Forthcoming inGrazer Philosophische Studiéd (2012), p. 75-101

Self-consciousness and intersubjectivity1

Kristina Musholt

Department of Philosophy, Logic and Scientific Meth
London School of Economics and Political Science
Houghton Street, London WC2A 2AE

Email: K.Musholt@Ise.ac.uk

Abstract

This paper distinguishes between implicit selftedla information and explicit self-
representation and argues that the latter is reduor self-consciousness. It is further argued
that self-consciousness requires an awareness@f winds and that this awareness develops
over the course of an increasingly complex persg@dctdifferentiation, during which
information about self and other that is implicitearly forms of social interaction becomes

redescribed into an explicit format.

1. Self-consciousness

What is self-consciousness? Well, it seems to bec#ise that we have an unmediated, direct
access to (at least some) of our mental and bethlgs. At this particular moment in time, |
know that | am sitting at my desk, looking at themtor in front of me, thinking about what
to write. | am aware of my slight feeling of thirghd of the slight pain in my back. And |
seem to be aware of all of this in a very directmiediate way. In fact, it seems that | know
these things in a special way, from tist-person perspectiver “from the inside”, so to
speak. To be sure, someone else could know thasgsthbout myself as well, but they
would have to rely on me telling them, or on obseguny behavior. They could observe my

! Versions of this paper were presented at the ECdPference in 2011 in Milan and at the first PLM
conference in 2011 in Stockholm. | am grateful ®nmbers of the audience at these occasions forutelpf
comments and discussion. | would also like to thaalcick Wilken and an anonymous referee for thisnpal
for helpful comments.
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getting up, walking to the kitchen and fetchinglasg of water, and conclude that | must have
been thirsty, for example. But | do not need ty @t observation to know about my feeling
of thirst, or about the pain in my back. | just lndt is this immediate awareness of one’s
mental and bodily states that we are ultimatelgraithen we speak of self-consciousrfess.

Of course, there are many other things that | caawkabout myself, but that | don’t have
access to in this immediate way. For instance okkthat | was born in January, because my
parents told me so, and | can know that | am weaaiblue sweater because | just looked in
the mirror. Similarly, 1 know what my face lookkd from looking in the mirror or from
looking at pictures of myself. The way | come t@knabout these things is not different from
the way someone else can come to know them. Aletlfacts about myself can also be
learned by someone else, in much the same way teatn about them, namely from the
third person perspective

In fact, | can even come to know facts about myseth the third person perspective without
realizing that they are about myself. For instarsmeneone might tell me “KM was born in
January” and | could fail to understand that ttgsai piece of information about myself
because | am suffering from amnesia and have fieigahy name. Or | might, in passing,
glance at a mirror and — without realizing thairl lboking into a mirror — think “That person
really needs a haircut!” while failing to noticeatlthe person is me. This is not possible when
| feel a pain in my back and on the basis of tkissation come to think “I have a pain in my
back”, or when | am feeling thirsty and on the basithis feeling think or say “I am thirsty”.

| know these things immediately and there can bdaubt as to who it is that is thirsty or has
a hurting back when | form the corresponding judginemay have forgotten my name and |
may know nothing else about me, but | can stikred myself with the first-person pronoun
in order to self-ascribe a state of thirst or difgeof pain.

As | just indicated, the canonical expression dfascriptions of this latter kind involves the
first-person pronoun. Moreover, these self-as@isiare such that they do not rely on any
inference or identification and that there can bedoubt as to who is their subject. In other
words, they are “immune to error through misidecdifion relative to the first person

pronoun” (Shoemaker, 1968Yhat is to say that when making these types éfaseriptions,

2 Note that throughout this paper | will follow themmon convention of using the terms self-awareasds
self-consciousness interchangeably.

% Notice that not all judgments that involve thefiiperson pronoun are immune to error through
misidentification. Rather, it is only those judgrtethat, as Wittgenstein puts it, use the “I” alsjsct (as
opposed to those where the “I” is used as obj&t®se, in turn, are those that rely on a specifidence base
characteristic of the first person perspective. Eeav, as first-person judgments that are immuregrior
through misidentification provide the basis forgadirst-person judgments that do not (see Berm@68; this
volume), we can neglect this distinction for thegant purposes.
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the subject might be mistaken with regard to tredljmate she is ascribing to herself, but she
cannot be mistaken with regard to the subject ofsk-ascriptioné.As | discuss elsewhere
in more detail (Musholt, forthcoming), this immunitan be traced back to the information
upon which these judgments are based. This infeomatust be such that in obtaining it the
subject necessariljipso facto obtains information that relates to herselfo self-
identification or inference is required in orderfedm an “I’-thought based on this kind of
information, and hence no misidentification (relatto the first person pronoun) is possible.
Thus, we can define self-consciousness as theyatalithink ‘I'-thoughts, that is, the ability
to think thoughts that are about oneself, thatkam@wvn to be about oneself by the subject

entertaining them, and that are immune to erraupin misidentificatior.

2. Implicit self-related information vs. explicit self-representation

How is this ability to think ‘I'-thoughts to be ebgined? As indicated above, ‘I'-thoughts rely
on a specific kind of evidence base, namely onrméiion about the subject that is
immediately accessible to the subject as such. ddisvicandidates for these types of
information include information about occurrent rneérand bodily stateS.

Take perception and proprioception, both of whielvdhbeen much discussed as providing
the subject with nonconceptfidirst-personal content (e.g. Bermidez 1998). Reiwe, it is
argued, provides the perceiver not just with infation about the environment, but —
necessarily — also with information about the peitog subject. For instance, according to
Gibson’s (1979) ecological theory of vision, theual field contains self-specifying structural
invariants such as the boundedness of the viselal &ind the occlusion of parts of the visual
field by various parts of the body. Moreover, traterns of flow in the optic array and the
relations between the variant and invariant featymevide the perceiver with information
about her movement in the world, and the percepbibaffordances, that is, properties of
objects in the environment that relate to the aédiof the perceiver, provides the subject

with information about the possibilities for actitimat these objects afford. (Cf. Bermudez

* Consequently, these judgments have immediate ¢atfpins for action. (See Perry 2000.)
® Also see Evans (1982) and Bermudez (1998; thisweju

® As we will see in what follows, self-consciousnissa gradual phenomenon. As | will argue below, ahility
to think ‘I'-thoughts in the sense just specifiedjuires explicit self-representations. Howevercae
distinguish between different levels of explicitagand hence between different degrees to whicttane
possess this ability.

" Bermudez, this volume, also discusses autobiograpimemory as a further source of this type obinfation.
8 Nonconceptual content is standardly defined asesemtational content that can be ascribed toaumeeven
if that creature lacks the concepts required teifpthe content in question (cf. Bermidez 1998).
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1998.) Proprioception, on the other hand, provithesorganism with information regarding
the state of the body, such as its position in epacits balance.

Thus, it is argued, the content of perception argpmoception provides the organism with
information that is about itself. Moreover, thigarmation is thought to be immune to error
through misidentification. This is because ecolaberception delivers information that is
necessarily aboubne’s own spatio-temporal position relative to other objeats the
environment and abowne’s ownpossibilities for interaction with these objedigkewise,
somatic proprioception delivers information thainécessarily aboutne’s ownbody. If |
perceive the apple in front of me to be within feag distance, no question can arise as to
whoit is that can reach the apple. Likewise, if Igmoceive my legs to be crossed, there is no
guestion as tavhoselegs are crossed — perception and proprioceptomod require any self-
identification. Hence, it is claimed, perceptiondamproprioception qualify as basic,

nonconceptual, forms of self-consciousness, ahdughts (Bermudez 1998).

However, on my view, what perception and propridioep provide the organism with is
implicit self-related information and this ought to be distinguished froemplicit self-
representationMusholt, forthcoming). Only the latter can prowithe subject with thoughts
that are known by the subject to be about itSeHence, only the latter qualifies as self-
consciousness in the sense defined above.

Following Dienes and Perner (1999), | take it thdtact is explicitly represented if there is
an expression (mental or otherwise) whose measingst that fact; in other words, there is
an internal state whose function is to indicate thet” (Dienes and Perner 1999, 736). That is
to say that a fact or state of affairs is represgmixplicitly when the mental state in question
contains a component that directly refers to taid br states of affairs. In contrast, a fact or
state of affairs is implicit in a mental represéiota when the mental state in question does
not contain a component that directly refers ts fact, but when this fact or state of affairs is
conveyed as part of the contextual function ofrtiental state.

Now, any given conscious experience contains skddfarent aspects (or “facts”), each of
which can be either implicitly or explicitly repested. For instance, according to the

standard analysis of propositional attitudes, wae déstinguish between the content or

® Crucially, the body is never presented to theetttij the way other objects in the environment lane rather
as a “system of possible movements” (Dokic 2008) #ne subject to the will.

% Moreover, as | argue elsewhere (Musholt, forthamhionly the latter can be said to be immune torer
through misidentification. Roughly speaking, tlidecause immunity requires the possibility of espnting
the subject of a self-ascription independently fitim property and this in turn requires that thresentation in
guestion contains an explicitly self-referring campnt (as well as a component referring to the gntgp
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proposition (standardly expressed by means ofa™tlause), the propositional attitude (e.g.
knowledge vs. belief vs. desire, etc.), and theléobf that attitude. Accordingly, as Dienes
and Perner (1999) point out, there are three mygest of explicit representation, depending
on which of the three constituents of the proposdl attitude is represented explicitly. We
can distinguish between: (1) explicit content buplicit attitude and implicit holder of the
attitude; (2) explicit content and attitude but lroip holder of attitude; (3) explicit content,
attitude and holder of attitudé Their idea is that in the first instance it is gre@position that

is represented, whereas the attitude results fheniunctional role of that representation. For
example, a desire has a different functional roleny cognitive architecture than a belief, a
fear or a wish. But the propositional attitude litsan also be explicitly represented as in
when | am aware of the fact that | am currentlyedaining a belief as opposed to a wish,
imagination or worry. The attitude can then alsoelplicitly ascribed to myself (or, as it
were, to another subject), thus making the holdéneattitude explicit?

So say | am at this moment seeing a red lamp odesk. In order to consciously access the
content of this visual experience (so that | camoreon the lamp, for instance), | must
explicitly represent the red lamp. But | need neplieitly represent the fact that this is a
visual perception, or that it is me who has thiperience. However, in order for me to be
aware of the fact that | am entertaining a visiegresentation, the information that was
previously implicit in the functional role that nrgpresentation played must be represented
explicitly. And the same holds for the fact thaistme (rather than someone else) who is
seeing the lamp. This fact is implicit in the faloat | do indeed have the experience, but it
must be made explicit for me to consciously acaegsuch that | can then form an ‘I'-
thought).

Now, on my view, proponents of theories of noncqbgal content are correct in pointing out
the fact that perception is always perception feospecific egocentric perspective and hence
necessarily self-relatéd. They are also correct in pointing out that propejation delivers the

' Moreover, propositional contents contain differemnponents, such as individuals, properties, pagitin
relations between the former and the latter, asagelemporal context and factuality vs. fictioack of which
can also be either implicitly or explicitly repreged.

12 Note that, as we are concerned here with nonconakpis well as conceptual representations, in the
following, | will sometimes choose the more neuttatm “intentional attitude”, rather than “propdsital
attitude”. In contrast to the former, the latteggests that the content of the representation gstipn is
propositional, and it is not obvious that thishie tase for nonconceptual representations.

13 Note that this is consistent with my claim abdvattmy knowledge that | wear a blue sweater (whigin

by looking in the mirror) is not different in kirfdom the knowledge that ‘she is wearing a blue seregained

by another person who is looking at me. In botlesgan identification component is involved (hetiee

possibility of misidentification is provided fothough my perception necessarily contains sedfesfiging
information, this information is not about the bkweater being mine — rather it is information regag my
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subject with information regarding its bodily sttend properties. However, this does not
imply that the information is also explicitly regented as being about the subject. Rather,
because perception always occurs from a uniquep@etise, and because proprioception
always delivers information about a unique bodgrehis no need for the self to be explicitly
represented. In other words, there is no needhiotganism to keep track of the subject of
its perceptual and proprioceptive states. Ratter,aague elsewhere (Musholt, forthcoming),
the self should be understood as an ‘unarticuletedtituent’ (Perry, 2000) of perception and
proprioception. The information that is provided Ipgrception and proprioception is
implicitly self-related because it is part of thenftion of perception and proprioception to
provide information that is related to the subgath that the information can be used for the
guidance of intentional action. But this ought te Histinguished from explicit self-
representation where the information is explicitpresented as being about the organism. In
other words, it is one thingp bein a perceptual or bodily state, but it is anottieng to
explicitly ascribethis state to oneself. And to put it differentlgaan: it is one thing to be
conscious and another thing todefconscious:*

While perception per se does not require explicit self-representation, taeplicit
representation of the subject of my perception setfy- comes into play when | am about to
contrast my perception (and hence my egocentrispgetive) with that of another subject.
For instance, it might be the case that | can skeeock on the table, but you cannot, because
your visual access to the book is blocked by sotheraobject that is located between you
and the book on the table. Now once | realize tthiatis the case, | might come to the explicit
judgment thatl can see the book (while you cannot). This at gmoeides me with an
understanding of a certain mental state bemge (rather than anybody else’s) and with the
realization that the world as | perceive it is netessarily the world as you perceive it (while
| perceive the book to be on the table, you do.not)

So explicit self-representation, and hence selcmusness, comes into play when the
organism is aware of the fact that there are oitdividuals with mental and bodily states

similar to it's own, and when it begins to contrdsm with its owr!> As long as | am merely

possibilities for interaction with the environment.

14 Also see Baker, this volume, who argues that &titgiect with only simple consciousness (only ametitary
first-person perspective) is the origin of his ggrtuial field. He does not represent himself ingeisceptual
field; he is its source. He does not need to naakefirst-person reference; the question of a-fiestson
pronoun does not arise.”, and Kapitan, who arghasthe fact that “direct proprioceptive awarerass other
forms of inner awareness are exclusively of a umicgnter of reception and reaction [...] obviatesrted for
any separate first-person representation”. (202§, 3

15 The reason that this relation between self- ahdreascriptions holds for both mental and bodiytess
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engaged in interactions with the environment, | i need to explicitly represent my
perspective or my bodily states as such. (And #rmaesholds, of course, for other mental
states, such as emotions, intentions or desiresnakes only sense for me to explicitly
represent and refer tayselfinsofar as | am aware that the property or sta® lascribing to
myself could, in principle, be ascribed to someefse, and insofar as | intend to draw a
contrast between myself and others. To put it lyrie¢fam self-conscious only insofar as | can
distinguish myself from other subjects. That is&y that explicit self-representation requires
the ability to contrast one’s own perceptions, eamst, proprioceptive feelings and other
mental and bodily states with those of others. ®otlee view proposed here, self-
consciousness emerges in concert with the abdityepresent other subjects via a process of
an increasingly complex “perspectival differentati (cf. Pauen 1999). Accordingly, we
should find that self-awareness and the awarerfesther minds develop in parallel, and, as

we will see in the following sections, this is irdethe case.

Although this is not the place to explore thesatrehs further, it is noteworthy that the view
that self-consciousness and intersubjectivity ateniately related has predecessors in the
phenomenological tradition, as well as in Germagalism®® Fichte, and later Hegel, for
instance, held that self-consciousness becomesctief and intentional only through
intersubjective encounters (which are characterlae@ mutual “summoning™’ Similarly,

in Sartre’s phenomenology, (reflective) self-conssness is the result of intersubjectivity,
which, for him, is characterized by a constant raliabjectification and, consequently, self-
alienation (as famously explicated in his desariptof the other’s gaze in his “Being and
nothingness”). In other words, according to Sartrecquire reflective self-awareness in
considering how | am being perceived by the otHernvever, according to other thinkers in
the phenomenological tradition, most notably Man&anty (1945), my encounter with
another can only motivate self-reflection if | afneady aware of my visibility to the other
(Gallagher & Zahavi 2010). This awareness, in tuisl,based on the pre-reflective,
proprioceptive-kinaesthetic sense of my body antbmmon “corporeal schema” between
self and other, which enables my recognition of simailarity between my own and the

consists in the fact that we never experience odids as objects among others objects, but rathdrindicated
above, as a “system of possible movements” (DoR@32 that are subject to the will. Hence, the ratgv
contrast space consists of other such “systemat {ghto say of the bodily states of other subjecist of
inanimate objects.

18 Note that | take the notion of intersubjectivioyrhean the encounter between two subjects wha(ires
sense) recognize each other as such. That is thaggot every social interaction qualifies agrestance of
intersubjectivity (also see section 3.1).

" For a detailed discussion see (Wood 2006).
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other’s body; an insight that, according to Gallrgand Zahavi (2010), goes back to Husserl.
Thus, Merleau-Ponty seeks to locate the relationwdren self-consciousness and

intersubjectivity already at the pre-reflexive, bpdevel, rather than at the more abstract
level of mutual recognition, perspective taking @mdimoning. Other thinkers, such as Mead
or Habermas, in turn emphasize the linguisticalpdrated encounters between individuals as
being constitutive for self-consciousnéss.

As we will see in the following, the awareness elf &nd others is indeed a multi-facetted
phenomenon, which includes bodily and nonconcemsalvell as conceptual and linguistic

aspects. It will be the task of the following sewstto spell out the different levels of this

multi-facetted phenomenon systematically and inentatail.

3. Levels of self- and other-representation

In the following, | will argue that there is a grad transition from implicit to explicit self-
and other representation. Accordingly, we oughtigiinguish different levels of self- and
other representation, with different degrees ofieitpess.

As well as on Dienes’ and Perner's (1999) theorynablicit and explicit knowledge, my
account builds on Barresi’'s and Moore’s (1996) irlaltel account of social understanding
and on Karmiloff-Smith’s (1996) model of “represatnal redescription”, according to
which implicit information is turned into expliciepresentation through a reiterative process
by which “information already present in the organis independently functioning, special-
purpose representations, is made progressivelyadaj via redescriptive processes, to other
parts of the cognitive system” (Karmiloff-Smith, ¥8 p.18). Her model posits at least four
levels of representation, ranging from implicitdnhation that is encoded in procedural form
to explicit information that is coded linguisticallAt the first level (1), information is encoded
in procedural form and the information embeddedhm procedures remains implicit and is
not available to other operations in the cognitsygstem. At the second level (E1),
representations are available as data to the sysitkhough not necessarily to conscious
access and verbal report. (Karmiloff-Smith spedk$heories-in-action” at this level.) At the

third level (E2), representations become availableeonscious access, but not to verbal

'8 Note that some phenomenologists claim that evengcious experience entails a minimal, pre-reflecself-
consciousness (e.g. Zahavi 2006). In contrastnkttnat we should distinguish consciousness fretfi s
consciousness, for the reasons mentioned abovedMer, it is not obvious to me how the notion dad-pr
reflective self-consciousness is to be understoodhat explanatory work it is supposed to do, addn’t think
that it is phenomenologically obvious either thagry conscious experience is also self-conscidtm. & more
detailed discussion of these reasons see Mushdhcbming. Also see Schear 2009 for a criticatassion of
the notion of pre-reflective self-consciousness.)

8
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report. And finally, at the fourth level (E3), infoation is recoded into a cross-system code
that allows for the translation into a linguistarrat (cf. Karmiloff-Smith, 1996, chapter ).

It is important to note that on this account, iraplrepresentations are not simply replaced by
explicit representations, although they might imsocases be subsumed under them. While
explicit representations require a representatiaealescription of the original implicit
representations, this does not mean that the impdipresentations are abolished during this
process of redescription. For example, while aiteptayer who wants to become a trainer or
write a book on how to play tennis needs to findiay to access the information that is
implicit in his skillful play, such that it can escribed verbally, this does not mean that he
thereby loses his ability to play. Both the implioepresentations that guide his fluid and
automatic play as well as the explicit represeotetithat enable him to write books and teach
others remain present, albeit in very differenhfats.

Similarly, as we will see in what follows, we havarious ways of representing others (and
ourselves) at different levels of explicitness. @y view, although some of these occur
earlier in development than others, all of themratained so as to help us navigate the social

world in different contexts and situations.

3.1 Primary intersubjectivity or self-other matching
In order to recognize that other beings have bodilg mental states like oneself, and to

contrast these with one’s own, a being needs tm lzeposition to recognize the similarity
between itself and others. This requires that thiedyis able to match the information it
receives about others, from the third person petsee with the information it receives about
itself, from the first person perspective (Barr&sMoore 19965°. That this is by no means
trivial should have become obvious from my disomssif the difference between the first-
and the third-person perspective in the first secti

A first requirement for this recognition is thatnspecifics must be recognized as such.
Empirical results show that in humans, there araumber of -- presumably innate —

mechanisms that ensure that infants recognize msndéeheir own species. For instance,

9 Note that empirically, it is not always possilgedistinguish between levels E2 and E3, which iy thtey are
generally taken together as E2/E3. In effect thieemmodel Karmiloff-Smith proposes has three levidtgtice
that | will defend a model with four levels — tlésconsistent, because | am going to introducedditianal
level, which is even more basic than level (l) iarkiloff-Smith’s model.

% One might argue that insofar as we are dealiny information about other subjects (rather tharedis), it
would be more appropriate to talk about the sequdon perspective here. Indeed, there is a nadebate
within philosophy as to whether there is a spe@fistemic perspective (i.e. a second person petigpg
associated with intersubjectivity. While this igiaably the case, for the sake of simplicity | wathore this
rather complex debate here and only refer to thndtion between first and third person perspectiv
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neonates preferentially attend to stimuli with fdi&e arrangements of elements (Johnson &
Morton 1991). Moreover, already at birth, infanteead preferentially to human speech over
other auditory input, and by 4 days they distingyssoperties of their mother tongue from
those of other languages (Mehler et al. 1988). Ajsung infants can distinguish animate
from inanimate movement and young children use ntiale movements as the basis for
discriminating between photos of animates and mates (Massey & Gelman 1988). This
suggests that humans possess innate attentiosakliaat cause them to treat conspecifics as
subjects rather than as (inanimate) objects.

However, the preferential treatment of social stirmucomparison to stimuli from objects in
the environment does not yet imply an understantiag these social stimuli originate in
beings that are similar to oneself. For this un@@ding to be possible, there needs to be
some kind of matching mechanism that enables sishjeenatch input from self and other, or
first and third person information and to integréte information in such a way that the
resulting representation can be applied to both @&dl other. Otherwise, first and third
person information would always be treated seplyredaad no common representational (and,
ultimately, conceptual and linguistic) scheme caddgelop (cf. Barresi and Moore 1996). It
has been suggested that the neural basis for #itshing mechanism lies in the mirror neuron
system. Mirror neurons are neurons that fire bokienwan action (such as grasping for an
object) is perceived, and when that same actioexecuted (Gallese 2001; Gallese et al.
2004), thus bridging the gap between agent andepeic They were first detected in the
premotor area F5 of monkeys (Rizzolatti et al. J9%6though it has (for methodological
reasons) not been established that humans possgkesreeurons that fire both during action
execution and observation, there is evidence franttfonal imaging studies for a similar
system in the human brain (lacoboni et al. 1999;9€es & Gazzola 2009).

Empirical evidence suggests that in humans sonmfe satching mechanism is in place from
very early onwards, and might even be innate, shiah“infants, even newborns, are capable
of apprehending the equivalence between body wamstions they see and the ones they
feel themselves perform” (Meltzoff 1990, p.160)r kstance, as Meltzoff and Moore (1977)
have demonstrated, newborns seem to be able tatémite facial gestures of adults, such as
tongue protrusion and mouth opening shortly aftehbThis seems to suggest that they are
able to match visual information about the facighression of others with the proprioceptive
information they receive about their own faces. @&dmngly, it has been argued that the
ability to match first person and third person itgpis innate. However, according to Anisfeld,

infants were shown to reliably match only one gestmamely tongue protrusion, and this

10
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effect was transitory (Anisfeld 1991).So the innateness of this matching mechanism is
controversiaf’ But whatever the case may be, it is uncontroverSiat some such
mechanism exists, explaining humans’ general @&sliior imitation and the possibility of the
development of a common conceptual scheme foaselther.

However, this is not to say that at very early sgagf social interaction, infants already have
an explicit representation of a self-other matchimga self-other difference, for that matter).
The content of the multi-modal representationdhasé¢ stages is nonconceptual and implicit,
and does neither require the explicit distincticgtween self and other, nor the explicit
representation of an intentional relatfdnin fact, it seems plausible that at the very early
stages of self-other matching indicated by neonatiéation, there is no differentiation
between self and other whatsoever. Cases of eddgtiimitation are thus comparable to the
phenomenon of emotional contagion (which will bettiar discussed in section 3.3), where
the perception of an emotional expression by amathbject causes the experience of that
same emotion in oneself, so that there is no @iffeation between the other’'s emotion and
one’s own. Because there is no self-other difféation at this level (and hence no awareness
of other subjects as such), we cannot yet speadelbfawareness or intersubjectivity in a
philosophical sense (despite the fact that the @imema in question are discussed under the

label of “primary intersubjectivity” in the developental literature).

3.2 Secondary intersubjectivity
Social interactions and the representations adsocwith them reach a new quality from

about the age of 9 to 12 months. At this age, isfanter into contexts of shared attention and
intentionality. Within the developmental literatutbese are also called forms of “secondary
intersubjectivity”, in contrast to the so-calledrfes of “primary intersubjectivity” described
in the previous section (Trevarthen 1979). At tbiigge, infants begin to coordinate their
object-directed behavior with their person-direcbethavior, that is, they move from purely
dyadic forms of interaction to triadic forms of enaction. In other words, they begin to
engage in shared intentional relations. For ingatteey will follow the gaze or the pointing
gesture of another person to an object of mutuakest, thus exhibiting “shared attention”
towards that object (Tomasello et al. 2005). Thiggests an implicit understanding of others

2L Similar results were recently found in newborn keys (Ferrari et al. 2006).

2 5ee Heyes (2009) for an account that suggestsniinair neurons develop on the basis of sensorimoto
learning processes, rather than constituting aiaizesd and innate module for imitation and/or awti
recognition.

% According to Barresi and Moore (1996), an intemaicrelation is a relation involving an agent, eedied
activity and an object. Examples include intentiawions as well as perceptions, beliefs, desiresemotions.
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as perceivers, and the existence of a mechanistrintegrates the first person information
about one’s own perceptual situation with the thmerson information received about
another’s perceptual understanding.

Moreover, infants at this age will begin to devesmgial referencing, which is to say that they
use emotional information from their caregiverségulate their own behavior in situations
that are perceived as threatening (e.g., Feinma&2)190ne example for such social
referencing is the visual cliff paradigm used bynkert et al. (1983). A visual cliff is a table
made of glass and visually divided into two halvé&n one half, a pattern is placed
immediately below the glass plate so that this bpffears opaque, while on the other half a
similar pattern is placed at a distance from tlasglplate, so that there appears to be a sudden
drop-off. When children reach the drop-off poiritey will stop and look to their mothers. If
the mother looks happy, the child will continue atawl, but if the mother looks worried, it
will refuse to move forward. This suggests a maighbetween first and third person
emotional intentional relations (in addition to therceptual and action-related intentional
relations described above), such that children &thgpemotion they perceive their mothers to
be expressing.

Children at this age will also begin to display coumicative gestures, such as proto-
imperative and proto-declarative pointing gestuigstes 1979). Proto-imperatives function
as a form of nonverbal request to a partner, fetaimce in order to obtain an object that is out
of reach. In contrast, proto-declaratives are nakia to nonverbal comments on a situation,
for instance when the pointing-gesture is usednforin another about the location of an
object. While the former is an attempt at influergcwhat another person does, and is thus
directed at action-related intentional relatioh®, latter is trying to affect the other’s attention
or thoughts, and is thus directed at epistemiairdeal relations. So while the former seems
to suggest an implicit grasp of others as agetis, latter seems to suggest an implicit
understanding of others as perceivers and/or kevinterestingly, while non-human
(human-raised) primates have been found to us®-orgieratives to some degree, they do
not seem to use proto-declaratives (Tomasello 2008}% suggests that while chimpanzees
have an implicit understanding of others as pemrsivand agents and can use this
understanding instrumentally to their advantagey teither have no understanding or no
interest (or both) to influence the mental state®tbers outside of instrumental contexts.
That is, in contrast to humans, they do not seemntgage in the sharing of information or

cooperation outside of instrumental contexts.

2 |n fact, Tomasello argues that it is preciselyabdity and desire for cooperation (enabling teeelopment of
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However, neither shared attention, nor social esfeing, nor the ability to use proto-
imperatives and declaratives imply the explicitiatition of mental states to others, for they
do not require the distinction between propositi@atatudes and propositional contents. That
is to say that children at this age do not undetstaental representations as such, so they are
not able to understand, for instance, that mentales can misrepresent. Rather, the
representations of others as agents, perceivetshaarers of emotions that are involved in
these contexts of secondary intersubjectivity arglicit in the procedures for different types
of social interaction.
Nor do these abilities require an explicit diffetiation between self and other. During
episodes of shared attention, there is a matchirfigsd and third person information in the
sense that infants perceive the gaze orientatiaheobther while simultaneously seeing the
object of shared attention and sensing the posttidheir own head or eyes. Likewise, in the
case of social referencing, the infant sees anstr@motional expression and adopts a
corresponding emotional attitude. So shared imeatity enables the matching of third
person information about another’'s behavior witstfperson information about being in an
intentional relation. Nonetheless, infants undedtine intentional relations associated with
these types of social interaction only to the edtdmt they actually engage in episodes of
shared intentionality, and this engagement doeseuptire an explicit differentiation between
first and third personal sources of information; does it involve the explicit attribution of an
intentional relation to an intentional agent (carisi and Moore 1996).
Thus, the understanding of others (and thus ofalf)ess intentional agents still seems to be
located at the implicit level. This analysis is thar supported by the fact that these
representations seem to be domain-specific, fazprding to Karmiloff-Smith (1996), in
order for information that is implicit in specifteehavioral procedures to become available to
other parts of the cognitive system, it needs toeldescribed into a more explicit format.
“At ten months of age, when infants are in the psscof developing understanding of
communicative actions such as pointing, and ofestatf social attention such as
mutual gaze, these developments are not closedyectla child may master one of
these domains while making little progress in ttteeo|...]. Moreover, ten-month-old
infants reliably follow a person’s gaze to the abjat which she is looking and look at
an object to which she is reaching, but they fai€bnnect these two abilities so as to
predict that a person will reach for the objectMuch she looks.” (Spelke 2009; also
see Phillips et al. 2002)

“we-intentions (Tuomela & Miller 1988)) that disginishes humans from other primates, and that atsdomn
language learning and other cultural achievementg,(Tomasello 2009).
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This suggests that infants at this age fail togrdage their implicit understanding of others as
agents with their implicit understanding of otheas perceivers who share their own
experiences of the world (cf. Spelke 2009). Theasgntations that are implicit in different
social interactions must first be transformed imore general, explicit representations before
the infant can develop an integrated understandfinghers — and consequently of themselves

— as agents, perceivaaad bearers of emotions.

3.3. Mirror self recognition and self-conscious emotions
In order for a subject to realize that other sulgjece distinct beings with their own mental

states, and as such are similar to herself, shdsrteebe in a position to not only match third
person information from others with first persorionmation from her own experience in
current episodes of shared intentionality, butalse needs to understand that others possess
first person information about their mental statésch might differ from her own. Moreover,
she needs to understand that others have thirdmpérormation about herself (just like she
has third person information about them). In otlerds, she needs to understand that others
can perceive and observe her (just like she careper and observe others), and that others
ascribe intentional relations to herself on thadabthese perceptions. That is to say that she
must understand the other's mental state aboutwemMmental states.

One indicator that the child is aware of third perenformation about the self is its ability for
mirror-self-recognition (Barresi and Moore 1996hid ability is standardly tested with the
help of the rouge test, in which the subject iskedrwith a red spot on its face and then put
in front of a mirror (Amsterdam 1972; Gallup Jr 99.7If the subject attempts to remove the
spot on her face, this is taken to demonstrate shatrecognizes herself in the mirror. This
ability typically emerges in children at about thge of 18 to 24 months. Self-recognition
indicates that the child recognizes herself askgestiamong other subjects, and thus as a
subject that can be perceived by others. Intemggtimirror self-recognition is accompanied
by the development of so-called secondary or smicious emotions, such as
embarrassment and coyness (Lewis et al. 198%his suggests that the child’s emotional
attitudes are affected by her imagination of what snight look like to others, and thus
indicate an integration of her first person expsewith the third person information others
have about herself (and that she can henceforthhalge about herself by gaining information

about herself in the ways others do, namely, fetaince, by observing herself in a mirror).

% Notice that this affective component of intersuatijéty and self-consciousness was already empbdgiy
Sartre.

14



Forthcoming inGrazer Philosophische Studiéd (2012), p. 75-101

Thus, to use Rochat’'s terminology, from this pantvards, the child has “others in mind”
(Rochat 2009). The child now begins to understéuad $he is a subject that can be observed
by others, just like she can observe the behaviastiers, and she can begin to consider
others’ perspectives on herself. It is at this pahat the child begins to fully appreciate
herself as a subject among other subjects, and taiswe can speak of genuine (if
rudimentary) forms of self-awareness and intersuivjey.

Signs for a clear understanding of the emotion&nitional relations of others as being
different from one’s own also begin to emerge dyitime second half of the second year. One
example is the development of empathy (Hobson 200@)nger children will typically get
distressed themselves and seek comfort when thregipe expressions of distress by others,
thus exhibiting signs of emotional contagion. Imtast, children during the second half of
the second year — while still showing some signdistiress themselves, indicating that there
is some first personal experience of the relevamitmnal state -- will try to do something to
console the other, thus demonstrating an underisigutidat the emotion belongs to the other
(Barresi and Moore, 1996). Much later, once chitdilevelop an explicit theory of mind, they
will even be able to show sympathy, which is thditgbto understand and be sensitive
towards the mental states of others without expengy them from the first person
perspective.

Moreover, at around this age, children begin t@ldis a general understanding of the fact
that someone else’s perspective towards an obgectitfer from their own. For instance, 24-
months olds are capable of level 1 perspectivatgkihich is to say that they can understand
that what another person sees is different fromt\wiey see (for instance that they can see an
object that another person cannot §&@nd vice versa (Moll & Tomasello 2006).

Thus, it is at this level that the child beginsetlicitly differentiate between self and other
and to attribute intentional relations differerfialo self and other. Prior to this level, the
child has de facto access to the mental stateshefs) but she need not explicitly represent
these states as belonging to the other, for st@ways engaged in an episode of shared
intentionality during which she herself also expedes the intentional relations that she
shares with her partner. In order for this shargdntionality to occur, it is sufficient that
intentional relations are in fact shared; the clibgés not have to explicitly represent her own
mental states as being distinct from those of sthir contrast, in the case of empathy,
although the child will share some of the emotibthe other (as evidenced by her display of

behavioral signs of distress), the comforting bébrathat she directs towards the other does

% |n contrast, according to Flavell, level 2 persjectaking requires the understanding thatsémeobject can
be seen from different perspectives. The abilitldoel-2 perspective taking emerges later; seeviel
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show that she explicitly represents the emotiomelsnging to the other. Likewise, as the
ability to for level-1 perspective taking indicateshie learns to represent perceptual states as
belonging either to herself or to others. Thus,mduthe second half of the second year the
child begins to understand that others have mestates (first person experiences) like
herself, and that they may have different perspeston the same world. That is to say that
she now explicitly represents intentional subjextswell as intentional relations. However,
these representations do not yet have to be innaeptual or linguistic format. Rather,
following Karmiloff-Smith’s terminology, they mighbe said to constitute something like a
theory-of-mind-in-action (at level E1 of explicis®, without that theory being
conceptualized or consciously accessible, for mtan terms of folk psychological belief-

desire explanations.

3.4. Explicit mentalizing and theory of mind
Although mirror self recognition and empathy indeean emerging understanding of being a

subject among others subjects, none of the akilitiescribed above does yet imply the
existence of an explicit theory of mind. To trwdppreciate the nature of mental states, a
subject must be able to distinguish propositiot@iuales from propositional content, and she
must understand that mental states can misrepresent

This ability is demonstrated when children passalted false belief tasks, which is usually
the case at around 4 years of age. It is onlyisitstlage that they reach the ability to explicitly
represent belief states as states that can beblyetdhers and thus differ from one’s own
beliefs, and as states that can misrepresent haisddiffer from reality. In the classical false-
belief task designed by Wimmer and Perner (198&)child watches a scene involving a boy
called Maxi and an experimenter. The experimenitigsha piece of chocolate in a box. When
Maxi temporarily leaves the room, the chocolatgassferred into a different container. The
child who is watching the scene is asked whereckioeolate really is, and where Maxi will
look for it upon his return. That is to say tha¢ tthild has to distinguish between what she
herself knows about the reality and Maxi’'s (falbe)ief about the location of the chocolate.
So she has to differentiate her own belief from Kéakelief, and she has to distinguish
between propositional attitude (‘Maxi believes that) and propositional content (‘the
chocolate is...’). Thus, in order to pass the fdlskef task, the child has to have an explicit
representation of propositional content, proposdélattitude, and holder of the attitude.

The child also has to know that Maxi’s behavior & determined by his mental state, rather

than by reality. This implies that she now has ¢oable to integrate her knowledge about
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Maxi as an agent with her knowledge about him agr@eiver and believer (for his belief
state will be determined by where he saw the cladeddeing hidden earlier and this in turn
will determine how he behaves). As we saw in sact®?2, this kind of integrated
representation is lacking at the level of implrgipresentations of intentional relations. At the
implicit level, representations of others as pereei agents and bearers of emotions are
domain specific and cannot be transferred to oegiated with information from other
domains. But once the information has been recaded an explicit format, it can be
generalized and applied across domains, thus lgadira more complete notion of other
persons — and of oneself.
Crucially for the thesis of this paper, there isoatlirect evidence that the ability to ascribe
(false) beliefs to others develops in parallel wikie ability to ascribe (false) beliefs to
oneself. Although the relevant empirical eviderwedate must be regarded as preliminary due
to the fact that the majority of research on ToM Racused on ‘reading other minds’ rather
than self-attribution of mental states, severalem¢cstudies confirm such a parallel
development (see Happé 2003 for a review). Mostrésgively, a recent meta-analysis of
ToM studies (involving 178 separate studies) cotwethe conclusion that children do not
pass self-belief tasks earlier than other-beligksa
“The essential age trajectory for tasks requirindgments of someone else’s false
belief is paralleled by an identical age trajectfmychildren’s judgments of their own
false beliefs. Young children, for example, aret jas incorrect at attributing a false
belief to themselves as they are at attributingpiothers.” (Wellman et al., 2001,
p.665).
This confirms that there is a parallel developnfenthe explicit representation of one’s own
mental states and those of others.
At around the same time of passing false-beliddsashildren also begin to display a number
of related cognitive abilities (see Rakoczy 200840 overview). For instance, they begin to
be able to solve unexpected content tasks (Petnal. 4987§". Moreover, they begin to
distinguish appearance from reality (J. H. Flavell al. 1983). That is, they begin to
distinguish what an object seems to be (for ing#amsponge that looks like a stone) from
what it really is (i.e. a sponge). They also begirparticipate in second-level perspective
taking; for instance, they are able to tell whethelrawing looks upside-down to an observer
that is sitting opposite from them (J. H. Flavell &. 1981). Finally, they master tasks

?|n this task, children are being presented wittoa (e.g. a smarties box) and asked what they tsimside.
They are then being shown the real content of the for example a pen. Afterwards, they are besiged a)
what another child will think is in the box, andwat they previously thought was in the box.
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involving intentional deception, for example by deting a “nasty” puppet, with whom they
(or a “friendly” puppet) are competing for a rewaeither through deceptive pointing or by
telling a lie (Sodian 1991; Sodian 1994). What ¢hisks have in common is that they imply
an understanding of epistemic perspectives as lekifggent from reality, and of the fact that
it is the content of subjective mental states medi by the respective perspective that is
guiding the actions of individuals. In other wordise child learns to ascribe propositional
attitudes to others and to use these as premigedicting and explaining the behavior of
others (Perner 1991; Rakoczy 2008).

Thus, at this level, children possess a theory widnthat is explicitly represented in E2/3
format. This is further supported by the strongremtion between linguistic abilities and the
understanding of beliefs and folk psychology (seé Rde Villiers 2005; Zlatev 2008 for an
overview). For example, deaf children who are nqtosed to sign language from very early
on show a delayed understanding of the (falseefsebf others compared to children with
signing parents and hearing children (Petersoneg&i1995). Moreover, longitudinal studies
indicate that language development predicts thebmind performance, but not vice versa
(Astington & Jenkins 1999; J. de Villiers & Pyer89¥). Also, exposure to discourse
involving different perspectives enhances falséebeinderstanding (Lohmann & Tomasello
2003)%

Once the child has acquired the relevant linguiskitls that enable explicit theory-of-mind
reasoning, it can also begin to engage in inneedperhere is evidence that inner speech in
particular plays an important role for explicitfsebnsciousness, in the sense of explicit self-
reflection. Portions of the left prefrontal lobeeassociated both with inner speech and self-
reflective activities, and studies using variousaswes of self-talk and self-reflection indicate
a strong correlation between these two mental iiesv(Morin, 2005)According to Morin,
inner speech turns the initially socially generafedctice of talking and reflection upon
oneself into an inner experience. As Morin points, ahis idea was already expressed by
Mead (1912/1964), who argued that inner speechaity €hildhood serves to make young
speakers aware of themselves and their separastemse through an internalization of
others’ perspectives on oneself. So inner speechldveeproduce social feedback and
perspective taking, thereby internalizing it. Moren inner speech is thought to facilitate the
conceptualization and labeling of self-related atpethereby rendering these aspects more
salient and more differentiated (Morin 2005).

% The relation between language acquisition andiévelopment of self-concept is also emphasizedakeB
this volume.

18



Forthcoming inGrazer Philosophische Studiéd (2012), p. 75-101

As we can see, a number of social cognitive slaltel forms of intersubjectivity are
undoubtedly in place before the onset of linguisthilities, and are arguably necessary
requirements for the development of language. Nmess, linguistic abilities seem to be
necessary to develop a full-fledged theory of mifllis might explain why chimpanzees and
other great apes do not seem to be able to as@false) beliefs or other mental states to
others (with the probably exception of visual petaal states), although they do seem to be
able to engage in shared attention and selectiitation, and display mirror-self-recognition
(Call & Tomasello, 2008).

Notice that | am not arguing that pre-linguistierfis of social cognition, which rely on an
implicit understanding of others, are being replhce abolished by later, linguistically
mediated and explicit forms of mentalizing. Rath&e model | propose assumes that the
more basic forms of social cognition are retairgath that social cognitive skills become
gradually enriched and more complex as implicibinfation is redescribed into a more
explicit format. In other words, we have variousys@f understanding and interacting with
others, some of which are based on implicit infdraraabout the mental states of others,

others based on explicit representation.

4. Conclusion

| have argued that explicit self-representatiorunexs the awareness of other subjects and of
their similarity to oneself, such that one can casttone’s own bodily and mental states with
those of others. This awareness develops over these of an increasingly complex
perspectival differentiation, during which inforrmat about self and other that is implicit in
early forms of social interaction becomes redesdriimto an explicit format. So my account
suggests a gradual transition from implicit to éiplforms of self- and other-representation
that leads to an increasingly complex array of aocognitive abilities and, in turn, to the
development of a self-concept. The account is suizedhin table 1 below.

We can now see how we get from the self-relatedrmétion that is implicit in perception
and bodily forms of self-awareness to an expliggresentation of oneself as a subject among
other subjects. The crucial element is intersubjitgt which requires a mechanism that
allows for the matching of first and third persariormation in concert with a process of
representational redescription such as to enathiéegientiation between self and other.

My account also suggests that we have multiple vedysnderstanding and engaging with

others, which might require multiple explanatoryastgies. Some of these are likely to
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involve simulation processes and rely on bodily amgblicit self-other matching, others
require explicit mentalizing and linguistic abii. Once the level of conceptual and linguistic
self-other representation is reached, communicatctens, including personal and cultural
narratives can begin to shape an individual's setfen and influence its self-reflection and
subsequently self-conceptualization as belongingarticular groups or cultures. It is not the
place to argue for this claim here, but note thatdccount | have proposed suggests that it
might be possible to conceptualize the differeebties of mind which are currently debated,
namely the theory-theory, the simulation theory thteraction theory and the narrative

practice hypothesis as complementary rather thaompeting theories,

Level |Age Social cognitive abilities Representational format
Birth Detection of multi-modal Automatic cross-modal matching, no
1 onwards [contingencies, neonatal imitatiorself-other differentiation
Shared attention, selective Implicit representation of self-other
9 months imitation, social referencing, prof@Aad of intentional relations, domain
2 onwards [imperatives and proto-declarativepecific
Mirror-self-recognition, self- Explicit self-other differentiation angd
18 months |conscious emotions, empathy, [representation of intentional relations
3 onwards |level-1 perspective taking (E1)

Explicit representations of mental
Mastery of false-belief and states, distinction between
unexpected content tasks, level{gropositional attitudes and
perspective taking, appearance-propositional contents, E2/3

4 years reality distinction, intentional  representations, conceptual &

4 onwards [deception linguistic

Table 1: Levels of self-and other-representatfon

2 |n this respect | take my account to be broadiygatible with the view expressed in Newen & Scthilich
(2009). Although Newen & Schlicht see their “Persdodel Theory” as an alternative to other theoaemind
(and thus would object to the claim that they mightseen as compatible), they also argue that we tinath
nonconceptual and conceptual ways of representidguiaderstanding other persons. Of course, whetbaran
see the different theories of mind as compatiktiearathan as competing will depend on how theyspedled out
in detail — after all, for instance, both theorgahy and simulation theory come in rather ‘diffaréavours’.

30 Notice that the first level in my model is evenmabasic than level (1) in Karmiloff-Smith’s model.
Accordingly, my account posits at least four diéfier levels, while Karmiloff-Smith’s account positsee levels
(if E2/3 representations are taken together adewat). However, | do not necessarily mean to sagtet
children remain at this very basic level up urt# ige of 9 months — it is entirely possible theg might have
to allow for even more fine-grained distinctionsoihighout the different developmental stages tharoties
outlined here.
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