dasein-in-a-vat and its rich phenomenological narrow world.
6. The persistence of illusion in respect to dismissing brain in a vat equivalence merits to be investigated. 
There is persistence of illusion that external reality is important for the world. Externalist ecologists presumably think something like this: “Well, we believe in holistic world that is proper not just to one but to several organisms. As these organisms constantly find themselves in interaction, this has to be an interaction with the external world. For yes, if organism interacts with something, this has to be external to it – right? But then we ecologists have to embrace the reality of the external world.”

In this way, ecologist externalists dismiss brain in a vat experience, and this is an illusory move. Why? Because it is an illusion to believe, as we have begun to establish, that external stuff is constitutive to the world. Just to the contrary, we have found out that phenomenology is really constitutive of the very possibility for there being the world, by its holistic and cohesive force to hold experiences together. For the world we are talking about is really the experiential world. 


When externalist ecologists dismiss the constitutive possibility of BIV equivalence to the recognition of the world, they are under massive externalist illusion. They namely appropriate the common sense externalist understanding of the world. Yes, people at the vegetable market will consider their goods to be externally well existing matters. But it is wrong to bring such externalist grounding presuppositions to the constitution of the world as we reflect about it in the philosophical inquiry. Smart people have seen that refutation of naturalism, phenomenological reduction and reconstitution of the world out of phenomenological background and experiences is the only way to go. And this is why recognizing the BIV equivalence of my experiential world, and actually its constitutive role for Dasein’s being-in-the-world is crucial.

How do illusions work? A quick look at the Mueller-Lyer or at the Brentano illusion shows that one persists being under illusion even after having things explained: you know that lines in Mueller-Lyer illusion are of equal length, but you still continue to perceive them as being of different lengths. In a similar manner, externalist ecologists may have self-refuting nature of their conceiving of the world as an external world demonstrated, but they may nevertheless continue disbelieving the constitutive role of phenomenology and brain in a vat equivalence to the experiential world, and for the very possibility of the world. It turns out that the persistence of illusion rests on the doubtful presupposition that the experiential world is externally grounded. But this can only be a world of a zombie, and zombies do not really have experiential worlds, or any world, as for that matter.
An important hint goes in the following direction. People tend to think about narrow skeptical situation as not being justified because it is internal and not external. But as the chips fall down (and this requires some effort of thought) the narrow transglobal situation wins the day. (Henderson, Horgan and Potrč forthcoming). In a similar manner, people tend to think that narrow situation of the BIV is unjustified and refuted as concerns its existence because it is internal. But justification, and indeed the very existence of the world, contrary to their opinion, is secured just by the equivalence of my and my BIV’s counterpart experiential world. It is an illusion (based just upon externalist prejudice) that the narrow situation is illusory; to the contrary it is justified.  
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� The conference on the Background was excellently organized by Zdravko Radman at the IUC Dubrovnik, October 5th-7th 2007, with participants, that besides to John Searle, his wife Dagmar and others also included Daniel D.Hutto, Michael W. Wheeler, Shaun Gallagher and Susan Stuart.











� Searle as I understand treats the equivalence of my and my BIV counterpart’s experiential world to be evident, and so do I.


� Compare transglobal justification as the one prevailing over local and global ones. (Henderson, Horgan and Potrč forthcoming).


� Smart people such as Husserl took recourse to several layers of bracketing procedure in order to unearth the structure of the world, usually covered by the externalist prejudices hinging over the existent.


� Notice that similar strategy was proposed by methodological solipsism as research strategy in cognitive science (Fodor 1981).


� The RAA quality of ecologist appropriation of items in the external world such as PC’s was asserted by Searle at the Background conference mentioned in the first note.
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