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Abstract:

The aim of this paper is to motivate the need for and then present the outline of an alternative explanation of what Dan Zahavi has dubbed “open intersubjectivity,” which captures the basic interpersonal character of perceptual experience as such.  This is a notion whose roots lay in Husserl’s phenomenology.  Accordingly, the paper begins by situating the notion of open intersubjectivity – as well as the broader idea of constituting intersubjectivity to which it belongs – within Husserl’s phenomenology as an approach distinct from his more well-known account of empathy (Einfühlung) in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation.  I then recapitulate and criticize Zahavi’s phenomenological explanation of open intersubjectivity, arguing that his account hinges on a flawed phenomenology of perceptual experience.  In the wake of that criticism, I supply an alternative phenomenological framework for explaining open intersubjectivity, appealing to the methodological principles of Husserl’s genetic phenomenology and his theory of developmentally primitive affect.  Those principles are put to work using the resources of recent studies of cognitive developmental and social cognition.  From that literature, I discuss how infants learn about the world from others in secondary intersubjectivity through natural pedagogy.  Lastly, the paper closes by showing how the discussion of infant development explains the phenomenon of open intersubjectivity and by highlighting the relatively moderate nature of this account compared to Zahavi’s.
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1. Introduction
In his infamous account of intersubjectivity and the phenomenon of empathy (Einfühlung) in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation, Husserl undertakes to explain what goes into an experience of another conscious subject such that it properly presents its target as exemplifying the essential traits of another conscious subject.  Focusing on this type of intersubjective relation, however, implies a number of theoretically self-imposed constraints.  It paints a picture of intersubjectivity that is observational and unilateral.  The intentionality of empathy embodies a third-person view of other subjects.  And even if the body and its affects are mobilized to enable the experience, empathy here nevertheless means only the bare registering of the presence of another conscious being.  Further, the experience is a deliberate (despite its passive components), focal targeting of the other subject.  Given the broader context of the Cartesian Meditations, Husserl’s restrictions may be justified (Smith 2003, 212-215).  Nevertheless, as long as we stick to the Fifth Cartesian Meditation, we have not heard the whole phenomenological story about intersubjectivity, a criticism strikingly similar to those recently offered against the standard theory theory and simulation theory approaches to social cognition (De Jaegher and Di Paolo 2007, Gallagher 2008, Hutto 2008, Reddy 2008).
There are many directions in which one could strike out to make headway in the matter.  Perhaps the most obvious direction a Husserlian account would take would be to build on the foundation of the Fifth Cartesian Meditation.  Yet, it turns out this is just one way to go, and recent interpreters of Husserl have followed him in other directions as well.  Lying beneath the empathy of the Fifth Cartesian Meditation is a domain of “constituting intersubjectivity” (Donohoe 2004, 64; Zahavi 2001, 21; 2003, 112-115).
  This notion is one that has begun to gain traction in recent Husserl interpretation, thanks largely to Dan Zahavi’s (2001) work,
 but also thanks to the important contributions of James Mensch (1988, 2010), Janet Donohoe (2004), and Lanei Rodemeyer (2006).  By contrast, the kind of intersubjectivity discussed in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation is referred to as a paradigmatic case of “constituted intersubjectivity,” a terminology I will adopt in what follows.
Low-level constituting subjectivity may be thought of as relaxing the constraints of the Fifth Cartesian Meditation.  For instance, in whatever sorts of experiences comprise constituting intersubjectivity, other subjects figure in the periphery rather than in the center of attention (Zahavi 2001, Rodemeyer 2006), the standpoint of the subject is not observational but, perhaps, instinctive (Donahoe 2004, 97-100), driven by bodily and affective impulses, and the connection requires no special cognitive competency (Mensch 1988, 187-203, 239-246; Donahoe 2004, 57-64).  Setting aside these details, what distinguishes the phenomenon of constituting intersubjectivity is that other subjects not only feature in experience as its objects, but function to make (at least some) experience itself possible.  That is, a subject is said to participate in constituting intersubjectivity if an experience enjoyed by that subject is enabled in some way by another subject.
  This involvement has to be concretely cashed out in terms of a theory of co-constituting intentionality.
In the present paper, I will flesh out this thin and rather vague idea by engaging with Zahavi’s Husserl-inspired account of a kind of constituting intersubjectivity he calls “open intersubjectivity.”
  This is, roughly, the idea that in many if not all of our conscious interactions with the world, beginning with perceptual experience, other subjects are in some way tacitly implicated.  In sections 2 and 3, respectively, I will present Zahavi’s argument for this position and then criticize it, suggesting that it rests on a faulty phenomenology of perceptual experience.  Despite that hang up, I believe something very close to Zahavi’s position is right, and the core of his view can be salvaged.  In section 4, I sketch out an alternative methodological stance – Husserl’s genetic phenomenology – and framework of intentionality – Husserl’s theory of affective intentionality – that I believe can be used to better explain the phenomenon of open intersubjectivity.
  Then in sections 5 and 6 I outline how open intersubjectivity might come about in a way consistent with the outlook of section 4, drawing on recent work in developmental studies, especially studies of secondary intersubjectivity and natural pedagogy.  Lastly, I end section 6 by considering just how basic open intersubjectivity is in relation to constituted intersubjectivity, ultimately agreeing (with qualifications) with Zahavi and Rodemeyer that open intersubjectivity is indeed more basic than constituted intersubjectivity.
2. Constituting intersubjectivity as “open intersubjectivity”
Zahavi’s understanding of the Husserlian notion of open subjectivity
 is based on an argument about the nature of perceptual intentionality.  In a nutshell, he infers the necessity of a constituting contribution of others – i.e., an open intersubjectivity – in any episode of perceptual experience.  Let’s call this the strong open intersubjectivity thesis (SOI). It is grounded in a claim about what Zahavi takes to be the only feasible explanation of the phenomenon of perceptual presence (borrowing a phrase from Noë (2004)).  To perceive an object as perceptually present is to have a perceptual grasp not only of the aspect or aspects of an object immediately facing one, the aspects presented directly in one’s line of sight, so to speak.
  One has in addition a perceptual grasp of the object’s presence as a whole, perhaps with its reverse side and other aspects that are currently out of view.

Now, one will likely not immediately jump to SOI in trying to explain perceptual presence.  The prima facie best candidates for explaining the phenomenon are (a) memory, (b) expectation, and (c) imagination.
  That is, when one grasps an object as perceptually present, one supplements the limited information presented by the various perceptual modalities with non-perceptual information, either retrieved from pertinent memories, suggested as an expectation (perhaps as a matter of habit), or imagined as a pragmatic foray into the possible.
Zahavi levels a single objection to these purported explanations.  Memory, expectation, and imagination have a basically different phenomenal character than perceptual experience.  Such experiences cannot be seamlessly integrated into perception without altering its peculiar phenomenality.  Zahavi makes this point by highlighting the temporal quality of each sort of experience.  Perceptual presence has the phenomenal character of a present experience.  The remainder of the object one perceives is perceptually present right now, in the very same moment as whatever aspects are directly in view.  Memory and expectation are simply not in step with perception.  A perceived present aspect cannot be combined with a past or future aspect in a single experience, or, at least, that is manifestly not the character of actual perceptual experience.
Imagination is likewise temporally out of step with perception due to its modal character.  In imagination one engages with the possible, rather than the real or actual, which is the element of perception.  Even if one could get past this problem, the appeal to imagination runs afoul in yet another way.  It attempts to explain the perceptual presence of the out-of-view remainder of a presently perceived object by claiming that one also enjoys an imaginary awareness of that same object from other possible vantage points at the same time.  In other words, the combined perceptual-imaginative experience of perceptual presence would entail a consciousness of oneself occupying more than one place at a single time, which is impossible.
If one is not conscious of the out of view aspects in those ways, which have the common denominator of an out-of-view remainder presented to oneself alone, the only remaining possibility is that one is conscious of those aspects as presented to other perceivers.  In other words, perceptual presence entails SOI.  When one perceives an object as perceptually present, grasping the full sense of presence, the remainder of perspectives and vantage points on that same object besides that which one presently occupies are “indicated,” in Zahavi’s words, as vantage points for other possible subjects.
One’s grasp of something’s perceptual presence is, if SOI is right, based on the constitutive reference to other virtually present perceiving subjects.  These possible subjects feature in experience not as perceptual targets, but as co-perceivers, co-constitutors of the perceptual target.  This is, then, a case of constituting intersubjectivity.  The inclusion of my own perspective together with the possible perspectives of other perceiving subjects on an object comprises open intersubjectivity.
Furthermore, Zahavi (2001, 50; 2003, 120) and Rodemeyer (2006, 54-55) note that this variety of constituting intersubjectivity is more basic than constituted intersubjectivity.  At its lowest level, constituted intersubjectivity, as Husserl understands it, is a transformation of perceptual intentionality, where what was formerly seen as a “mere thing” now takes on life and appears as an animate organism like oneself.  This implies that empathy is nothing other than an enrichment of the sense of perceptual presence.  The reasons that support SOI in perception justify an analogous thesis for social perception or empathy as well, insofar as the latter is just a higher-order specification of the former.  In short, for others to feature in experience as intentional objects, one must already be conscious of the co-constitutive contribution of other possible subjects.
3. Problems with Zahavi’s argument for open intersubjectivity
I believe Zahavi (and Husserl, if Zahavi’s interpretation is correct) has hit upon a fascinating and important phenomenon.  In fact, the view that I present later on in the paper will lend support to a more moderate thesis about open intersubjectivity and perceptual experience.  Nevertheless, I find SOI as it stands to be inadequate.  Simply put, it depends on a serious phenomenological misconstrual of perception.  The explanation commits something like the so-called psychologist’s fallacy or Merleau-Ponty’s le préjudé du monde.  That is, it unwittingly and unwarrantedly attributes to subjective experience properties that belong to the thing experienced.  The argument starts with the solid phenomenological insight that in perception we enjoy the full perceptual presence of what we perceive.  But the explanation of this phenomenon saddles perception simpliciter with superfluous content.

Yes, to experience the full perceptual presence of an object is to experience an object that in fact has other sides, other aspects.  And, further, one must also stand in some conscious relation to that object as just the sort of object that has a co-present remainder beyond what stands in one’s current line of sight, a remainder that is lacking and that we can phenomenally detect as lacking in, for instance, a mirage or two-dimensional image.  But does that mean a perceiver is conscious of those sides, even if in a tacit and pre-reflective way?  I think that does not follow.
To be precise, my dispute concerns the claim that one cannot perceive an aspect of an object without also being conscious in some manner of the object’s other aspects as being co-present.  Let’s call this the co-present aspect thesis (CPA).  (In passing, let me say that I would grant this possibility, if not its necessity, for retained past and protended future phases of perceptual consciousness.)  CPA may hold when one is conscious of an object in an experience where what is targeted is primarily the presented aspect of an object.  But I see no reason why it should hold otherwise.  In general, an object’s given aspect is not what perception targets.  Rather, the perceiver is typically interested in the object itself.  Zahavi and Husserl, of course, would agree.  But I claim, further, that it is not necessary to track co-present aspects at all for perception to succeed, that is, for it to make contact with the object itself.
But how can that be?  After all, isn’t the side, the presented aspect, standing in the way of the object itself?  How does our perceptual intentionality get past it to the object itself as its focal target?  These sorts of questions are the same ones that motivate Zahavi’s argument, and the ensuing reflections that lead to SOI.  A less intuitive, but more plausible explanation hinges on a reflection about just what it is we are sensitive or responsive to in perception.
  I believe the misguided focus of CPA is ultimately the result of the kind of thinking that imagines perception to be capable only of picking up the simplest properties of objects, and that some constructive learning process or strictly speaking non-sensory form(s) of experience must account for the possibility of a genuine perception.  For Zahavi, our senses only, or most basically, deliver profiles, and, above all, the spatial profiles of an object’s various sides, and no other information (e.g., whatever information it would take to enjoy an experience of perceptual presence), unless otherwise supplemented by empty intentions or prereflective horizons.
Yet an increasing body of research, namely, that of ecological psychology, supports the idea that we are actually perceptually sensitive to much more complex information, seriously weakening the case for CPA.
  Let me give an example, borrowed from Anthony Chemero’s (2009, 156-158) discussion of recent experimental work on tactile illusions.  In the experiments Chemero discusses, subjects were given two objects to examine by holding them.  The two objects were of equal size and weight, but were differently constructed so that one would be more difficult to move by turning the wrist.  Subjects reported the object that was relatively more difficult to move as being heavier than the other, both when unable and when able to view the objects visually.  This work suggests that when we hold an object in hand we perceive by touch (allied with proprioception) not only – and not primarily – the pressure of the object’s surface, its weight bearing down on our hand, but also its movability.  The subjects are directly sensitive to this salient difference between the objects, and they naturally rely on talk of weight in their reports, despite its inaccuracy, as a convenient way of expressing the difference.
This is but one of many similar instances that Chemero (2009, 122-133) reports.  If the previous example was a bit of a mismatch with the visually-oriented account Zahavi gives, that is no trouble.  Chemero’s account can be generalized.  As he says, “Most of the variables of interest to ecological psychologists are higher order. […] This means that perception is not just of simple quantities like mass, wavelength, position, and so on... [O]ne can simply see, for example, how fast something is moving” (Chemero 2009, 122).  We see, in addition, an object’s occluding character, its being out of reach or optimally accessible (Gibson 1979, 79-86).  Interestingly, some empirical research suggests that such “complex” information is in fact discriminated earlier in ontogeny than “simpler” properties like shape, size, or color.

Returning to the problem of perceptual presence, it is simpler to say that we directly perceive an object – not its side, but the object per se – by virtue of the more complex properties it has to which we are sensitive.  Perceptual consciousness does not need to reach around, as it were, however emptily or prereflectively, to present other aspects of the object in order to target the object itself, and neither does it need to penetrate the presented aspect, because (in ordinary circumstances, at least) it does not grasp that aspect.
  It is first and foremost sensitive to and responsive to the information the aspect presents, which is precisely information about the object itself.  In that way, it would be better to leave talk of aspects behind entirely.  While an external observer or one reflecting back upon one’s own prior experience might say that at each moment only some particular aspect is presented, it by no means follows that the perceiver is conscious of any aspects as such.  Rather, the perceiver is sensitive to (among other things) information present in sensory experience about the object per se.  One directly perceives, e.g., a solid, medium sized mass (a rock lying on the ground, let’s say), without qualification.  That direct contact with the object itself is its proper perceptual presence.
One might object that perceptual presence means something more than the ability to pick out three-dimensional objects through simple sensory engagement with them.  Perceptual presence is supposed to highlight the felt sense that there’s something more to things than what one sees at a given moment.  What I have said so far has not touched on this problem, and, indeed, makes that phenomenon somewhat puzzling.  I have only shown that it is not necessary to track co-present aspects in order to perceive, and hence perception as such does not necessitate SOI.  I do think the idea that there can (perceptually) seem to be more to things than what is captured in perception at a given moment can be accommodated, though I will be very brief as to how, since I have achieved my main aim of undermining CPA and, hence, SOI, and the purpose of this paper, i.e., presenting an alternative to SOI, does not depend on my elaboration of a positive alternative to CPA.
When one perceives an object and has a sense that there is something more to it, I suggest that there is a fairly simple explanation of the phenomenon that does not require that the perceiver track co-present aspects.  The key to understanding the phenomenon is to situate it in concrete, ordinary perceptual circumstances.  If we try to imagine an anonymous perceiver perceiving “an object” against the background of something like a phenomenological green screen, it will be quite difficult to grasp.  So, imagine that you, the perceiver, are in the midst of some task while catching sight of some object.  You are writing an e-mail, and you notice an apple you brought for a snack while working.  It’s late morning, and some time has passed since you had breakfast, and the e-mail has been a particularly tedious one to write.  The apple grabs your attention.  On the one hand, you clearly pick it out as a solid, medium sized mass.  But the item carries much significance besides that.  It seems, in addition, to pull your gaze, to distract you and offer you relief, to summon your approach.
In short, you are aroused by the apple.
  This arousal comprises the feeling that there is more to the apple than what it shows at present.  The arousal does not entail CPA.  It is not tracking any aspects of the apple that are not presently given.  The feeling is brought on by the apple, and it does modify your intentional directedness to the apple.  As a result of the arousal, you may stare at it a while, you may have difficulty completing your e-mail, you may reach toward it to take a bite.  The arousal instigates such engagements with the apple, and such engagements would reveal other (literal) sides of the apple.  But the proximate function of the arousal is action-guiding.  It is the motivation for various intentional acts (e.g., the direction of your gaze, the intensity and focus of your visual scrutiny, the behavior of your arm (e.g., whether you reach or not)).  There is only an indirect relation between your arousal and contact with apple’s other sides and interior.  It would be a mistake, though an understandable one, to say the arousal itself makes you conscious of those things.
I acknowledge that what I have just sketched of a phenomenology of perceptual presence is incomplete.  Nevertheless, it is prima facie plausible.  Indeed, the simplicity of my proposal is a non-trivial matter, since I take the phenomenon of perceptual presence to be much more austere than CPA combined with SOI would entail, namely, as an event laden with infinite references to other sides and other subjects.  My suggestion is that there are good grounds for rejecting CPA, which seriously undermines the case for SOI.  If perception does not necessarily contain any conscious reference to co-present aspects of the perceived object, then there is no need to appeal to an open intersubjectivity to explain perceptual presence.  If open intersubjectivity can be rescued, a different way of understanding its relation to perception will be required.
4. A framework for explaining open intersubjectivity
I fully agree that deep significance of the phenomenon of open intersubjectivity is importantly related to our most basic constitutive endeavors (e.g., perceptual experience and its correlative perceptual presence).  The way forward, however, is not to look only to formal features of consciousness, but to look in addition to whatever other elements in our concrete situation might bear upon our low-level perceptual intentionality.  This shift of focus corresponds to a shift from a static to a genetic phenomenological outlook.
To consider a phenomenon statically is to consider it exclusively in terms of validity or its evident givenness to consciousness (Lee 2002, Taguchi 2006, 113-121).
  So, the phenomenon of perception, viewed statically, consists (roughly) of a position-taking, perhaps a doxic attitude of certainty construing its object as “actual,” as properly exemplifying (at least) the material region of spatiotemporal nature, which is necessarily presented as the same identical object within an adumbrating framework of intuitive givenness and a non-intuitively appresented horizon.  That means leaving out additional considerations about the experience’s coming into being (both token and type), or its so-called primal institution (Urstiftung), and much of its history.  The epistemic credentials of a phenomenon hold good regardless of the psychological peculiarities of how it comes about, whatever circumstances held at its inception, and whatever non-epistemic interaction it may subsequently undergo within the economy of consciousness.  Husserl is unflaggingly committed to this idea, established in his early critique of psychologism.  This is the way that constituting intersubjectivity is treated in SOI, as a readymade phenomenon, where no particular event in its history has any importance as long as the formal features of perception are taken into account.  
Genetic phenomenology presents another, more concrete perspective on the same phenomena.  The exclusive interest in evidence is suspended.  That is not to say it is unimportant, but only that it is not all-important.  What is all-important is rather intentionality (Husserl 2001, §26).  If that is the guiding interest, a phenomenon’s coming into being and subsequent history can become quite relevant, since one can inquire into not only the constitutive
 features of an intentional experience, but also its enabling conditions.
  Genetic phenomenology takes these into account insofar as they tell us something about the sub- and quasi-rational motivations for conscious experience (Husserl 1999, §37, Husserl 1989, 223/234).  An associative connection that brings about a particular perceptual experience may not secure the intentional act epistemically, but it does explain why the act comes about, and how the perceptual act serves as the fulfillment to some teleological but non-epistemic motivation.  It is an account of this sort that I want to give for the phenomenon of constituting intersubjectivity.
Indeed, this approach, I believe, is the natural one to take, given a little phenomenological description of how the world we experience ordinarily bears references to other subjects.  Leaving aside abstract considerations that would lead us into the details about the essential structure of perceptual experience, simply consider what it is like to have a library book, to find an item, perhaps a watch, lost by someone else, or to walk down an empty city street at night.  This is perhaps not quite the same as open intersubjectivity, but it shares the most important feature.  Namely, in all these cases we interact with our surroundings – a book, a watch, a sidewalk – in a way that is importantly determined by other subjects.  There is an implicit reference to other subjects in one’s careful handling of the library book or watch, or the conscientious way one lightly treads on the sidewalk.  What I want to emphasize is that in each instance one does these things in a way that fulfills an intention or follows a motivation previously established in one’s history living with other subjects, having picked up along the way the right ways of getting along in a shared world.  My proposal is that, just as with these more familiar experiences, so also even the most basic forms of the experience of a shared, public world, of an open intersubjectivity, have a history that can only be explained with the aid of concrete interpersonal interactions, and that this claim can be fleshed out within the framework of genetic phenomenology.
One way
 that Husserl integrates his theory of intersubjectivity into the research program of genetic phenomenology is by way of his theory of affective intentionality.  Affection is the fundamental, passive form of motivation for conscious experience that Husserl began to systematically introduce in the early 1920’s (Husserl 2001, §§32-35, Husserl 1973d, §§17-20), but which blossomed into the more robust account of instincts in the late 1920’s and the 1930’s.
  A theory of instincts as basic social affects begins to emerge in this later stage (Yamaguchi 1982, Iribarne 1994, Kühn 1998, Donohoe 2004).  As Husserl conceives of it, to be affected is to be guided, pulled, directed by one’s feelings
 toward accomplishing some intentional engagement with one’s surroundings (Husserl 2001, 148-149/196).  At the lowest level, affection is blind (Husserl 2008, 317-318; Husserl 2006, 225-226, 326-327; Husserl 1973c, 329-330; Lee 1993, Kühn 1998, Mensch 2010).  One finds oneself carrying out some intentional act (in a loose sense), in a way similar to how the feeling of hunger, borrowing Husserl’s favorite illustration, precedes and can even guide behavior before one recognizes the hunger, or the way one reaches to scratch an itch before ever explicitly taking notice of it or deliberately resolving to alleviate it.  This is not so different from some recent accounts of emotion and feeling that emphasize the simultaneously motivational and embodied nature of these phenomena (Bråten 1998, Ellis 2005, Fuchs 2012).
Importantly, this blind affective intentionality differs from the so-called “empty presentation” of protentional consciousness (Husserl 1973b, 333-335, Husserl 2008, 317).  The latter may be empty, but only relatively so, since it still predelineates in at least a very general way the future course of experience, namely, in terms of the terminus of the intentional act and the phases remaining for its full execution.  Developmentally primitive affects
 lack even the slightest hint of predelineation.
  They are not guided by conscious, deliberate insight into the fulfillment toward which they in fact aim.  They are no less intentional for that reason, however.  That is so, first, because they are directed at something in one’s surroundings (i.e., it is an experience of…), and, second, by virtue of their directedness they admit of fulfillment or disappointment (Husserl 2004, 104-105, 112-114; Husserl 2008, 317-318; Husserl 1973c, 601).  Such experiences can turn out badly, although this normative or quasi-normative dimension may only become consciously discernible after the fact.  To stick with the previous examples, I might realize, if only tacitly, that I was really bored or thirsty and not hungry after trying to satisfy myself, or that my attempt to soothe the itch only exacerbated it.
The blindness of primitive affect is a crucial feature to the argument I want to make here.  My point of contention with SOI is its unnecessarily complex construal of perception, encapsulated in CPA.  By contrast, I suggest that we are sensitive to higher-order variables, to more complex information.  The affective intentionality just described has precisely this kind of sensitivity.  Husserl accordingly speaks of the “instinctive allure [Reiz] of a configuration” (Husserl 1973c, 660), and the existence of “instinctive acquaintance [Bekanntschaft]” or “[p]rimal instincts that already predelineate and bring to fulfillment in one stroke quite complex constitution” (Husserl 1973c, 611). 

Further, the discharge of an affect has an enduring effect on conscious life.  In fact, it is a part of the very notion of affection that its intentionality has a broad, if not indefinite, temporal arc.  Husserl hence distinguishes particular episodes from the over-arching affective tendency (Husserl 2001, §32, Husserl 1973d, §18).  A particular affective experience is only one moment within a “periodic,” regularly recurring intention that does not admit final satisfaction, much like the “non-consummatory” affective motivations discussed by Panksepp (1998) and Ellis (2005).  Affect is thus laden with a repetitive disposition (Husserl 2006, 328, Husserl 2008, 463).  Yet, the temporal arc of affect is dynamic, meaning that, under normal circumstances, it will undergo a determinate series of modifications throughout this arc.  
In the series of modifications a primitive affect is transformed into a proper intentional act (Lee 1993, 109), a result that comes about due to the fact that the experience of affect-satisfaction has the potential to disclose features of the intentional target and the suitable means for attaining it, thus giving the subject insight into its aims and a grip on the normative constraints for achieving them.  In successive fulfillments, it becomes apparent which features of the experience are more or less important for success.  The less pertinent features may be “decoupled,” to use Louise Barrett’s term (Barrett 2011, 186-187), from the more pertinent ones, desensitizing the affective tendency to the presence of the former and sensitizing them to the latter (see also Gibson and Pick 2000, 149-152, 154-158).  Although Husserl speaks of affect as instinctive, his view is unlike those that see instinct as a simple release mechanism with a corresponding fixed action pattern, as the preceding description of its adaptability should make clear.

To summarize, Husserl’s concept of affect can be broken down into its main components.  It is (a) an alertness or  tendency to regularly (b) seek out or be responsive in particular acts to certain environmental phenomena, (c) whose initial elicitations consist of “blind” performances of a complex act (d) phenomenally articulated into a sequence of affective phases (e) culminating in an experience of fulfillment, where repeated successful elicitations of the tendency (f) alter its responsiveness and (g) decrease its blindness, giving the ability (h) a long-term or indefinite trajectory of improvement.
Besides the simple social perception discussed in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation, one finds in Husserl’s later manuscripts a variety of forms of interpersonal experience, extending below and above the domain we will deal with more specifically in the next section.  An important subset of these consists of specifically instinctive forms of intentionality, which we can think of as developmentally primitive social affects.  One instinctively has sympathy toward other subjects (Husserl 1973c, 511), sexual desire for others (Husserl 1973c, 593, 599, 601-602; Husserl 2008, 476, 582), fear of animals of an unfamiliar type (Husserl 1973c, 597, 601, 612; Husserl 2008, 316), a friendly or loving attitude toward familiar (or familial) subjects (Husserl 1973c, 611-612, Husserl 1973b, 178-179, Husserl 1973a, 107), and perhaps some desire to imitate other subjects (Husserl 1973b, 165-166).  Social affects also play a crucial role in the infant-mother relationship, which Husserl deems “the most original of all [social] ties [Verbindungen]” (Husserl 1973c, 511; 605).

In each case, the experience is affective in precisely the sense just sketched out.  One finds oneself driven to a certain response in relation to some event occurring in one’s surroundings.  In these cases, the event has a specifically personal or interpersonal character.  The “quite complex constitution” primitive affects enable us to accomplish includes not only exchanges with our impersonal surroundings.  Certain affective tendencies make us sensitive to the presence of other subjects and draw us into particular kinds of engagement with them.  Only by accident or mistake would such affects direct us to something other than another conscious subject or some interaction with that subject, and in such a case the affective intention would precisely fail to attain its proper fulfillment.  Although one is not initially conscious of the aim of such affects, their fulfillment includes a disclosure of an intersubjective relation (Husserl 1973b, 374).  Such primitive affects are the bedrock of our conscious sociality (Husserl 1973c, 57), which in the unfolding of their temporal arc pave the way toward intersubjective engagements carried out in full-blown intentional acts, such as empathy.
5. Developing open intersubjectivity
With that backdrop in mind, let’s consider how the Husserlian theoretical framework of social affect might provide better explanatory support for open intersubjectivity.  According to the preceding considerations, this means identifying what kinds of concrete, actual intersubjective encounters could institute or enable a pervasive implicit reference to other subjects in our perceptual encounters with the surrounding world.  My suggestion is that the phenomenon of so-called natural pedagogy in the realm of what Colwyn Trevarthen (1998) has termed “secondary intersubjectivity” plausibly explains the phenomenon of open intersubjectivity on these terms and can be accurately translated into the Husserlian framework of social affect laid out in the preceding section.

Prior to the emergence of secondary intersubjectivity stands, naturally, primary intersubjectivity.
  The latter refers to those dyadic, person-person emotional and imitative engagements that human infants are innately predisposed to enter into with other people from the time of their birth.  At some time between an infant’s sixth and ninth month, secondary intersubjectivity arises on this foundation – which, of course, remains in effect as well (Butterworth 2004, 319) – as an interest not so much directly aimed at other subjects, but sensitive rather to other subjects’ interactions with the environment.  Hence, this kind of interpersonal relation is referred to as triadic, and appears first when infants begin to track the direction of other subjects’ visual gazes, and then, later on, the goals of their actions as well.  According to Bråten (2007, 2008), in these sorts of cases, infants are directly attentive to other subjects’ perspectives, not requiring any process of first drawing connections from their own ego-centric perspective (see also Fuchs 2012).
  They are, further, not only responsive to other subjects’ goals, but also the means employed in achieving those goals (Tomasello 2009).  Indeed, infants are even disposed to be oversensitive to means (Zawidzki 2013, 41).
Secondary intersubjectivity is not primarily a matter of the infant’s observing what other subjects do, but of learning from them and developing its own competence in those same activities.  In Tomasello’s phrase, here infants learn “through” adults rather than “from” them (Tomasello 2009, 58-60).  Infants are not best understood as fledgling scientists, but as practically invested agents trying to get along in the interpersonal world (Reddy 2008, 29-31).  Hence, infants will concomitantly “pre-” or “co-enact” what they observe in these triadic interactions (Bråten 2008).  Indeed, they not only match in their own body what they see in others, they respond in novel ways as well (Reddy 2008, 58-60).
An important part of infants’ active engagement in secondary subjectivity is their ability to pick up on “ostensive cues” in other people’s behavior, soliciting participation and replication on the part of the infant, a kind of interaction referred to as natural pedagogy (Csibara and Gergely 2009, 148-150; Zawidzki 2013, 42-49).  These cues include, for example, vocalizations, gestures, and eye-contact – behaviors that mark an ensuing act as exemplary, as a model for the infant to adopt.  While such cues may be purposefully delivered to instruct the infant, they may also be unintentional (Csibara and Gergely 2009, 148), but no less successful for that reason, as infants may still be sensitive to what is on offer by other subjects who tend to treat them as though they were more competent communicators (Zawidzki 2013, 47).  In this way other subjects serve for the infant as a “source of attitudes toward the things and events that are happening in shared surroundings” (Hobson 2002, 93).  These pedagogical interactions do not produce mere one-off episodes of emulation of other subjects’ behavior by the infant, but rather induce lasting dispositions to repeat the behavior.
This all-too-brief sketch of the socially embedded character of learning in early infancy resonates with the key points of the Husserlian theory of affective intentionality.  The infant is not “mind reading” when it responsively discerns ostensive cues in other subjects’ behavior (Gergely, Egyed, and Király 2007, Zawidzki 2013).
  The infant’s experience is not saddled with the higher-order cognitive demands needed for either making inferences about or imaginatively simulating the mental life of other subjects.  At the phenomenally conscious level, the infant’s experience is an affective one.  That should be no surprise if, as some theorists of cognitive development have maintained (Reddy 2008, 41; Rochat 2004, 259; Hobson 2002, 40), feeling or emotion and basic interactive social cognition are deeply and pervasively interrelated.  That should hold in the domain of secondary intersubjectivity as well (Reddy 2008, 111).
Indeed, another subject manages to provide a cue instituting a certain behavior for an infant to take up for itself by virtue of the other subject’s ability to affectively engage the infant in the right way.  When a mother successfully draws her infant into a game, for instance, “[t]he mother’s intention is felt by the infant because of the engagement” (Reddy 2008, 177).  This is just what Stern speaks of as the outcome of “the embedding of affective attunement” (Stern 1985, 141).  Hence, on the other side of the transaction, it is precisely other subjects’ emotions that lure the infant in the first place, as “infants seek out and use others’ emotion expressions to modulate their own behavior toward novel and ambiguous objects” (Gergely, Egyed, and Király 2007, 140).  In short, the infant feels its way into these interactions in just the way that Husserl conceives the operation of affective intentionality.  Moreover, this produces in the infant an enduring disposition, which Bråten (2008) calls “e-motional memory,” for the behavior in question, such that it has a longer-term intentional arc and continues to shape the infant’s engagements with its environment.  It could justly be said of natural pedagogy, as Husserl says of primitive affect, that it is an “ability [Vermögen] [that functions] as the equipment for the cultivation of [further] abilities” (Husserl 2008, 483), insofar as it stands within the broader developmental trajectory of attention management (Krueger 2013, Reddy 2008) and supplies key ingredients for language-learning (Gibson and Pick 2000, 67-68).
When the infant finds itself affectively and “blindly” drawn into a natural-pedagogical interaction, this is only possible because it is sensitive to and immediately perceives rather complex information in its environment, namely, the cues and intentions of other subjects.  As Rodríguez and Moro put it, “From the beginning of their lives, children are co-opted by the people around them as co-protagonists of their activities when doing things with objects” (Rodríguez and Moro 2008, 90).  In this setting, infants actively discover the affordances of objects in infant-care taker interactions (Rodríguez and Moro 2008, 101-102, Sinha and Rodríguez 2008, 369).  What they find are thus objects-already-in-use.  The world they are faced with therefore has the sense of a world acted upon jointly or first by others, but which they are perhaps capable of engaging with alone just as well.  The infant may even be said to identify with other subjects in adopting their behavior, being “lifted out of her own self-centered point of view” (Hobson 2002, 105).  The key point here is that the affordances an infant is sensitive and responsive to in this context do not point exclusively to the infant’s own possible action, but just as much to that of other subjects.
So, referring more specifically to the component parts of the Husserlian theory of affective intentionality, natural pedagogy is a (a) tendency issuing in (b) particular engagements with certain aspects of the infant’s surroundings, namely, other subjects’ interactions with those surroundings.  As such, it is (c) a learning process that does not presuppose any special cognitive competence. Rather, it is consciously comprised of (d)/(e) the infant’s affective experiences.  Lastly, the tendency is not static, but is (f)/(g)/(h) a gradual process whereby the infant comes to have an increasingly refined and competent grip on how to get along in the world, which may even condition the emergence of further abilities.
6. Open intersubjectivity reconceived
The basic idea of constituting intersubjectivity is that subjects do not constitute a world alone, but jointly, together with other subjects.  Open intersubjectivity is one way this takes place, when the sense of what is experienced bears an implicit reference to other subjects.  While SOI maintains that this implicit reference is a universal and necessary feature of perceptual intentionality, I have suggested that this argument rests on an untenable perceptual phenomenology.  Its conclusion should not be rejected, however, but given more adequate support.  I maintain that a genetic account of the enabling conditions, the actual interpersonal events instituting the phenomenon of open intersubjectivity, is required for that end, yielding the moderate open intersubjectivity thesis (MOI): Perception is pervasively connected to an open intersubjectivity thanks to the interpersonal character of its very development.
  Husserl’s theory of social affect then provides us the needed framework of intentionality, and the concrete details can be drawn from recent work in cognitive development in early infancy to support MOI.
Infants learn about the world largely through their interactions with others subjects, thanks to an innate sensitivity to the solicitations of other subjects into triadic interpersonal engagements.  Other subjects, then, play a pivotal role in co-constituting the world together with the infant.  New information about the world, namely, about what can be done in it, becomes available to the infant that would not be accessible otherwise.  Importantly, the affordances the infant gets a grip on in this process are in the first instance affordances for another subject’s action or action undertaken with that other subject, which the infant is subsequently able to repeat by itself.  All the information gained in this way, and maintained in the infant’s practical competence, preserves for it (and, of course, also as a child, adolescent, adult, and so on) its original reference to other subjects.  Given that our responsiveness to other subjects’ intentions is a crucial motor for the developmental process (Reddy 2008, 163), the implicit reference must be quite pervasive.  
Admittedly, this is a weaker version of open intersubjectivity than SOI.  MOI does not entail that a perceiver necessarily always and everywhere encounters references to other constituting subjects when perceiving.  In fact, in the kinds of social interaction that support MOI, it is likely that infants have already acquired a good deal of competence in exploratory object-perception (Gibson and Pick 2000, 75-102).  Nevertheless, the connection is still a very strong one, since, as just remarked, other subjects are pervasively, although perhaps not universally, responsible for shaping our ability, beginning in perception, to attentively engage our surroundings (Reddy 2008, Krueger 2013).  Moreover, long before the emergence of secondary intersubjectivity, the meaning of the infant’s surroundings is defined for the infant in various ways by other subjects, i.e., those who design and furnish that environment specifically for the infant’s sake (Williams and Kendell-Scott 2006, Costall 1995, 471-472).  The infant’s body, the very instrument of its perceptual capacity, is also “socially and culturally transformed” in ways that surely bear upon the exercise of that capacity (Costall 1995, 473).  So what this position lacks in necessity is, in my mind, more than compensated for in concreteness.

Lastly, it might seem that MOI has the further weakness, relative to SOI, of explaining open intersubjectivity by appealing to particular instances of constituted intersubjectivity.  It is certainly a key feature to SOI that open intersubjectivity is a precondition for constituted intersubjectivity to come about (Zahavi 2001, 39-40).  After all, secondary intersubjectivity presupposes primary intersubjectivity, and one might suppose that the infant constitutes other subjects within the latter domain.  My account is ambivalent on this point, and I think one could argue either way – either that I am appealing to constituted intersubjectivity to explain open intersubjectivity, or vice versa.  Nevertheless, I believe my view largely preserves the privileging of open, constituting intersubjectivity, supporting the notion that it is a deeper level of interpersonal engagement than what Husserl describes in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation.
Let me explain my ambivalence.  On the one hand, on MOI, other subjects are already the targets of certain intentional engagements prior to the institution of open intersubjectivity.  And they are precisely targets by virtue of being other living, minded beings.  On the other hand, other subjects are not constituted as others in the strict sense.  Although they begin blind, social affects within primary intersubjectivity are surely gradually infused with a remarkable degree of competence (Rochat 2004).  Nevertheless, these affective intentions would still fall short of what goes into the robust Husserlian concept of another subject, as I will clarify in a moment.  Husserl even seems to allow this, as in one well-known manuscript he claims that the infant interacts with its mother prior to experiencing her in full-fledged empathy (Husserl 1973c, 604-605).  And there is, somewhat more tentatively, Husserl’s rhetorical question: “When empathy occurs, is perhaps community, intersubjectivity, likewise already there, and does empathy merely accomplish the disclosure of it?” (Husserl 2006, 436, cited in Zahavi 2001, 73)
Husserl’s analysis in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation presents, certainly among other things, what the criteria are for an intention to track the peculiar sense of another subject and to count as an act of empathy, i.e., the perceptual type or schema dictating the terms of an intentional act’s proper fulfillment.  These criteria are contained in §§43-54 of the Cartesian Meditations.  There is one major cluster in particular that empathy includes that the affective intentionality sensitive to other subjects does not, namely, the complex passive intentionality that Husserl calls “pairing” (Husserl 1999, §§51-53).  This pairing depends, on the one hand, on the subject’s ongoing consciousness of and familiarity with its own bodily experience (i.e., in proprioception or kinaesthesis), and, on the other hand, on the experienced correlation of the former with its own body presented exteroceptively.  For the pairing to take place, something must appear that sufficiently resembles the empathizing subject’s body as viewed from without.  This occurrence then induces the empathizing subject to transfer to that body “analogizingly” (although without explicit inference) the sense of being an animate, living body, i.e., as also undergoing the sorts of proprioceptive and kinaesthetic experiences the empathizing subject would typically have in the circumstances the target body happens occupy.
Although all of this takes place passively, as a matter of association, it is nevertheless quite an elaborate and sophisticated affair.  It is not at all clear – and it is somewhat unlikely
 – that primitive social affects need to keep track of these details.  Developmentally, the emergence of social behaviors markedly precedes the infant’s perceptual grip on objects per se (Gibson and Pick 2000, 75).  In fact, the novelty of these phenomena is at least in part due to the fact that they bypass such complications.  One need not have the intricate history and competence in passive self-monitoring that Husserl describes in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation if one is (given the normal course of development) sensitive to the relevant kind of information.
  That is not to say one does not or cannot have the experiences Husserl describes in that text, but that they are superfluous for understanding what is going on in the sorts of situations we have been considering.  So there is no clear-cut developmental separation of social perception and object perception.  But in their simultaneous development, interpersonal exchanges still shape object perception significantly and at a low level, and certainly before the emergence of the familiar Husserlian sort of empathy arises, and this shaping produces our sense of open intersubjectivity.
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� It is worth noting that constituting intersubjectivity itself refers to various phenomena, not all of which occur below the level of empathy as it is conceived in the discussion of empathy of the Fifth Cartesian Meditation.  We will only concern ourselves here with the low-level variety of constituting intersubjectivity lying beneath empathy.


� The cited text is the English translation of the same work previously published in German (Zahavi 1996).  The portion of that text we are most interested in also appeared in English as a self-standing article (Zahavi 1997).


� This is very close to the distinction Gallagher (2009) draws between the problem of social cognition and that of participatory sense-making.  The former roughly corresponds to what we will call constituted intersubjectivity, and the later closely resembles the notion of constituting intersubjectivity.  In that vein, Gallagher writes, “The question that PSM [participatory sense-making] addresses is: How do we, together, in a social process, constitute the meaning of the world?  In contrast, the problem of social cognition is centered on the following question: How do we understand another person?” (Gallagher 2009, 297)


� See also Rodemeyer 2006, Thompson 2001, and Costello 2012, each of whom embraces Zahavi’s view of open intersubjectivity.  Rodemeyer has some hesitation, but does not elaborate.  De Warren (2009, 214, n. 7) is also critical, though, again, he does not engage Zahavi in detail.


� It has to be admitted that, in trying to work out a consistent and detailed account of constituting intersubjectivity in this way, we are going beyond Husserl’s own position, which was quite ambiguous, as Lee (2002, 172-178, 181; see also Zahavi 2001, 56-58) shows.  Husserl never conclusively endorsed and defended the view that constituting intersubjectivity has priority – statically, of course, but also genetically – over constituted intersubjectivity.  A forthright construal of what I am up to, then, is to say that I am mining Husserl’s works to show what a Husserlian account would look like if it took one direction rather than another on this point, namely, the direction favoring the genetic primacy of constituting intersubjectivity.


� The relative narrowness of my target must be kept in mind.  This discussion only directly bears on Zahavi’s reading of Husserl.  Hence, it may not have the same critical relevance to Zahavi’s separate, more Heideggerian and Sartrean styled description of a very similar phenomenon highlighting the public character of the world.  See Zahavi 2005, 163-168, 174-177.  This discussion, further, does not directly address another similar phenomenon from Husserl’s (in this instance, Kant-indebted) phenomenology, namely, the normatively “objective” character of our experience of the world, which refers one to other subjects who likewise experience the world.  This is, as Russell says, a “strong notion of objectivity […] [that] implies existence in itself and therefore that the [experienced] object is the same for all rational subjects” (Russell 2006, 163).


� I will occasionally prefer language connoting the visual sensory modality in particular, because I find that instance more than others facilitates understanding of the phenomena under consideration.  But the claims about perceptual presence and open intersubjectivity hold good, presumably, for any sensory modality.


� This is not exactly how Zahavi (2001, 45-46) presents his argument, although it is in essence the same.  He lumps memory and expectation together, where it seems better to me to separate them.  Memory (i.e., Wiedererinnerung) is the ability to return to discrete episodes of past experience (ideally) in all their richness, whereas expectation is, even when informed by past experience, inherently vague, and, when made intuitively present in an overt intentional act, only targets certain general features of the expected experience with any determinacy, leaving the details to be arbitrarily filled in.  In the latter respect, then, overtly presentifying expectation is shown also to have a very close resemblance to imagination.  There are deep affinities between all three phenomena.  So it seems to me the two – memory and expectation – are sufficiently different to separate from one another.  This is, however, is minor, terminological point and not a criticism of Zahavi’s argument.


� I use the terms “sensitive” and “responsive” (and their cognates) as equivalents.  The idea is that even in the simplest sensory experience, one is not the passive recipient of stimuli disconnected from some possible subsequent response.  Our sensitivity or responsivity – the way we pick up information in our environment – is an active process, something we simultaneously do and undergo.  See Barrett (2011, 96-97) and Noë (2004).


� I should note that James Gibson’s ecological psychology is a minority view in the philosophy of perception.  Gibson’s (1979) view was criticized by Jerry Fodor and Zenon Pylyshyn (1981), and that critique successfully persuaded most philosophers of mind and cognitive science.  Advocates of ecological psychology do, of course, have a response (e.g., Turvey, Shaw, Reed, and Mace (1981)) to Fodor and Pylyshyn (1981).  For a summary of the research spawned since that debate and a theoretical clarification, see Chemero (2009).  For a prospectus of ongoing and future research from the ecological psychology perspective, see Wilson and Golonka (2013).  For an alternative theoretical rendering of ecological psychology (i.e., viz. Chemero 2009), see Rowlands (2010).


� See the discussion of this research in Sheets-Johnstone (2000), 346.


� Certainly, this argument does not show that CPA is incoherent, contradictory, or psychologically/phenomenologically impossible.  All it does is weaken the claim that perception necessarily tracks co-present aspects.  Perception can get along, i.e., in it the perceiver can pick out solid, medium sized masses, without the added labor of worrying about what is out of sight.  So it’s still entirely possible that some instances of perception involve tracking co-present aspects.  But it’s not necessarily so.  Fortunately, that is all the present argument requires.


� I am modeling my notion of “arousal” after Husserl’s notion of affective allure (Reiz).  See, e.g., Husserl 1973d and Husserl 2001.  They differ in an important respect, however, because in Husserl’s view, arousal functions in perception alongside other intentional components tracking co-present aspects.  The latter is exactly what I want to deny.  I think arousal replaces rather than complements the intentional components (referred to as “perceptual sense” in Husserl 1983) that track co-present aspects.


� This implies that any pertinent founding relations are included in the static analysis.  On Husserl’s view, to grasp the phenomenon with evidence means grasping its essence, and this essence will include such relations.  For instance, a perceiver does not have an evident perceptual grasp of a pen as a functional item unless the perceiver also grasps it as a simple material object.  To evidently see the pen in its essence thus involves a grasp of the object under all the descriptions required for its presence, e.g., including the object under its description as a simple material object.  It is of no use, that is, if it cannot enter into causal relations with my material body and other material objects.  Hence, its use value is “founded” in its character as a material object (cf. Husserl 1989).


� I mean “constitutive” here in the ontological sense, where a constitutive feature is a necessary part or moment of some whole, rather than in the phenomenological sense, where “constitutive” refers to the properties of a conscious experience by virtue of which that conscious experience “gives,” presents, or manifests something for the conscious subject.


� I am borrowing this terminology from De Jaegher, Di Paulo and Gallagher (2010).


� I will leave out of consideration the problem of the place of genetic phenomenology in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation.  That text is a curious amalgam of static and genetic methods.  See Lee (2002) for a discussion.


� See Bower (forthcoming).  There I explain the relation of instinct and affection in Husserl’s later work, arguing that the account of instinct is a refined and more complex account of affect that includes the kind of phenomena Husserl’s earlier account of affect sought to describe.  For reasons given in that article, I will take it for granted that “affect” and “instinct” refer to the same kind of mental phenomena, although not too much hinges on this terminology here.  It works just as well if we assume, the other way around, that instinct is a member in the broader class of affective phenomena.


� This way of putting it may seem to run counter to how Husserl sometimes speaks of affection as the pull of the object.  That way of speaking is, however, entirely metaphorical, and should not be taken literally (as, e.g., Steinbock 2004 does).  Affect does correlate, sometimes in very precise ways (e.g., as in the case of association (Husserl 2001)), with certain contents, but the contents do not instigate the affect.  It is just the other way around.  Affect is the condition and motivation for anything to be constituted.  See Husserl 2001, §§32-35, Mensch 2010, 219-219, and Biceaga 2010, 38-41.  Divorcing the function of specifying objects’ properties from affect does not make it “subjective,” it should be noted.  Affect is still essentially tied to intentionality, inasmuch as its motivation ineluctably compels and modulates the subject’s intentional directedness to her surroundings.  The details provided in what follows should support that claim.


� I qualify the notion of affect in this way (as “primitive”) because Husserl claims that all of conscious life is subtended by an instinctive affective impulse (Husserl 1973c, 595, Husserl 2006, 258).


� Husserl makes it exceedingly clear (Husserl 1973b, 335) that this is his position by contrasting it with the “vulgar nativism” of Scheler’s postulation of “innate representations [Vorstellungen,]” which he rejects as “the contrary of a genuine phenomenological theory.”  At issue is how to account for the intentional constitution of this basement level of conscious life in its earliest moments.  As Husserl sees it, his own view of the instincts tries to account for this constitution, whereas Scheler takes the existence of innate representations as a given and only subsequently introduces intentionality into the picture.


� One might worry here that this would be too alien of an addition to the Husserlian framework.  The latter is supposed to operate under the aegis of the phenomenological reduction (Husserl 1983), that is, from the transcendental standpoint.  But now we are turning to empirical research, which no one pretends to take up from a transcendental standpoint.  This is an important methodological problem.  I do not mean to suggest that the studies referred to are themselves phenomenological in nature.  I am optimistic, however, that they are amenable to phenomenological interpretation (or, perhaps, re-interpretation).  This should not be problematic, and it is the path one must take given the inability of infants and very young children to do phenomenology themselves.  If someone is to grasp the genetic phenomena that unfold in the life of such subjects, one will have to proceed by making careful “empirical” observations, as part of a “phenomenological psychology.”  Husserl endorses such a practice, which he calls an approach “from without,” in certain later manuscripts (e.g., Husserl 2006, text 46 and Husserl 2008, text 43, Lee 1993, 156).  One can also find Husserl himself implementing this practice (e.g., Husserl 1973c).


� For a more graduated, fine-grained account emphasizing the graduality and continuity of the transition, see Reddy (2008), 113-119.


� Hence, the Husserlian account of “pairing” from the Fifth Cartesian Meditation (Husserl 1999, §51) is bypassed.  That’s not to say pairing never happens or does not figure somewhere in cognitive ontogeny, but only that it is not here that Husserl’s analyses would find their factual counterpart.  This passing polemical point, though, does not concern SOI.


� This point may be somewhat misleading.  To deny mindreading here need not – and this should hopefully be apparent from what follows – rule out that nevertheless some form of social understanding may take place.


� I think one could sensibly maintain that this is not really the same idea Zahavi (2001) finds in Husserl.  There is room for disagreement.  Given the problems afflicting that position, as discussed above, and the phenomenological kinship of the two approaches, in that they are both interested in a pervasive, low-level perceptual experience of a shared, public world, I believe what I am presenting is well construed as a replacement of Zahavi’s (2001) presentation of open intersubjectivity.


� Driving this point home a little further, it is not at all clear how other subject’s constitute anything on SOI.  As Zahavi himself admits, constitution typically refers to an actually occurring event, whereas the other subjects called upon in his account are merely possible subjects (Zahavi 2001, 50-52).  A merely possible subject does not constitute anything, in the strict sense.  So others are only “constitutively” involved in open intersubjectivity in a highly equivocal sense.  Further, it is unclear how the implicit reference to other subjects might be fulfilled, or that the perceiving subject according to SOI would be capable of engaging another subject in joint constitution by following that reference without any additional resources.  So, this view not only fails to show how subjects actually constitute experience together, it also fails to show how such a joint achievement could come about.  MOI avoids both of these problems.  It explains how one can participate with other subjects in constituting endeavors that institute novel and lasting possibilities for interacting in the world.  Hence, this process not only brings new information to light for the infant, but, as a possibility originally presented in the form of a collaborative and altercentrically guided interaction with the environment, it also leaves the door open for further interactions with other subjects.


� This would be the consequence of views like Gallagher’s (2005), where he speaks of a translation of other’s embodied emotions in infant imitation.  This translation suggests that the difference rather than the similarity between the imitator and its target is central to the transaction.  Alter-centric views like those of Stern (1985) and Bråten (2008) and second-person views like those of Reddy (2008) and Fuchs (2012) also argue for the non-derived (e.g., on the basis of a primary ego-centric perspective) character of the infant’s understanding of other subjects.


� This should not be taken as “rock bottom” for conscious life.  The sensitivity within secondary subjectivity is a transformation of sensitivities that were present already in primary intersubjectivity, as indicated above.  Yet, at some point we must reach rock bottom, and it seems to me that what will be found there is the same sort of primitive affect as described in section 4.  Even here, though, we have really only reached relatively rock bottom, because the question of phylogenetic development remains open.  These considerations point to a rich field of research for developmental studies and phenomenology.
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