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INTRODUCTION


PRE-REFLECTIVE SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS


AND THE DE SE CONSTRAINT: THE LEGACY


OF THE HEIDELBERG SCHOOL


Marc Borner, Manfred Frank, Kenneth Williford


Part I. Preliminaries


1. Egological vs. Non-egological & Reflective vs. Pre-reflective


This collection has its origins in four interdisciplinary workshops, one held annually at the Berlin School of Mind and Brain from 2010— 2012 (Origins of Self-Consciousness I-III, Workshop on Pre-Reflective Self-Consciousness), and one at the Zentrum für interdisziplinäre Forschung (ZiF) in Bielefeld in 2013 (Self-Representationalism, Pre-Reflectivity, and Mental Impairment). This original interdisciplinary approach, especially the dialogue with neuroscientists and psychiatrists, has been retained in this collection. However, the collection has been enlarged by a number of solicited contributions that highlight special aspects of the core theme: self-consciousness.


Our title, Senses of Self, is meant to capture the multivalent nature of the notion of self-consciousness and the philosophical and scientific controversies surrounding it. The nominalized reflexive pronoun ‘self’ in the composite ‘self-consciousness’ evidently admits of various interpretations. It can be understood as referring to the “subject” of consciousness or the “person” whose consciousness it is and who directly refers to herself or himself by ‘I’, but it can also be understood to refer to consciousness itself, conceived of impersonally. And the latter, in turn, can be understood as a single episode (a “momentary minimal subject”) or as diachronically unified “stream of consciousness”.


Both personalist and impersonalist views of self-consciousness have been widely defended. Gurwitsch called them “egological” and “nonegological” views, respectively (Gurwitsch 1941). These contrasting positions find their champions in this volume, most explicitly in the controversy between Lang and the late Tomis Kapitan recorded here. Others try to split the difference.


In short, the term ‘self’ turns out to be almost as variegated as the “many-colored” self Kant so famously rejected (2004: B 134). At both pre-theoretical and theoretical levels, the “self” thus presents itself under various “senses” or “guises”; and these must be distinguished and characterized as clearly as possible. In addition to the egological/ non-egological distinction, there is the view that self-consciousness consists in or comes about through a form of non-introspective reflection and the contrasting view that primary self-consciousness is “pre-reflective” or prior to any sort of reflection. Among proponents of the latter position, some speak of “self-familiarity”, others of “selfacquaintance”.


According to the first sort of view, primary self-consciousness or, as it is sometimes called, “subjective character”, is a matter of a mental event, episode, or state (whether egologically or non-egologically understood) either representing itself, being represented by a distinct mental state (etc.) that belongs to the same mind, or of being an internally represented part of a unified representational whole. This type of internal reflection, which, again, should not be equated with introspection, is meant to explain how a “normal”, unconscious mental state becomes a conscious mental state (or, according to the egological view, becomes one of “my representations” (à la Kant 2004: B 131). This type of position survives in so-called higher-order and same-order representation theories of consciousness, which are both attacked and defended in this volume. As indicated, higher-order and same-order theorists have come to be subdivided. There are theories which consider consciousness (with its “self-consciousness” or “subjective character”) to consist in at least two numerically distinct mental states or mental state parts, one representing the other, whether the former (“reflecting”) state be a perception (e.g., Armstrong, Lycan) or a thought (e.g., Rosenthal, Gennaro). In either case, the mental state or state part on the “top” of the series will itself be unconscious. This is a counterintuitive consequence, to say the least, in addition to the many other problems higher-order representation theories face.1 Others, sometimes called “self-representationalists”, hold or have held that the reflecting and the reflected must not differ numerically and must thus be of the “same order”, lest we fall prey either to phenomenological inadequacy or to infinite regress (Williford 2006, Kriegel 2009: 19–20, 113–128, 228–9).


2. From Higher-Order to Same-Order


However, not only do same-order representation theories fall prey to most of the same objections that can be leveled against higherorder representation theories (see, e.g., Weisberg 2008, Mandik 2009, Williford 2015), there is a deeper problem afflicting theories of both types, a problem that is more clearly pronounced in the case of selfrepresentationalism. The move from higher-order to same-order representationalism was, in part, meant to better account for the sense that consciousness involves an immediate form of self-consciousness. It seems hard to understand how that sense could be accounted for in terms of one mental state (or mental state part) representing another. It was thought that this would be better accounted for in terms of genuine reflexivity (direct or indirect)—a state, act, or episode, representing itself. However, to guarantee that the represented content (the state (etc.) represented) coincides with the representing mental act (the conscious vehicle) in a way that corresponds to the phenomenology of immediate self-consciousness, some self-familiarity must have already been available for the mental act to be sure to find itself in its correlate and not some other object or, even, the “self” of another. In other words, to know immediately that the state represented and the state representing are one and the same, the state must, in some way, already know what it itself represents as well as the identity of itself and what it represents. Evidently, to try to play the self-representationalist card again to account for this presupposed immediate self-knowledge would invite a regress. If, on the other hand, we reject this type of presupposed self-knowledge, self-representationalism becomes just as implausible, phenomenologically speaking, as higher-order representationalism. To illustrate, consider how different your awareness of your own existence is from merely thinking an existentially quantified thought (e.g., “There are people”, “There are experiences”). Moreover, immediate self-consciousness would no longer appear to be an essential feature of consciousness, since it might systematically miss its mark, but rather either a matter of chance or something akin to brainwashing, even if of a functional or adaptive sort. In the latter case, immediate self-consciousness would no longer be a matter of genuine phenomenological discovery (Findung), but rather a matter of invention (Erfindung) or fiction. It would seem then that in order to avoid regresses, on the one hand, and phenomenological inadequacy, on the other, we must accept that there is a type of immediate self-consciousness or self-knowledge that cannot be accounted for in terms of representation.


The central problem of all versions of the Higher-Order-Monitoring (HOM) approach seems to derive from their common acceptance of a divide between a so-called elementary state (a FOR: a First-Order Representation, as Gennaro puts it) and a “conscious-making” (but in itself unconscious) higher-order representational state (HOR), be it a thought or a perception. If consciousness comes about through a “suitable” higher-order representation being directed at a worlddepicting, first-order representation (a FOR), HOR and FOR differ numerically. The “second order” consists in a hetero-directed or ‘objectual’ representation. Gennaro leaves no doubt that, on his model, the target of the higher-order thought (HOT) is considered an “object”. 2 (Shoemaker 1996, 201–268 called this sort of self-objectification the “objectual view”, while defending the view that selfconsciousness contains “non-representational features”.) How can we legitimately speak of self-consciousness, if the conscious-making act is hetero-directed or objectual? The supposed fact that the two mental states belong to the same mind or organism, and even the supposed fact that the two states are tightly integrated does not eliminate their difference: the one represents something other than itself. How selfconsciousness can emerge from one thing representing another thing is anyone’s guess.


Another point: If there is no “brain-washing” involved, how could an unconscious HOR, directed at another unconscious mental state (a FOR) constitute consciousness if there was none? A correct representation of the FOR state should by necessity reveal the presence of precisely an unconscious state. Talk of consciousness so coming about is smuggling consciousness in illicitly or, at best, simply postulating an identity claim that seems in crucial ways under motivated. In order to address the glaring problems with this identity claim, HOR theorists like Gennaro have tacked on conditions (e.g., not two distinct mental states but one state with two highly integrated parts, the one representing the other, or that the content of the higher-order state makes reference to a self or organism hosting both states or state parts), making the recent elaborations of the theory seem like so many exercises in scholastic apologetics. But none of these moves address the initial point: HOR theory cannot deliver an explanation of the appearance of self-consciousness.3 Namely, what the HOR encounters in turning back (reflecting) upon a FOR is not the second-order state or act itself. In so doing, Gennaro violates the de se constraint which requires that we call “self-conscious” only states in which the representing is directed at the represented as at itself. This was Castañeda’s unforgettable original insight (from Castañeda 1966). (We’ll come back to this point in section 5 on the “de se constraint”.)


3. The Problem of Reflection


The risk of getting entangled in regresses is what mainly explains the reemergence in the 1960s of philosophers defending the “original prereflectivity” of self-consciousness. This was their point: “Reflection” (defined here as a type of representational or objectual consciousness, be it higher-order or same-order; and note again that in this usage, ‘reflection’ need not be taken to denote introspective consciousness) demands that there already be a kind of pre-representational knowledge of the identity (in at least some aspect) of what is reflected (the content or object) and the reflecting (the performing act or vehicle). In other words, to make sure that one’s own first-order state, the “object” of self-consciousness, and not something else is indeed “reflected by” one’s own higher-order or same-order state, consciousness or its components must already possess a kind of immediate epistemic awareness of itself as such or what is identical or shared between the components—otherwise there is no “self-recognition” to be found in one mental state (or state part) representing another. A version of this view (as well as the corresponding term “pre-reflective selfconsciousness”) was expounded most famously in Sartre’s early phenomenological writings (from 1936–1948), but the Heidelberg School (around Henrich) showed that another variant of position was already to be found in Fichte: it is “Fichte’s Original Insight” (Henrich 1966).4 The essential point of the “pre-reflectivists” is that it is not enough for a subject (or a person or a mental state) to consciously or intentionally self-refer or self-represent; she or he must in addition be aware of the fact that it is she herself, he himself, or it itself to which the subject or state self-refers. Fichte’s formula from 1797 was: “The Ego not only posits itself unconditionally (schlechthin), but posits itself as itself.”5 Without any explicit reference to Fichte, this requirement was dubbed later on the de se constraint by Manfred Frank (see his contribution in this volume—several contributions to this volume will deal with it in some detail, see also section III of this introduction).


To take one last example, some philosophers (and neuroscientists as well) think that self-consciousness consists in a non-conceptual “self-presentation” or “self-acquaintance”, while others think it is essentially a cognitive operation, a certain type of thinking, and, if successfully performed, something equivalent to the asserting of a truth. Sometimes the first position is associated with the non-egological view, the second with the egological view. Notoriously, Kant held that all and only our cognitive capacities and categories take their origin in the I think, so that he never would have ascribed self-consciousness to sensory or emotional states per se. For him (as for so many analytical philosophers of mind) self-consciousness is just a kind of cognitive (as opposed to immediate or pre-reflective) self-knowledge, an “I-owned” knowledge.6 On this sort of view, even when sensory states or emotions are called “self-aware”, they are normally considered not to be “I-owned”—as we sometimes say, “it hurts” or “it feels good”.


4. A Dialogue between Continental and Analytical Views


It is these complexities and debates that have led us to baptize this volume Senses of Self. But our aim is also to bring some (so-called) Continental positions into a deeper dialogue with (so-called) Analytical ones. Fichte, Brentano, Sartre, Henrich (and some of his disciples) have contributed importantly to the above discussions, but remain largely unknown or ignored by mainstream analytic philosophy of mind. And this despite the fact that Henrich’s essential publications on these matters have long been translated into English (Henrich 1982 and 1971), and that Henrich in his famous lectures on German Idealism (Henrich 2003), delivered in 1973 in Harvard University’s Emerson Hall for an entire semester, drew the attention of his audience (including Quine, Putnam, Nozick, Cavell, Rawls) to the relevance of German Idealism for the development of a modern theory of selfconsciousness.7 Nozick, in particular, demonstrated this relevance, quite successfully.8 Alas, this impulse has largely faded away and left no long-standing trace, even though Henrich noted his agreements with Castañeda, Shoemaker, Nozick and especially Chisholm in detail in later publications,9 and Chisholm admitted to owing to him a revision of this earlier position on self-consciousness.10 But none of the authors mentioned took his outstretched hand too seriously.


Part II. The Early Romantics and Contemporary


Philosophy of Mind


5. The Paradox of Self-Consciousness:


Further Problems with the Reflection Model


In 1795 Friedrich Hölderlin had alrady described the paradox of selfconsciousness in the following way: For the sake of its determinacy, the subject of self-consciousness must stand in a relation to at least one discriminatory or distinctive term. Therefore, it must stand in a relation to what it is not (for instance to an object or another subject).11 However, in order to reach itself (instead of something which is not self-disclosed as the subject of the relation), it must have been present to itself prior to taking the detour via a hetero-relation. Namely, for a subject—this is Hölderlin’s tacit presupposition—it is essential that it be self-disclosed (“immediately” revealed to itself—without, so to speak, effecting this revelation itself). To put it in Castañeda’s way: An object never reveals to one the fact that this object is oneself unless one is already acquainted with this object’s being oneself. Obviously, it would lead into circles of self-presupposition if this revelation were conceived of as the result of a prior activity of the consciousness. (This is why Fichte, from 1800 on, replaces his former performativist formula, “the I posits itself unconditionally,” with this one: “The I is a power into which an eye is inserted” (Fichte 1971a: I, II, 19.377; IV. 33). By this he means to say: The Ego (or the subject of consciousness) is not the producer (or agent) of his or her self-familiarity, but only his or her owner. The subject, prior to doing or thinking anything, is “always already” familiarized with itself—without its “positing itself”.


We here are witness to the birth of what later-on will be dubbed “pre-reflective self-consciousness”. Hölderlin’s spiritual brother, Friedrich von Hardenberg (Novalis), put it luminously in this way:


What reflection finds, appears to have already been there before. (Novalis 1965: 112, Nr. 14).


At the same time, this is how Hölderlin, one of Fichte’s most gifted auditors, remarkably described the apparent paradox of self-consciousness:


How is self-consciousness possible? By opposing me to myself, by self-segregation, and, regardless of this separation, nonetheless perceiving myself as the same in the opposed. (Hölderlin 156, 1. 12–15)


We should note that Hölderlin hereby first introduced a formula which Fichte one or two years later may have taken over from him, thereby correcting his own previous formula of the “I positing itself”. Later, in his Science of Knowledge Nova Methodo (1797) he replaced it by: “The I posits itself as positing itself” (Fichte 1962–2012: IV.2, 32).


As we saw, this formula, too, will be replaced by the one mentioned above: “The I is a power into which an eye is implanted.”


This formula has the advantage of leading the ego out of the circle that consists in the fact that, in order to posit itself as itself, it must already have been endowed with self-awareness—that is, knowledge de se. The iteration of this self-inclusion leads to what is often called an “intensive regress” (see Cramer 1974) which recalls the structure of a matryoshka-doll containing a smaller doll containing a still smaller doll … and so on.


Novalis, by the way, had already anticipated this turn in the autumn of 1795; he speaks of a “self-feeling” (Novalis 1965: 114, No. 15. Z. 25) and determines a feeling as a “being posited by a not-positing”: thus a state of passivity (Novalis 1965: 125, No. 31, l. 1). The justification for this reformulation forms the core of Henrich’s influential essay, “Fichte’s Original Insight”.


A reader may wonder if this is true even when one holds a nonegological view of self-consciousness. The answer should clearly be: yes. When an anonymous mental event (for instance the appearing of a diffuse complex of bodily feelings and sensory presentations after a heavy narcosis) is aware of itself, what it is aware of is the mental event itself as being identical with the performer or experiencer of the mental act. In other words: Even if consciousness itself is considered as the actor or subject and is otherwise “ownerless”, it has to be aware of contents belonging to the (self-)same unity of consciousness—even if this unity is spread over time (as in Husserl’s Phenomenology of Inner Time-Consciousness (see Husserl 1966)).


However, this formulation in terms of belonging to the same selfunit is deceptive. A set or bundle theory of synthesized mental acts or states won’t do. Self-reference must aim at a unit, which is so dominated by a centering self that any self-reference must hit (or involve) this center—and not only a so-called essential but “proper part” of a mereological “complex” from which the whole is, as it were, being “inferred to”. Kriegel’s operation with the “proper part” fails no less than Gennaro’s similar operation. (Kriegel 2009: 200; Gennaro 2012: chap. 4.5.4, 94)


If one gives weight to early Romantic objections against reflection (i.e., higher-order) theories of self-consciousness, then one must fault such theories with splitting the unity of self-consciousness into two “distinct” events, states, or state-parts.12 In Gennaro’s words: “HOT theory says that what makes a mental state conscious is that a suitable higher-order thought is directed at that mental state” (Gennaro 2012: 1). As we saw, in order to constitute self-consciousness, the higherorder act (for Gennaro, a “thought”) has to refer to the first-order representation (FOR) as to itself. But Gennaro is unable to give any explication of the fact that typically we are able to know that the representor and represented of self-consciousness constitute the self-same entity. Fichte would conclude: If a fact is accepted by the defender of as well as by the objector to a theory, but the theory objected to does not explain the fact, then a theory other than the one objected to must be sought. (Fichte 1971b: 577)


6. The De Se Constraint


With Fichte’s formula “positing itself as itself” we are witness to the sprouting of a germinal insight which would later come to be known by the name of the “de se constraint”.13 This was essentially the effect of the outstanding performance in Castañeda’s influential article “‘He’. A Study in the Logic of Self-Consciousness”, first published in 1966—the same year in which Henrich’s “Fichtes ursprüngliche Einsicht” also appeared. In his “Afterthoughts” to this opusculum (2019), Henrich himself notices the profound correspondence between his and Castañeda’s insights. It’s the conceptual or ‘reduplicative’) particle ‘as’/‘qua’ which makes the difference between a merely ‘objectual’ self-reference and a self-reference to oneself as oneself; as Castañeda typically puts it: “The essence of an I is just to conceive itself as a subject qua subject” (Castañeda 1999: 187).14


The encapsulation, “de se constraint” refers to the above-mentioned problem: According to the reflection model, the higher-level act refers to a numerically different act. This is the position taken by HOR theories (including, as we’ve just seen, Gennaro’s WIV).


Or it refers to itself—one then speaks of a Same-Order or Self-Representational theory, but this self-reference has to bridge the gap of a relationship that threatens the identity of the relata. Above all, if the mental act is to explain self-consciousness, it should not refer to another, but to itself. More precisely: to oneself as oneself (Fichte 1962–2012, IV.2, 32).


Now this is the insight which Henrich shares with Castañeda: We cannot grasp what Fichte had in mind with his formula of “positing itself qua itself”, when we replace the object of the reflexive pronoun ‘ourselves’ (by a noun, pronoun, an indexical (like ‘he/she’ or ‘this’) or a definite description (‘Schriesheim’s youngest bachelor’), i.e., any ‘objectual’ expression or term. Nor will a sentence do that contains a subject term in the main clause, followed by a cognitive verb referring to a propositional object (expressed by a subordinate clause whose subject-term is being strictly identified with the main-clause’s subject term (an attitude de dicto)). Only the quasi-indicator ‘he*/she*’ so baptized by Castañeda, can do the job salva veritate. If we give the formulation of an “emphatic self-reference” this turn: “x believes that he himself* (or she herself*) is F” (an attitude de se).


Only this last formulation expresses our capacity to know another’s self-awareness of herself as herself. Thus, e.g., in a speaker’s expressed belief that Marie believes that she*, i.e., she herself, is the vineyard queen of Schriesheim, where “she” does not possibly refer to anyone else (as might be the case when Marie believes that she, i.e., her sister, is the vineyard queen), the “quasi-indexical,” she*, is appropriately described by Chisholm as an “emphatic self-reference.” Marie’s belief that targets her sister is called a case of de dicto reference; Marie’s belief that it is she* (she herself) who is the queen is a de se reference; the state of affairs being described independently of a subject’s knowledge or their constrained point of view makes for a de re reference.


To illustrate:




	The youngest graduate from Schriesheim believes that the youngest graduate from Schriesheim (or ‘she’) will be the next Schriesheim vineyard queen (de dicto).


	There is an x such that x is identical with the youngest graduate from Schriesheim, and x is considered by x to be the future vineyard queen (de re).


	The youngest high school graduate from Schriesheim believes that she herself* will become the next vineyard queen (de se).





Thanks to Castañeda and Chisholm we may note the following relations of implication that exist between the de dicto, de re, and de se formulations. (cf. Chisholm 1981: 18–20, who explicitly follows Castañeda):




	(a) implies (b) (thus, in this sort of case, de dicto implies de re).


	(b) does not imply (a) (thus de re does not imply de dicto).


	(c) does not imply (a) (thus de se does not imply de dicto).


	(a) does not imply (c) (thus de dicto does not imply de se)


	(c) implies (b) (thus de se implies de re).


	(b) does not imply (c) (thus de re does not imply de se).





A basic implication here is that not every form of self-consciousness, in the sense of “awareness directed at one who in fact, or from an intersubjective point of view, is the one whose awareness is so directed”, is therefore already self-consciousness. E.g.: If, like Mach, I hold the gentleman over there in the mirror to be such and such, e.g., a shabby old pedagogue (and I am this man myself, without knowing it, because I didn’t see the mirror, or, say, I point to a slide showing me without my recognizing me as myself), then I really think I’m such and so, and I’m really aware of it; but I don’t have any “emphatic” self-reference in such a case, no self-awareness as an act which is knowingly directed at one’s own mental states or some fact about oneself as such.15


A final supplementary consideration concerns Henrich’s critique (recognized by Chisholm) of the ‘haecceitist’ conception of self-consciousness (Henrich 1979, Chisholm 1981: 26, n 12): It is about the notion that self-consciousness comes about by grasping exactly that singular property (“haecceitas”) that only I have and that distinguishes me from all other individuals. Henrich’s objection is the following: If an haecceity is a property, it is a universal, even though one with a strictly limited extension, and as such may only contingently happen to individuate me alone. It might in principle be attached to other individuals as well. So the mechanism of successful self-identification must be different, namely by an attitude de se, of me myself (or the mental state itself).


7. What’s wrong with “A priori Intersubjectivism”?


There is another important advantage of the pre-reflectivist view over any variety of HOR theory and to which we already made implicit reference in our discussion of the important function of quasi-indexicals (she herself, he himself) in our everyday referring to other persons’ self-awareness and in the explication of our knowledge of other selfconscious subjects. According to a once wide-spread view, even basic individual self-knowledge is mediated by knowledge of other subjects: consider Hegel, Mead, Tugendhat and Habermas. But does not such a view merely repeat the shortcomings of the reflection model on a social level? What follows is a brief discussion of some of the basic issues.


The Heidelberg critique has made seldom discussed crtiticism of what has been called “a priori intersubjectivism” (Frank 2004). We thereby mean the position that self-consciousness presupposes identifiability from a second or third personal standpoint. So Tugendhat, in line with Strawson’s Individuals, accused Henrich of having “pushed” the identity relation into the knowing relation (Tugendhat 1979: 54).


In contrast to such a confusion, says Tugendhat, one has to “disentangle” both carefully: There is no problem whatsoever with the (non-identifying) self-reference of a person using the indexical ‘I’, as long as the person so referred to accepts herself to be “identifiable” by other persons through ‘you’ or ‘she’ (or a noun or a definite description). This, Tugendhat (1979: 83, 88) thinks, is a “necessary, because formal-semantic condition” of mere linguistic competence.


Again, this line of argument (which shaped linguistic-analytic philosophy in the wake of the later Wittgenstein) became popular primarily through Strawson’s Individuals.


Habermas gave this basic conviction a pragmatic twist by incorporating ideas from Mead. But this version is committed to a no less strong linguistic apriorism. Understanding is regulated by not only knowledge of formal-semantic rules, especially those governing indexicals, but it is also dependent on “communicative competence”. (This is the practical ability of the interlocutors to make each other’s perspective their own.) This ability—according to Mead and Habermas—generates:


… a self-understanding that does not in any way presuppose the lonely cognizing or acting subject reflecting on itself as a prior consciousness. Rather, the self-relationship first emerges out of an interactive context. (Habermas 1988: 32)


Habermas holds that self-consciousness is:


… something that first results from the subject’s mutually being able to take over the alter’s perspective in communicative action. (Habermas 1981: 527, italics added)


There is another point to be made. Habermas, notably, emphasizes the socialization process for the constitution of self-relations and the individualization of persons as members of a society. This may contain its own grain of truth, and the approach is certainly richer than that of Tugendhat. It should be emphasized, however, that individualization through socialization and life history presupposes that those affected must already be familiar with their subjective mental states in a different way, i.e., not conceptually, since socialization processes and familiarity with ourselves have their “measure” and “boundary”. The fundamental difference between the approaches of self-consciousness theorists, who are typically authors in the philosophy of mind, and that of Habermas is that pre-reflective and phenomenal consciousness are not considered as part of linguistic competence. The postulates of meaning for indexical expressions and their rules of use cannot inform us that I have self-consciousness. Thus the rejection of a priori intersubjectivism seems very reasonable.


If it is true, as a priori intersubjectivism agrees, that self-consciousness can only be gained at the cost of circles and regresses from objectual or hetero-consciousness, why would this be any different when consciousness is not directed to other objects but to other subjects? That was definitely Hegel’s conviction; we should consider him to be the founding father of the entire a priori intersubjectivist enterprise.


According to Hegel’s view, self-consciousness is “the truth of consciousness”. Consciousness is weighted down with an external object whose alterity/independence it strives to break or overcome by negation and so to transfer itself into selfhood (Hegel 1965–1971: § 424 f.). The other turns out to be “the other of itself”. Thereby it dissolves its individuality but recognizes itself as itself or as “general [de-individualized] self-consciousness” (215).


Thus self-consciousness becomes indeed—as with Mead—the result of prior reflection in a social field: I recognize myself as myself by catching the reflections on me thrown back at me by other subjects.


According to [this] essential generality, self-consciousness is only real insofar as it knows its reflection in others (I know that others know me as themselves) (Hegel 1965–1971: 4, 122, § 39).


Thus Hegel already tries to mediate s self-consciousness by the prepositing of the ‘he’/’she’-perspective: The Other/Alter is the condition of my self-knowledge, namely because the self has no direct (nonobjectual) knowledge of itself.


A “self-consciousness [is always only] for a self-consciousness”. It is thus performed or realized in principle by way of a reflexive “doubling”, it doesn’t even exist except as “mediated by another consciousness with itself.” (Hegel 1952: 140, 141, 146)


Even if, as a result of the “struggle for recognition”, self-consciousness is negated as an object, it regains its objectivity through the collapse of this latter, i.e., its becoming an object, and feels self-affirmed as a subject—or so Hegel seems to think.


Here Sartre brings important insights into our discussion of a priori intersubjectivism. In Being and Nothingness, Sartre opens an entire section in order to point out the weaknesses of Hegel’s theory of intersubjectivity:




	First of all, it is quite unreasonable that a subject should learn from the other’s perception of the subject that this other’s reflecting back to the subject is indeed that subject itself that is being reflected back. (Sartre 1943: 299)


	On the other hand, that which Hegel describes as the goal of the struggle for recognition is precisely not my individuality, but the “general self-consciousness”, in whose “indifferent” identity all traces of individuation are erased—and thereby every chance of self-recognition.16



	“The only certain starting point [for the solution of the othersubject problem] is the interiority of the cogito” (Sartre 1943: 300).


	But this latter does not have to fear at all becoming shipwrecked at the “reef of solipsism” (Sartre 1943: 277). On the contrary: “Autrui doit être certain ou disparaître” (Sartre 1947, 369).


	The solution: shame and pride are emotions of which I have a Cartesian consciousness, but which could not arise in a subject unless the subject knows him- or herself to be observed by others in his core-consciousness (Sartre 1943, 283).


	Sartre’s later elaborate social theory does no more than thoroughly explicate this thought (Sartre 1980, 59; 1985). It is not an a priori argument like Tugendhat and Habermas, but rather shows the necessary recognition of a self-conscious subjectivity—both one’s own and that of others. Although he considers the subject to be contingent this does not affect the certainty of both, as Leibniz already knew (1996: 3.2, 366, 428).





Dieter Henrich judges Hegel’s attempt to understand self-consciousness as derived from intersubjectivity in his classic essay “Self-Consciousness, Critical Introduction to a Theory” (1970) thus:


The contention that he [Hegel] could not get rid of the reflection model cannot, by the way, be restricted at all, by referring to his thought that reflection could only come about in the context of social interaction. The accountability for the structure of what arises in this way is in no way influenced by this (Henrich 1970: 281).


All a priori intersubjectivist successors of Hegel (and notably Marx) have fallen into the trap of the reflection model and have thus remained “unproductive” in terms of the theory of subjectivity.


8. Beyond Representation


The above considerations conspire to suggest that all forms of self-representation as representation depend upon a kind of selfawareness that is prior to representation and prior to any sort of reflection (introspective or not). If the move from HOR theories to self-representationalism was an improvement, it did not go far enough. We can call this pre-representational, pre-reflective selfconsciousness ‘self-acquaintance’ or ‘self-familiarity’ (präreflexive Selbstvertrautheit). The nature of this self-acquaintance is a matter of some debate, and much of it is carried out in some of the contributions to this volume. But all of those who accept this position hold that primary, pre-reflective self-consciousness cannot be built out of or reduced to representational relations or quasi-relations. Rather consciousness must be aware of itself prior to any application of concepts to itself, any attention paid to itself, any representation of another’s representation of oneself, and certainly any mere grasp of linguistic rules. Moreover, such self-consciousness must indeed be or rest upon the intrinsic or essential properties of consciousness as such. This does not, however, mean that nothing illuminating can be said about primary self-familiarity, only that it cannot be done in the modeling frameworks philosophers tend to limit themselves to. Moreover, there is nothing in expanding one’s modeling framework that means one is conceding to dualism or anti-physicalism. The failure of representationalist reduction does not entail the rejection of physicalism. These issues cannot be delved into in this introduction. For now, it is enough to attempt once again to illustrate the need to transcend the representationalist paradigm.


Perhaps one of the best ways to do this is to consider the Cogito. The one real advantage of self-representationalism over HOR theories, is that the former does not fall prey to the “non-existent lower-order state” objection (see, Mandik 2009). If there is self-representation, then there is no danger that the represented state might fail to exist and the representing state fail to hit its target (though it could misrepresent itself in other ways). But it should be clear that this does not really capture the Cogito. Consider not the inference, which, viewed one way, is just an existential generalization from the premise that a specific individual has a property (e.g., thinks). Consider rather the experience the inference rests upon. One knows oneself to exist. But surely knowing one’s existence in this way is not a matter of merely having a thought with an existential quantifier in it. The experiential basis of the Cogito is not the thought: “There is an x, such that I am identical to x” or “Someone exists” or “Some consciousness exists”. One comes rather to think these thoughts on the basis of a knowledge of one’s own existence that is not a matter of representing or entertaining an existentially quantified thought.


The presence or immediate experience of one’s own consciousness is the phenomenological correlate of existential quantification here, the latter merely generalizing from and representing the former. To think of it otherwise is to imagine that merely thinking an existentially quantified thought causes one to have a conscious experience. Note that this is not to object to these representationalisms for their compositional identity hypotheses. Every physicalist theory will make such a hypothesis at some level and in some manner. It is rather to point out the gross counter-intuitiveness of these theories. They seem rather manifestly to get the cart before the horse. They have inverted the proper explanatory order and then, when faced with the consequences of that inversion, simply tack on epicycles (and epicycles upon epicycles). In our view, and for all our differences on other matters, that seems to be the business that HOR and self-representationalist theories of consciousness now find themselves in. Time to explore other avenues.


9. Sub-Personal Bases of Self-Consciousness and Problems of Mental Impairment


Neither philosophy nor empirical science can be described as a homogenous field. Thus joining one with the other always can further our current ideas on investigated cross-science topics—be it in an informative or be it in a negligent way. Although there has been great progress towards a unified theory of consciousness within the last decades (Chalmers 2003; Horgan & Kriegel 2007), we still do not have a widely accepted theory of consciousness nor a consensus on the neural correlates of consciousness. Thus investigating correlations between theories of pre-reflective self-consciousness (TOPS) or theories of pre-reflectivity (TOP) in conjunction with cognitive neuroscientific research, can at best further our understanding of mental phenomena and their deviations, including psychological and psychiatric disorders. Although TOP/S date back to the ideas of Fichte (1798) and Sartre (1936, 1947) and other pioneers, as we have seen, they can provide a rather fresh way to think about such more or less well known mental phenomena in a different way. Luckily (if sometimes implicitly) all theories of the neural correlates of consciousness rely on a philosophy of mind at their basis. This provides strong bridges between these different fields. However, one challenge is that it is often not clear which cognitive-neuroscientific theory is based upon which philosophy of mind. Some people nowadays still hold assumptions going all the way back to Cartesian dualism (1641)—presuming that there are two very distinct matters to explore: the mind and the body. The central unsolved problem for this outlook remains relating the mental to the physical world.


Alternatively, many sophisticated representationalist approaches compatible with physicalism, and HOR approaches in particular (Rosenthal, 2005, 1993; Carruthers, 2006), posit that all consciousness consists in so-called higher cognitive processes representing processes of lower orders, like perceptions or emotions, in a transitive reflection. A major problem for these theories is that strong arguments have been presented that such approaches inevitably lead into infinite regresses or simply cannot account properly for the underlying phenomenology and cannot meet the de se constraint (Castañeda 1966, Henrich 1966; Frank 2015, 1991; Fichte 1798; Sartre 1947). And, of course, it remains disputable why consciousness would arise at all from a process like transitive reflection. Approaching psychiatry and neurology from a TOP/S stance will not just allow us to understand a mental basis but also its deviations in a very different way, because it will not route into the same conflicts that arise from either dualistic or physicalism-compatible HOR approaches.


Instead of representing an object in a transitive reflection, versions of TOP/S can presume a direct or embedded interaction of the organism and its environment. Beings with mental processes need not be thought of as beings within but in a sense disconnected from an environment but rather as being directly embedded in and an integral part of the environment. Every relevant change in the environment would lead to a different state of the organism and also of the pre-stages of its cognition. These pre-stages of cognition could be related to what is described as pre-reflective stages of different levels of consciousness. The more these stages interact the more consciousness is involved up to the highly reflective processes of self-consciousness, which are not just immediate anymore but can transcend themselves into a past (memory) and a future (planning).


Most TOP/S describe pre-reflective states in a metaphorical or negative way, such as being non-reflective, non-propositional, not states of explicit knowledge, non-thetic, not objectifying, not intentional, non-identifying, not language based, not relational and not based on any knowledge of rules. Possible mental phenomena that could meet such criteria might include emotions (compare Damasio, Carvalho 2013; Damasio, 1999; Bechara, Damasio, 2005). A theory of emotions based on pre-reflective consciousness is very well intelligible. Can TOP/S thus be described as being a theory of emotions or at least a necessary component of such a theory? This remains to be discussed, yet the obvious parallels are worth investigating and putting into comparison (for some greater detail see Borner 2016).


Regarding TOP/S in such a way has several implications for cognitive neuroscience and its related fields (neurology, psychiatry, neuropsychology). Opposed to dualistic or HOR approaches, the gradual model of consciousness arising from TOP/S will imply that, developmentally speaking, very young infants should already be regarded as being conscious and also as progressively self-conscious. A very primitive form of self-consciousness arises from the information of having a body that can cognitively be differentiated from its environment. Self-consciousness in such an approach will grow with rising proprioception. Further it will imply that a lot of other animals are to be regarded as conscious or even as self-conscious beings, which of course has far-reaching ethical and social implications. Lastly, severe mentally ill and mentally impaired humans can be regarded as being conscious and self-conscious including very primitive states and thus to a greater extent than what HOR approaches may seem to suggest. Analyzing these primitive states might help for a better and more thorough understanding of mental disorder in itself and towards its treatment.


Applying a TOP/S approach to mental disorders might lead to the following assumptions: Disorders of the self-consciousness-building processes arise from the inter-relation of the organism being in an environment and processing itself as being, on the one hand, part of, but, on the other hand, different from the environment. This self/ environment differentiation is happening on different levels and it is not to be regarded as being one process but a conglomeration of several pulses of pre-reflectivity arising—ranging from unconscious processes towards pre-reflective conscious processes and then reflective ones (compare Borner 2016). If we imagine pre-reflectivity as a bridge between unconscious and reflective conscious processes then this bridge might deviate in various ways. It may be destroyed completely, which one might call global destruction of the processes, and which might be associated with temporal states like epilepsy (where only parts of the bridge collapsed and could be repaired in due time) or global persisting states like neuro-degenerative disorders (more and more of the bridge gets destroyed). It may be disrupted just in certain pulses of pre-reflectivity, where certain pathways of pre-reflective self-consciousness remain functional while others go missing. Examples might be phantom pain, blind sight, personality disorders, out-of-body experience, agnosias, and neglects. Lastly the intensity of pre-reflective pulses might vary, which might be referred to as a deviation of valence and thus mainly towards states like depression, anxiety and bipolar disorders. Delusional states as in schizophrenia may result from a combination of dissociating and valance deviations in the pre-reflective processing, which might be another reasonable explanation why its pathology varies so much between patients. Much more could be written on this topic, but a main aim of this book is to inspire at least some researches to try out TOP/S for their interpretations. Perhaps this might lead to a deeper understanding of known phenomena or inspire a new way of thinking about approaching these fields. If at least part of this becomes inspiring, then this contribution has already accomplished a lot.


Finally


We did not aim to characterize all contributions one after another in this introduction, since every article is preceded by an abstract. Rather we have attempted to present a general idea of how we understand the title and why we find the contribution of the Heidelberg School to the problem of pre-reflective self-consciousness, which is up to this date almost unknown in Anglo-Saxon countries, so important. We would like to thank our authors for their contributions and cooperation, Georg Peter for the edition of the volume, and especially Gerhard Preyer for his commitment to the realization of the project. The editors would like to thank James Hart for feedback on portions of this introduction.17
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1 See, e.g., Kriegel, 2009: 3, 19, 55, 129–146, 197. A good overview of the varieties of Higher-Order-Thought theories (HOT) can be found in Gennaro 2012.


2 See Gennaro 2012, 1, above all: chap. 4, 55, where Gennaro develops what he calls his Wide Intrinsicality View (WIV).


3 But see Rosenthal 2005: 348 for a defense of the view that every “HOT refers to the self in … [an] essentially indexical way”, see Weisberg, this volume, for an articulation and defense of a version of that view and see Sebastián 2019 for an argument that this views falls prey to yet another vicious infinite regress.


4 Henrich 1966; enlarged edition 2019. Meanwhile some who hold a “self-representational” view of (self-) consciousness, take this objection into serious account (see the contributions to Miguens et al. (eds.) 2016; see also Zahavi 1999; and James G. Hart and Tomis Kapitan‚ Preface to Castañeda 1999: 17–30; for an overview see Gallagher and Zahavi 2019, esp. the first section).


5 Fichte 1962–2012: „Ich setze mich als mich setzend“: 32.


6 In fact, one could argue that there exist both non-conceptual and conceptual forms of pre-reflective self-consciousness. The de se constraint implies a consciousness that “fits” me being I-myself and is posited in and by an attitude de se. The Fichtean self-positing as positing myself produces a similar problem as does the non-cognitive variant: I must not only be identical with myself, I must also know that I am. In a way, I performatively produce my identity in positing myself as being myself. This is why Nozick in his discussion of self-identity recurs to Henrich’s Fichte interpretation (Nozick 1981, 71–114, 662 note 31) and why the late Castañeda ascribes “prereflectivity” to attitudes de se (see James Hart’s discussion of Castañeda’s complex views in this connection in his introduction to Castañeda 1999: 20–30).


7 Pacini 2003. By the way, “Harvard extended [him] the invitation to continue teaching as a visiting professor, alternating [his] time between Heidelberg (and, subsequently, Munich) and Cambridge” (vii).


8 Robert Nozick (1981), “The Identity of the Self”, in his Philosophical Explanations. See the entire chap. II (“Reflexivity”): 71.


9 See especially Henrich 2019. See the entire chap. II. A., see esp. 156.


10 Chisholm 1981: 26, n. 12. Chisholm reacts to Henrich’s critical review of his prior theory of self-consciousness in Henrich 1979.


11 According to what Fichte called “the” reflection law of all our knowledge: Nothing can be known for what it is unless we have simultaneously thought what it is not. (Fichte 1962–2012: IV.2, 41; cf. 1962–2001: I/9, 435). Of course, the force behind this is Spinoza’s “determinatio negatio est”.


12 In fact, this is what Gennaro reproaches Rosenthal for having done. He himself doesn’t want this to happen. This is why his “Wide Intrinsicality View” (WIV) conceives of the relation between M (the primary mental state) and the higherorder state (which he calls the “metapsychological thought” (MET [Gennaro 2012, 55]) as being “intrinsic”. As an intrinsic property, it is one that necessarily belongs to the first-order representation. Together they form a kind of a “complex” in which their parts are united “intrinsically”. Let’s call this union a synthesis—and we are not far from Kant’s “synthetic unity of apperception”. But differently from Gennaro, Kant holds that in apperception (that is, self-consciousness) representing and represented are synthesized “a priori”, and so in a logically inseparable way. Whereas Gennaro’s MET is distinct from M, the MET being realized by an act different from M. M could very well occur without MET’s aiming at it– and then M would simply and non-contradictorily remain unconscious. Clearly in this way, we will not be able to explain how our consciousness first constitutes the sense of the self-identity of the self. There is no identity, on this view, prior to our knowledge of it encoded in a MET. His Wide Intrinsicality View (WIV) steers toward the following remedy: There must be a special link between HOT and FOR; they must be united in a “complex” which, so to speak, heals their rupture, or makes the two become one.


13 The originator of this idea is clearly Castañeda (1966). But the phrase “attitudes de se” presumably stems from David Lewis’s 1979 article “Attitudes De Dicto and De Se”. In Lewis: 983, 135–160.


14 This is from his “The Self and the I-Guises, Empirical and Transcendental”.


15 It is worth pointing out here that token-reflexive rules (after Hans Reichenbach and others) are insufficient to characterize de se content. Even if the token-reflexive rule “I refers to the one uttering I” is in place, one may be, as it were, referring blindly or unknowingly, even though in using ‘I’, one inherently refers to oneself, given the token-reflexive rule. Furthermore, David Lewis (1983: 135; 139) has shown that de se knowledge cannot be captured by knowledge of propositions. In his example of the two gods, we have the case of their knowing everything about the world(s) from their knowledge of all propositional contents, but nothing about themselves. So there is some knowledge which is not propositional.


16 Hegel 1969–1972: 4, 117, § 22 f.; 122, § 122; 10, 213, § 424; 228, § 438; Hegel 1952: 175; Sartre 1943, 299.


17 M. Frank is primarily responsible for the contents of sections 1–7, K. Williford for section 8, and M. Borner for section 9.




Part I


Fichte’s Original Insight




FROM “FICHTE’S ORIGINAL INSIGHT”


TO A MODERATE DEFENCE OF SELF-REPRESENTATIONALISM


Manfred Frank


Abstract


Fifty years ago, Dieter Henrich wrote an influential little text on ‘Fichte’s Original Insight’. Seldom so much food for thought has been put in a nutshell. The essay, bearing such an unremarkable title, delivers a diagnosis of why two hundred years of penetrating thought about the internal structure of subjectivity have ended up so fruitless. Henrich’s point was: Self-consciousness cannot be explained as the result of a higher-order act, bending back upon a first-order one, given that “what reflection finds, must already have been there before” (Novalis). Whereas Henrich’s discovery had some influence in German speaking countries (and was dubbed the ‘Heidelberg School’), it remained nearly unnoticed in the anglophone (and now dominant) philosophical world. This is starting to change, now that a recent view on (self-) consciousness, called ‘self-representationalism’, is beginning to develop and to discover its Heidelbergian roots.


  I. History Part One: Instead of an Introduction


Unlike physical states, mental states, when occurring consciously, seem to have been “always already self-registered” (Henrich 1971, 12, 17).


Here we take up once again one of the oldest and most persistent intutions of occidental philosophy. Plato, in his early dialogue Charmides, considers whether prudence or soundness of mind (σωφροσύνη) doesn’t by necessity imply a kind of self-knowledge (τὸ γιγνώσκειν ἑαυτόν, 164 d, 165 b). He even wonders if this self-related knowledge is carried by our mind as something rather formal or as an additional objectual content (169 d ff., 170 d ff.) but doesn’t come to a definite conclusion. Aristotle, however, emphasizes at various places in his work that psychic events may be called conscious just because, besides their external content, they always also co-apprehend themselves as the vehicle (De Anima III, 2, 425b, 12; Metaphysics Δ, 9; cf. I,7. p. 1072, b 20; I,9, p. 1075 a, 3–6). Franz Brentano, a great authority in Aristotelian studies and founding-father of the phenomenological movement which he practiced as “descriptive psychology”, famously adopted this formula and quotes it in many of his writings (cf. for instance, Brentano 1973, 185, n. 2). Now-a-days defenders of the shift-of-attention view translate Aristotle’s ἐν παρέργῳ (“on the side”, “along the way”) by ’marginal’ or ’peripheral’ (for instance, Horgan & Kriegel 2007, 132). According to this view, an ‘inner awareness’, even though inattentive or implicit, is ‘built into’ every intentional consciousness, functioning like a dimmer which can be turned up in order to shed its full light upon the more obscured parts of the event. A view “out of the corner of one’s eye” can thus be transformed into explicit “selfknowledge”.


The older Stoa, above all Chryippos (3rd century BC), remained faithful to Plato’s and Aristotle’s intuition when finding an accompanying knowledge (συνείδησις) built into the survival instinct even of animals (Arnim 1964, III, Nr. 178, 138; Long & Sedley 1987, 2, 343 [text 57 A]). It would provide their “original urge or desire (πρώτη ὁρμή)” with some self-knowledge or rather self-feeling (l. c., 43 f.; the Latin “sensus sui”, sense of self, just being a translation of the Greek “αἴσθησις ἑαυτοῦ”). In other words, this sense of self is responsable for the impulsion’s being assigned to the right agent or acting subject. This appropriation is also labeled οἰκείωσις (Arnim 1964 IV, 102; II, 206).


If there is little risk of disagreement over the existence of the phenomenon, philosophers widely disagree on the interpretation of the “registration mechanism”. Most of them defend(ed) a higher-order view, this term just meaning a higher-order mental act’s aiming at or registering a lower-order one. This view, far from being new, is widespread throughout the tradition of modern subject-philosophy. Let’s call it the “reflection model” of consciousness. It takes the old latin verb reflectere literally and understands by ‘consciousness’ the outcome of our mind’s turning back upon itself—with the result of rendering an otherwise unconscious event conscious.


Here are three classical illustrations of the higher-order view:




	Descartes (1648): “Being conscious is representing18 and reflecting on one’s representation (conscium esse est quidem cogitare et reflectere supra suam cogitationem)” (“Interview with Burman” in: Descartes 1982, 12; Descartes 1953, 1359). Let’s just note that Descartes holds a generally representationalist view of self-consciousness. For instance he writes that the “idea of cogito” is such “that thereby I represent myself to myself” (Descartes 1953, 291 [my emphasis]).19 So self-consciousness is a matter of reflection:20 a self-representation of thinking—where the identity of both moments is presupposed though not explicated.21



	John Sergeant (1697, 121 ff.): contradicts Locke’s idea that thinking is (reflectively, but simultaneously) knowing that one thinks, but still subscribes to the idea that consciousness rests on reflection. Reflection is in turn first-order and becomes conscious only through a new “reflex act” (124), which (a) is numerically distinct from the primary thought, (b) comes “afterwards” and (c) has as its sole and unique object the preceding thought (and not, however marginally, the reflex act, too). Since the hierarchy of reflex acts leaves an unconscious thought “at its top”, the chain of reflections, taken as a whole, lacks self-consciousness.


	Leibniz (1714): In perceiving something other, perception may also represent itself, at least in the case of distinct perceptions (opaque and confused perceptions lack this explicit self-awareness, though some of them are “felt” as my own [Nouveaux Essays, Book II, chapt. xxvii, § 9]): perception ad-perceives (apperceives) itself. This ability of a representation to point to itself while simultaneously aiming at an object is what Leibniz calls reflection. It is constitutive of (and coextensive with) consciousness (§ 4 Principes de la Nature et de la Grace; §§ 23 & 30 Monadologie).





An eye-catching disadvantage of this model is that it makes the reflecting act of consciousness and reflected act break down into two numerically (at least conceptually)22 distinct relata, whereas the nominalized reflexive pronoun ‘self’ present in ‘self-consciousness’, despite its two-place form, indicates a strict identity in terms of the content: the cognized act and the cognizing act are identical. Apart from the nearly unnoticed exception of Johann Bernhard Merian (Merian 1749; cf. Thiel 1994; Frank 2002, 164 ff.; Thiel 2011, 365 ff.), it was first Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1797) to have clearly analyzed the shortcomings which undermine the reflection model. More than that, Fichte showed posterity a way-out. (We’ll deal with “Fichte’s original insight” in section III.)


     II. Shortcomings of the “Reflection Model” of Self-Consciousness


We agreed to call the model underlying the idea of an inner “selfregistration”of mental events the “reflection model of consciousness”. It starts out from the assumption that self-awareness is a special case of hetero- or object-awareness and that in principle all consciousness entails an inner accusative separating content and vehicle into two or creating two different contents: a “primary” and a “secondary one”. Let’s call this view of consciousness as being intentionally directed upon objects the “objectual” view. This view takes it that it is essential to consciousness to be representational, i.e., consciousness of; there is no consciousness without an aboutness. Unlike a consciousness’s pointing to outer objects, self-awareness is supposed to be objectually (or representationally) directed upon itself, but precisely upon itself as an object (even though this object mustn’t be presented physically). This is what “reflection” means: bending representionally back upon oneself and so realizing who or what I am (leaving it open here if “selfconsciousness” means anonymous state-consciousness or awareness of a state-owning I or Ego). According to the reflection model, selfawareness is modelled on the schema of objectual consciousness where vehicle and content (or primary and secondary object) fall apart numerically. This view seems to lead into circular complications or infinite regresses, at least if we suppose it to involve self-knowledge—an awareness of oneself as oneself. For how could the reflecting know that the reflected, in despite of its numerical difference,23 is she herself, unless she had already been familiar with herself prior to the objectifying act of reflection? “What reflection finds”, says Novalis, “appears to have already been there before” (Novalis 1965, 112, Nr. 14).24 Otherwise, reflection would not have discovered the conscious phenomenon, but have invented or created it: an instance of brainwashing (instead of representational knowledge) would have taken place. At least we would be surprised to find what we weren’t already aware of before reflecting.


This is a point I would like to underscore, since Williford and Kriegel seem to agree:


It is not a matter of consciousness intimating hidden features of itself that can then become the objects of filled representations. When we reflect we do not, presumably, discover anything that was not in some way present before we reflected (Williford 2006, 122).


Still, one might think that attentive self-consciousness [= reflection] does not reveal any information about an episode of consciousness not already prereflectively represented in it. In one sense I think this is correct (126).


Kriegel’s “master argument for the necessity of self-representation” (Kriegel 2009, 157 [my emphasis]) reads like this:


The representation of the mental state must be always [already] conscious (156).


“M comes with the awareness of it” (154) and does so without thereby creating a “gap between vehicle and content” (107; Kriegel even speaks of strict identity between M and M*, firmly using the equals sign: “M = M*” [157, my emphasis])


There remains, however, a serious query regarding the way Kriegel conceives of the ontological25 nature of the relation holding between M* and M, where ‘ontological’ just means: conform to the constraints of naturalizability (200 f.). According to his mereological schema, a full-fledged conscious mental state M is supposed to contain various logical components or parts, among which is M*, the ‘representor’ of M, the represented. Now Kriegel assumes that M* cannot represent M (“its whole-self”: 204, 215) directly or straightforwardly (201 ff.), but only in a “crooked” way (200, 216), namely via the representation of another (mereological) part or component: M◊, where being a ‘logical part’ of the same whole means roughly that this parthood is neither spatial nor temporal (218). “Proper parthood” is an “irreflexive, transitive, and asymmetric” relation (217). In this sense, inner awareness (M*) is a logical proper part of a concrete occurent experience (M). In addition, Kriegel calls it an appropriate proper part of M to ensure that M* is an appropriate representation of (but not identical with) M (219). Now, given that the idea of a genuine causal relation of a state to itself doesn’t seem to make sense (204), Kriegels thinks we should replace M*’s relation to M by its relation to another proper part of M, namely M◊, provided both (M* and M◊) are not only proper parts of the same sum, but of one and the same single complex, where “complex” is defined as “a whole whose parts are essentially interconnected, or bound in a certain way” (221)—for example, the way in which atoms are interconnected in a structured way in order to constitute a molecule. If this structured interconnectedness is guaranteed, if M* and M◊ are proper parts of the same complex M (conscious experience) and M* refers to M◊, then M* is an appropriate representation of M◊ (222 f.; cf. the amended formula on p. 230 [= “the ‘official’ thesis of this chapter [6]”]).


Kriegel’s proposition of how strict phenomenological self-representation of a state may be spelled out naturalistically, i.e. on a subpersonal level, is pretty sophisticated. But it seems to me to be pretty artificial too. Why should a naturalistic explanation renounce reflexivity or the usage of the identity sign? Concerning self-awareness, we cannot renounce the de-se constraint proper to phenomenology because we are not only to explain the underlying causal mechanism but to account for M*’s being aware of its being identical with M. Clearly, a complex is not a mere sum; but to be appropriate as a model for selfconsciousness, mereology has to do more: It has to explain how the subject, in having the state, knows that the state’s essential parts belong not only to a single (comprehensive) state, but that this total state is its own, without the intervention of any inference. Husserl often emphasized that we perceptually represent objects indirectly, namely in virtue of representing mere perspectives, facets, profiles (Abschattungen) of them. But consciousness is not an opaque, perceptual object. Still, according to Husserl, we have “adequate” consciousness of consciousness because it is empty, not multi-faceted, without intrinsic properties, showing itself immediately (“without rests”) the way it is (Husserl 1980, II/1, 355). We cannot reduce this essentially epistemic criterion for the sake of the relation’s being naturalizable. This is why Kriegel is mistaken when he underscores that his view is immune to objections which hold against Gennaro’s Higher-Order View (Kriegel 2009, 223 f., 230 f.). Causality is a binary, a hetero-relation. In inner awareness—given its irreflectivity—we have to do with a “unary” one (Wehmeier 2012), so, with no relation at all.26 If this is an unsuperable obstacle to naturalizability, the worse for physicalism. (But I don’t see the faintest reason to give up talk of reflexivity or identity in physical contexts. Nor do I see how the normative notion of ‘knowledge’— ‘self-knowledge’ —could sensibly be naturalized (completely).


Due to the fact that relations can’t be but binary: “None of this is captured in the notion of a single mental state that represents itself” (204).


 III. History Part Two


This was roughly what Dieter Henrich said in a 1966 contribution to the Festschrift for Wolfgang Cramer called “Fichte’s Original Insight” (seperately published in Henrich 1967). Seldom has so much food for thought been put in a nutshell. The essay bearing so unremarkable a title delivers a diagnosis on why three hundred years of penatrating thought about the internal structure of subjectivity have ended up so fruitless. Thus far Henrich’s essay is negative. But at the same time, drawing upon a handful of classical texts partly ignored, misjudged, or underassessed in the grand course of history, and partly expelled due to their nonconformism, Henrich delivers the gist of an alternative to the untenable reflection model. Self-consciousness is an awareness sui generis. It is not the result of something whatsoever prior to it—as for instance an acting (be it a “reflex act”, in Sergeant’s words, or a “Thathandlung”, as Fichte puts it). Nor does it consist in a relation severing subject and object of the awareness, so keeping itself (as event or act) apart from its content. If self-consciousness is a relation at all, it is not a binary, but a “unary” one. Self-consciousness is stricty non-objectual. Furthermore, it is non-conceptual (“I” is directly referential but not classificatory) and is not individuating: She who is being addressed by “I” is not identified thereby through a certain set of properties or something like its ‘haecceity’ (cf. Henrich 1970, 1971; cf. Chisholm 1981, 15 s.; 26, n. 12).


With the (above-mentioned) exception of Johann Bernhard Merian, who published two memoranda “on apperception” submitted in 1749 to the Berlin Academy of Sciences (see Henrich 1988, 64; Frank 2002, chap. IX; Thiel 1996; 2011, 365–376), Fichte in 1797 appears to have been the first and only to give a solid analysis of why self-consciousness, the assumed principle of critical philosophy, couldn’t be accounted of in terms of reflection. Fichte doesn’t distinguish explicitely between consciousness and its owner-I. He just makes the point that neither can be considered as being unconscious prior to this act of turning back onto themselves. As we have seen, the philosophical tradition referred to this as “reflection”. In other words, only something already provided with kind of a criterion27 of its own consciousness and selfhood prior to all reflection is able to grasp itself as itself in the act of reflection.


Fichte held the opinion that all his predecessors, and “even Kant”, misconceived self-consciousness as reflection (Fichte 1798, 11; cf. Fichte 1797, 18 f.), and would have thus fallen prey to circular reasoning and infinite regress. He would have been justified in adding that nearly all of his successors would be as well systematically mistaken about the non-reflective nature of self-consciousness. There is no inner pointing to a mental state or its owner in self-consciousness; self-consciousness is not the kind of conciousness in which objects are presented. Self-consciousness is radically non-objectual. It’s not representational either, if representing is a two-place relation, whereas, according to Fichte, self-consciousness is precisely “immediate” in that subject and object of experience entirely, “seamlessly (fugenlos)” coincide. There is no daylight between them. Fichte infers this from an indirect argument, a reductio ad absurdum of the reflection model:


Consciousness comes about when an unconscious mental event is objectified by a higher-level one (or by itself at a higher level). The higher-level mental event is itself first-order, so unconscious, and becomes conscious through objectification by means of a still higher-level mental event that is itself unconscious, and so on and so forth (Fichte 1797, 18 f. [my paraphrasis]).


An unconscious mental event always remains in the highest position, and does not coincide with the lower levels. (If it is a thought, then the higher-level event not only differs from the lower levels numerically, but, as a rule, generically as well. Neither Rosenthal nor Horgan and Kriegel, by the way, control their sloppy talk about higher and lower reflection-levels of (only)”roughly contemporaneous” [mental] events [Rosenthal 1991, 465 r.; Horgan/Kriegel 2007, 13].) Whereas Fichte speaks of the strictest imaginable non-distinction between, and even coincidence of the subject and the object of self-consciousness. Here is his conclusion:


Now there is consciousness. As phenomena can’t be right or wrong, what is wrong must be the reflective theory. So another theory must be right. It is this one: All possible consciousness as an object for a subject, presupposes an immediate self-awareness in which subjective and objective are absolutely one and the same. Otherwise the fact of there being consciousness at all would be definitely unintelligible (Fichte 1797, 20, my paraphrasis).


I leave aside some complications to which Fichte felt committed in order to refine his formula, above all this one: “I posit myself as myself” (Fichte 1798, 11; GA IV.2, § 1, p. 32 f.), which is first hardly compatible with its puportedly non-conceptual character and second with what Fichte calls the “reflection law of all our knowledge: Nothing is determined in what it is without in addition thinking what it is not”; now self-consciousness is something well “determined” (GA IV.2, p. 41; Fichte 1797 14 f.). Fichte’s student Friedrich Hölderlin emphasized (in 1795 or 1796: Strack 2013) that self-consciousness essentially contains kind of a relation (without which—according to the reflecion law—it would lack determinacy), but which stands in flagrant contradiction to the pretended seamless identity of the I. This is what Hölderlin noted:


How is self-consciousness possible? By opposing me to myself, by self-segregation, and, regardless of this separation, nonetheless perceiving myself as the same in the opposed (Hölderlin 1991, 156, l. 11–15 [my italics]).


A third problem of Fichte’s formula is the intensive regress invited by the reflexive pronoun included in the phrase “as itself”. As the I is nothing but the act of its own self-positing and the reflexive pronoun refers strictly to this self-positing, the self-positing refers ad infinitum to the self-positing—like a Russian matryoshka doll containing a smaller doll containing a smaller doll, and so forth. Another of Fichte’s unsubordinate students, Johann Friedrich Herbart, was the first to make this point (Herbart 1824, 70 ff.; Frank 1971, 482 ff.). Now Henrich is well aware of the problems Fichte encounters in elaborating his formula. Nevertheless, he thinks, this doesn’t hinder us in recognizing that Fichte was the first to put a finger on the problem inherent in the reflection model of self-consciousness, a problem ignored by most of the philosophers of mind until recently.


 IV. Self-Representationalism


“Until recently”, I said. For the situation has changed with a relatively recently explored view on the nature of the occurrent mental states which we are used to calling “conscious”. I speak of “self-representationalism” which suggests that for a mental act to be conscious is just to be “self-presenting” or rather “self-representing”. By this move, selfrepretationalism encounters a basic conviction held by thinkers like Fichte, the early Romantics, Brentano, Meinong, Schmalenbach, Sartre and the members of the Heidelberg School,28 but also by Castañeda, Shoemaker, and Chisholm. As did these forerunners, the self-representationalists aim at avoiding circular or regressive complications. Having fallen prey to the latter is what they hold against all varieties of the “higher-order model” of consciousness (the fashionable reprint of the good old reflection model). In what follows I’ll try to show that it is sticking to the representational model of consciousness—the twostates view of self-consciousness—which undermines the innovatory force of the novel theory. Considering consciousness as the effect of a representation’s entering into an epistemic relation to itself, is inviting for lunch most of the problems we know Higher-Order Monitoring Theories (HOMT) encounter. In short: SOMT (Same-Order-Monitoring Theory) turns out to be a refined variety of HOMT.


What does “‘self-representationalism”’ mean?


a) Roughly, “self-representationalism” rests on two premises:




	“Representation” is the “core necessary condition” of consciousness and is, in general, the appropriate basic term for any philosophy of mind (Kriegel 2009, 107, 155 ff.);


	Those and only those acts or experiences may be considered as being “conscious” which apart from their intentional (or representational) object co-represent themselves. Self-representation is meant to be a constitutive condition, even though definitely a relation, a two-place state. (Being a bi-partite/ binary structure may prima facie appear to problematize its pretended sameness, and we’ll have to examine this point.)





The core idea of self-representationalism, at least in Kriegel’s version, can be summarized like this:


Thus, whatever else a conscious state may represent, it always also represents itself, and it is in virtue of representing itself that it is a conscious state (Kriegel 2009, 13 f. [my emphasis]).


b) So, self-representation is not brought about by a higher-order act which differs numerically, temporally (even though typically) from the primitive one (as is supposed by Higher-Order Monitoring Theories (HOMT) à la Rosenthal, Carruthers, or Gennaro). Rather consciousness is “built-into” primitive/first-order hetero-directed intentions from the start. As consciousness presupposes self-awareness, selfawareness is “ubiquitous” wherever mental states occur as conscious events (Kapitan 1999; 2006, 379; Williford 2006, 111).


Now, as the higher-order act has not just to apprehend a first-order state as such, but has to apprehend itself as reflected in the first-order state, even a same-order monitoring theory of self-awareness, insofar as it is equally based on the binary relation of “representation” as its basic term, will have to account for the de-se constraint. We’ll see that SOMT (Same-Order Monitoring Theories) fail no less than HOMT to give this account.


This necessitates a short commentary on what it is precisely that SOMT inherits from HOMT. According to HOMT, being conscious “must be a relational property of being accompanied by higher-order thoughts” (Rosenthal 1991, 474). Rosenthal firmly rejects the opposite assumption according to which conscious states are non-relational and therefore no more analyzable, as being “Cartesian” (468). On the other hand, Rosenthal doesn’t take umbrage at the consequence that this way there is no foreseeable end to the chain of reflections one superposed over the preceding one. The second act is on its part unconscious and becomes conscious by an act of third order (465). Such acts, Rosenthal comforts us, occur relatively rarely (“we would expect, [...], that the third-order thoughts that confer consciousness on such second-order thoughts would be relatively rare”). However, if a thirdorder thought is on its part unconsious, in order to get conscious it needs a thought of fourth order—and that way the last thought would remain unconscious so that the entire chain collapses into the unconcious.


This is what Rosenthal admits: “[…] higher-order thoughts are not automatically conscious, any more than other mental states” (466). And with regard to the regress argument involving that the entire chain runs into the unconcious, Rosenthal responds hopefully:


It may seem slightly odd that each of these hierarchies of conscious mental states has a nonconscious thought at its top. But whatever air of paradox there seems to be here is dispelled by the common-sense truism that we cannot be conscious of everything at once (466).29


Once allowing for a time interval or, more generally, a numerical difference between first and second order state, HOMT violates the de-se constraint which requires not only identity between what represents and what is represented, but, over and above that, knowledge of this identity. Here clearly SOMT is in a better position: It pretends to be able to explain how reflection consists in a relation between a conscious state and itself, not upon a numerically different state. But upon closer consideration SOMT finds itself in a similar position as does HOMT. Both think that conscuiousness is the result of a secondary or supplementary act, be this another act or the firstorder act itself bending (reflectively) back upon itself, so creating a gulf between M and M*. Even same-order representation is based upon a binary relation, and there is the problem which was first discovered by Hölderlin (1796). I quoted Kriegel and Horgan admitting a (however minute) time interval between M and M*, so admitting a certain difference as does Rosenthal.30 Now, there may be no cartesian self-consciousness at all. But if we admit its existence (as do Rosenthal and Kriegel), we couldn’t tolerate this lack of seamless identity which is inseparably bound up with our knowing that what represents and what is represented is one and the same. We might also say: The identity of representing and represented is transparent to our mind without forming a (however inapparent) reflexive fold inside it.


Yet, as all these turns in last instance draw upon some variety of binary relation, we should think about giving up “representation” as the starting point (or “basic term”) of a theory of consciousness and self-consciousness. Let’s first take a closer look at the structure of self-relation as such.


 V. Criticizing „representation” as basic term


As has become obvious, I’m particularly sensitive to one point, namely that by the above-mentioned move self-representationalism encounters a basic conviction held by thinkers like Fichte, some early Romantics, Franz Brentano, Alexius Meinong, Herman Schmalenbach, Jean-Paul Sartre and the members of the Heidelberg School, but basically also by Hector-Neri Castañeda, Sydney Shoemaker, and Roderick Chisholm. As did these forerunners, self-representationalists aim at avoiding circular or regressive complications. Having fallen prey to the latter is what they hold against the so-called “reflection model” of consciousness (of which HOMT is rightly considered to be just a fashionable reprint). In what follows I’ll try to show that it is sticking to the representational model of consciousness which undermines the innovatory force of the novel theory. Considering consciousness as the effect of a representation’s entering into an epistemic relation to itself, is inviting to lunch most of the problems we saw HOMT encounters.


I’ll begin by examining three main shortcomings for a theory of self-consciousness inherent in the very notion of “representation”:


1. There is the problem of the unity of self-consciousness. Despite our use of reflexive pronouns, talk of self-awareness doesn’t mean that we conceive of ourselves or our conscious mental states as entities internally severed, but as belonging to one and the same conscious mind (this remains true, even if we reckon with short-term selves, as do Russell [1914, in: Frank 1991, 286], Castañeda [1999, texts 6, 8 and 9, pp. 198 ff., 242, 248, 264; cf.: “Subjective indexical particulars exist only during the experience in which they play their evanescent roles”] or Galen Strawson: “short-term”, “evanescent”, “ephemeral” or “transient selves” [Strawson 2009, 9 f., 61, 165 f., 245 ff.]). Thinking differently would be the effect of a misuse of the reflexive prononoun ‘self’. It is true that selfhood is expressed through reflexive phrases (referring typically to binary relations between different things), but is neither reflexive nor binary in itself. It would be linguistic idealism to insinuate that the world’s structure is modelled on grammatical structure.


2. The presupposition of alterity. We thus meet a more principled condition to satisfy: Self-awareness—or so we believe—is consciousness not of a relational or attitudinal structure (as is intention involving aboutness) but of strict, seamless identity. Of course you may conceive of identity, too, as a relation, say “the finest grained of all”. But Williford rightly emphasizes that typically we don’t. Why should identity be qualified as a relation if it never relates two (different) things? When, however, speaking of intentional relations, we typically make what Ulrich Pardey calls a “presupposition of difference or alterity” (Pardey 1994, 5; 30 ff., chap. 3). By this move he attempts to avoid commitment to the existence of a binary relation that every one object bears to itself, and to itself only. Two-place relations connect but don’t identify different objects; whereas reference to just one determinate object doesn’t require the use of the identity sign nor does it require the aid or support of concepts. Let’s remember Wittgenstein’s objection: “To say of two things that they are identical, is nonsense; and to say of one thing that it is identical with itself, is to say nothing at all” (Tractatus 5.5303).31 One who wants to meaningfully speak should avoid reflexive expressions and above all the identity sign: “Sameness of the object I express by sameness of the sign, and not by means of the equality sign. Difference of objects by difference of the signs” (l. c., 5.53; cf. Pardey 1994, chap. 3).


When I utter “I’m aware of x now”, I typically don’t mean, that I’m aware of myself or my own state, in other words, that x stands for me myself. Without the presupposition of difference or alterity we encouter the well-known Fregean paradoxes of identity. They spring from considering ‘a = a’ (a unary relation, in fact: no relation at all) as a borderline-case of ‘a = b’ (a binary relation obtaining between differing objects or between different modes of presentation of one object)32 and reflexive relations such as ‘knowing oneself’ or ‘loving oneself’ as special cases of transitive and asymmetrical relations (‘knowing someone’, ‘loving someone’). In the sentence, uttered by Peter, “Peter pushes Paul into the water” it is tacitly presupposed that Peter is not identical to Paul. The fact seems confirmed by Alexej Navalny’s sentence, uttered in the courtroom about Putin: “Above all—no time for twiddling your thumbs, the toad won’t chuck himself from the pipeline.”33 So there is good reason to suspect that representing—as a two-place verb—is not the appropriate basic term for a theory of self-awareness.


[T]he notion of representation employed by the theory [...] isn’t adequate to capture the kind of awareness involved in conscious awareness. The problem, in other words, is that conscious awareness seems to be a sui generis form of representation, and not merely because it is reflexive (Levine 2006, 193).


So what Kriegel does to solve his problem is to compromise a bit with the two-states view (Levine 2010, 7; cf. 9).


3. This suspicion is nourished by a reflection on the basic meaning of the stem *represent. We call relations ‘“representative” or “proxy”, where one thing stands for another, but is not this other: C-fiber stimulation represents tissue damage, but is not tissue damage. The flag represents a nation, fever an inflammatory state of an organism and so forth, but they are not what the represent. The situation is entirely different with what we refer to as a lived experience. In lived experience (Erlebnis: the fundamental epistemological notion of Husserlian phenomenology; cf. the beginning of the Vth Logical Investigation), we are aware of being in a certain state—a state of what-is-it-likeness (Zumutesein: Husserl 1980 II/1, 373 f.; Meinong 1973, 59). And this seems to be so because experience does not represent something alien, but rather shows itself as it is. Content and act coincide here in a way we should not hesitate to call strict identity—“strict identity” in a sense that “no daylight” pierces between one and the other relatum, in contrast to the loose sense of identity, where we do discover some daylight, for example between Oedipus’ mother and Oedipus’ wife even through these are definite (and co-referential) descriptions of one self-same person.


Such a “seamless” identity between content and vehicle has been adopted from Fichte though Sartre to Kripke, Searle and Kriegel. Pain is awareness of pain in such an intimate way that the second phrase simply appears as a pleonasm. In a painful situation we are not “confronted” with an object-pain; pain’s feel is neither “perceptual” nor “objectual” in general: “self-awareness [...] does not involve being presented to oneself as an object” (Shoemaker 1984, 14).


Thus [...] we speak of a person as feeling a pain in his back or an itch on his nose, and there is an almost irresistable temptation to construe the cases thus described as cases of someone perceiving a particular of a certain sort—a private, mental, object. [...]


Our language may suggest that pains are perceived, but it does not suggest—and it seems to me clearly not to be true—that one perceives the feeling or the “having” of one’s pains (Shoemaker 1984, 15). Objectual self-knowledge presupposes non-objectual self-knowledge, so not all self-knowledge can be objectual (Shoemaker 1984b, 105 [I substitued ‘objectual’ to ‘perceptual’ in the original]).


Indisputably, self-consciousness is not a kind of transitive, intentional or representational consciousness. It is built into intentional consciousness in such a way that, as Sartre puts it, here and here only “…being and appearing coincide entirely” (Sartre 1943, 23).


Notoriously, it was Kripke whose defence of Cartesian dualism led to a very similar distinction (between objectual consciousness and self-awareness). There is an essential dissimilarity between the relation of molecular movement, wamth and sensation of warmth (or H2O, water and the sensation of watery stuff) on the one side and C-fiber stimulation, pain and feeling like pain on the other (Kripke 1980, 144 ff.). As David Chalmers puts it luminously:


[...] all it is for something to be in pain is for it to feel like pain. There is no distinction between pain and painy stuff, in the way there is a distinction between water and watery stuff. One could have something that felt like water without it being water, but one could not have something that felt like pain without it being pain. Pain’s feel is essential to it (David J. Chalmers 1996, 147; cf. 133 and 146).


Another philosopher of mind, John R. Searle, formulates Kripke’s point more ponderously as follows:


[W]e can’t make that sort of appearance-reality distinction for consciousness because consciousness consists in the appearances themselves. Where appearance is concerned we cannot make the appearance-reality distinction because the appearance is reality. [...] Consciousness is an exception to this pattern [of distinguishability between ‘objective physical reality’, on the one hand, and mere ‘subjective appearance’, on the other] for a trivial reason. The reason, to repeat, is that the reductions that leave out the epistemic bases, the appearances, cannot work for the epistemic bases themselves. In such cases, the appearance is the reality (Searle 1992, 121 f.).


The most recent illustration of Kripke’s problem is to be found in Kriegel’s work:


[I]t is implausible that a conscious state is conscious in virtue of being represented by an unconscious state. But if it is conscious in virtue of being represented by a conscious state, the representing conscious state cannot be numerically distinct from the represented conscious state, on pain of vicious regress or disunity. It follows that the representing and the represented conscious states are one and the same—that is, that conscious states are self-representing (Kriegel 2009, 20; we will see that for exactly this reason the usage of the term ‘representation’ appears to be inadequate).


These passages all agree to vary a Sartrean theme: While multi-faceted objects in the world exist independently of our consciousness, our acquaintance with our awareness suffices, due to its transparency, to put us into contact with the real state of consciousness and its content. It’s enough for a mental state to feel like pleasure in order to actually be pleasure.


Fichte and Sartre spoke of “inseparability” between consciousness and awareness of consciousness.


There is a consciousness in which the subjective and the objective are not to be seperated at all, but are absolutely one and the same (Fichte 1797, 19 f.).


There is strict indistinction between the subjective and the objective inside consciousness (Sartre 1947, 382; cf. 380).


 VI. Self-Representationalism Revisited


There is evidence enough for feeling strongly motivated to revisit selfrepresentationalism, at least partly. To summarize: The main flaw of self-respresentationalism consists in its flirtation with a two-states view according to which the unity of that what represents and that what is represented fall asunder into two conceptually divisible moments. But a binary relation doesn’t account of strict seamless “unary” identity. In other words: It is sticking to the representational model which leads self-representationalism astray.34


1. Shortcomings of the underlying model by recalling to our mind what we could call the de-se constraint


Representational knowledge clearly is a kind of knowledge de re. Here is a (simplified) formula for knowledge de re:


“There is an x such that x is identical with, say, Mary, and x is believed by x to be F.”


Now we know (for example by Chisholm 1981, chap. 3, p. 17 ff.) that knowledge de re doesn’t imply self-knowledge (or knowledge de se), as is expressed in sentences like this:


“x believes herself* to be F,”


where the asterisk notoriously indicates that the she, herself locution is not reflexively pronominal, but “quasi-indexical” or “emphatically reflexive” (Castañeda 1999, texts 1 and 2; Chisholm 1981, chap. 3; Lewis 1983). If we translate “knowledge de re” by “objecual knowledge”, we come anew to the conclusion: Knowledge de se is irreducible to objectual (or representational) knowledge. So, self-representation is unable to account of self-awareness. And whatever ‘prereflective consciousness’ may mean else, according to me it is the source of knowledge de se. (I’ll come back in more detail to this point in sub- section 7.)


2. An incursion into Siewert’s recent thought


I borrowed the phrase “no daylight between the experience and the experienced” from Charles Siewert who in recent publications defends a point of view which I find pretty close to mine (Siewert 2011, 2012; in addition, I quote two emails which he sent me in 2013). With respect to self-aware experiences, Siewert first rejects the talk of an inner “ponting to” or “referring to” consciousness, be it second- or same-order, as if being occurently aware of love were a supplementary state to just being-in-love simpliciter. Any sort of “intentionality ubiquitously pointing at consciousness itself” is strictly to be rejected. Phenomenal states don’t know of an inner representation which doubles them into content and vehicle (as it is the case with intentional states). On the contrary, they “coincide” in the strictest imaginable way. This does, however, not prevent us from thinking, that “being in consciousness” implies “being conscious of (being in consciousness)”. So far, the basic self-representionalist intuition is respected. Simply, the “inner accusative”, which is just a trap we got caught in by grammar (similar to “dancing a dance”), is not meant to split the phenomenon into two. There is not pain on the one side and the way pain appears to us on the other: Both coincide in such a way, that, as Siewert puts it, no daylight is in between them. Since objectual knowledge posits what it is knowledge of, opposite to the vehicle, we are invited here to consider the existence of a strictly non-objectual awareness. “So I diverge strongly from Brentano and Uriah Kriegel on this point.” (I don’t consider here the additional move which Siewert performs: He is convinced, that necessarily awareness is someone’s awareness and that for-me-ness is an essential feature of experience. I don’t share this point since I find nothing strange with the idea of a [pre-conceptual] “consciousness without me-ishness” [Ned Block 1997, 389f]. Now, if this “inner dative” is likewise to be presented to consciousness without any inner “pointing to”, it is to be conceived of as kind of a non-relational, i.e., non-objectual knowledge, too. In short, Siewert is committed to grant this “dative consciousness” anew a “non-objectual mode of knowledge” [or acquaintance?]—which otherwise he condemns as “mysterious”. Instead of discrediting our helpless attempts at delivering a valid description of this extremely elusive phenomenon, he’d better shed some light upon the epistemic structure of non-objectual awareness, of pure “subject-awareness”, as he incidentally puts it.)


To sum up: If representation were the core necessary condition of consciousness, we would never be conscious of ourselves or an inner state. Self-consciousness doesn’t seem to be a special case of objectual consciousness or of introjected hetero-experience. (Which doesn’t exclude that consciousness would never appear without beng intentionally directed upon external objects—but self-consciousness is not itself an intentional relation.)


3. A question: How many parts of the mental episode have to be represented by the higher-order act?


According to Kriegel, M and M* (the reflected and the reflecting act) are strictly identical. M* is “constitutive” of M, both belong to the same “logical order”. However, M* can’t represent but a part of M (M◊), because otherwise self-representation would be commited to involve an infinite hierarchy of representations one stapeled on top of the other. An “intensive regress” would follow (Kriegel 2006, 144 ff.). Novalis gave us a pretty illustration oft he problem:


The first signifying act will in an unnoticed way have painted its own image before the mirror of reflection, and even this trait won’t be forgotten, namely that the image is painted in the position that it paints itself (Novalis 1965, 110, Z. 20–24).


This would correspond to the formula “aR[aRa]”—where the square brackets serve as nominalization operator—and so we run into the problem that we find ourselves unable to indicate where the hierarchy of representations one stapled over the other comes to an end (Williford 2006, 115 ff.). This is unavoidably the case when—as Brentano does—I charge the “secondary representation” with the task of not only representing the “primary”, but also the “secondary” and—more than these—the “whole act as such” (Brentano 1973, 175, 182). This clearly creates an intensive regress, as Pothast and Cramer have lucidly shown (Pothast 1971, 50 ff.; Cramer 1974, 581; Frank 1991, 546 ff., bes. 654 ff.; referring to Cramer Williford 2006, 138, n. 24).


This is a problem Kriegel in a way takes over from Brentano. On the one hand, Kriegel makes the higher-order act (S2) represent exclusivively the first-order act (S1), but not the content of S1, too. At the same time, he seems to believe that the content of S2 is not only S1, but the “act as a whole” or “the act combined of S1 and S2” (Kriegel 2009, ch. 6). How can we understand this “integration” or “combination”? A sum built out of two partial aspects of one self-same object or as “cross-order integration”, as is the case of combining a seeing red with a seeing square? Or as an “indirect representation” which pieces together the representation of, say, an integral mailbox which is never manifest as such, out of its various partial aspects (Husserl’s Abschattungen) and so “complements” (intellectually) what is never integrally presented to an intuion? In this case we wouldn’t be justified to pretend that one part (S2) represents the other (S1) as part of a shared hole which is thereby presented indirectly, because the whole is never presented directly or conscious as such.


To resume: a) If by “inner awareness” only a part of the total phenomenon is represented “adequately”, this part couldn’t be but the one which is conscious. In other words: If the relation of representation that brings the awareness of a state about thereby only captures a part of this state, the relation of identity between representing and represented would hold only partially, and the part so inviduated couldn’t be but the conscious one, since it alone is relevant for the discovery of consciousness. In short: the attempt at defining consciousness would revolve in a circle. What we wanted to find out, however, was what makes an unconscious state into a conscious one (Kriegel 2009, 141 ff.). Anew we bump into the formula: “What reflection finds, seems to have already been there.” Indeed, if Kriegel’s view is correct there was nothing to be discovered properly and the representation of this very representation itself turns out to be of no avail.


Indeed, this is the lynchpin of what Kriegel calls his “master argument for the necessity of self-representation” (Kriegel 2009, 157 [my emphasis]). It reads like this:


The representation of the mental state must be always [already] conscious (156).


In other words:


“M comes with the awareness of it” (154) and does so without thereby creating a “gap between vehicle and content” (107).


Kriegel even speaks of strict identity betwen M and M*, firmly using the equals sign (“M = M*” [157,my emphasis]; he does as well on p. 197: “M* represents M at t, and [...] M* = M”).


b) How can a part render a whole conscious which is supposed to contain this part (namely consciousness) already? (The problem doesn’t dissolve when I introduce two somehow “intertwined” secondary representations—M* and M◊—such that M* and M◊ are parts of M, and M* is the adequate representation of precisely this part [M◊] [147 s.]; for how could I thereby co-represent the entire conscious episode which is in addition temporally extended?)


4. Some remarks concerning Williford’s discussion of Zahavi’s “non-relational view”


Dan Zahavi thinks, self-awareness must be accounted of as a nonrelational, entirely non-objectual and so non-representational structure—as do I. In fact, Zahavi played an important role as chief-mediator between the relatively unknown Heidelberg-School and Anglo-Saxon philosophy of mind. But typically Zahavi didn’t always make a sufficiently clear distinction between what was his own and what he had simply taken over from Henrich, Cramer, Pothast, and me. So, typically, Williford quotes a longer passage which he takes to render Zahavi’s view—but which is in fact a translation from a passage from one of my articles (Williford 2006, 112, 115). It reads:


[I]t is necessary to differentiate prereflective self-awareness, which is an immediate, implicit, irrelational, nonobjectifying, and nonpropositional self-acquaintance, from reflective self-awareness [or self-knowledge] (Zahavi 1999, 33; cf. footnotes 57 ff. on p. 228).


Williford finds this distinction between reflective and prereflective self-awareness “unaissailable” but claims that Zahavi’s characterization of it as irrelational is “mysterious” because it is commited to declare the phenomenon “unanalyzable” and “sui generis” (Williford 2006, 112, 113, 115; 2006a, 1). The reproach insinuates that theories of self-consciousness are irrational unless they recur to “representation” (or a similar cognitive relation) as their basic core condition.


Williford lists three arguments against Zahavi’s view (which, for the sake of argument, I assume as my own):


First, it is false to think that consciousness bearing a relation to itself is of any harm to the analysis of self-consciousness.


Second: “Representation” is not the proper relational category for modeling fundamental self-consciousness.


Third: Consciousness necessarily implies self-consciousness. “Theories (like Giulio Tononis’s [former theory]) that enshrine the idea that consciousness can exist without self-consciousness are, to me, just non-starters.”35


Since I agree with Zahavi and Williford about the third thesis, let me begin with a short view on the second. (The first one deserves a subtler treatment.)


Z[ahavi]-Theories—according to Willliford (2006a)—take it that there is just one (set of) outer object(s) and one representation of it (them) which is transparent for itself, but which does not, in addition, objectify itself representationally. (Self-awareness, since not directed onto another object than the first-order object(s), is contentpreserving.)


Instead of denying any relational reference to an object at all, as Z[ahavi-kind] theories do, Williford opts for a B[rentano-kind] theory which distinguishes between an primary and a secondary object, which are, though, both “…represented within the unity of one and the same act” (Brentano 1973, 158; 159 f.).


Instead of christening the epistemic relation in question ‘representation’, Williford proposes to recur to Russell’s talk of acquaintance. “Acquaintance provides the right sort of intimacy”, since—differently from representation—it implies’ presence to the mind or self-awareness, whereas a train’s whistle may represent its disposition to enter the station without implying any consciousness of doing so (Williford 2006a, 4). Moreover, acquaintance, according to Russell, implies the existence of the object we are acquainted with, which is not necessarily so with representation.


Williford sees a problem with misperception or hallucination and seems convinced that it is soluble as soon as we distinguish the perceiving experience as a whole from its being a manifold of parts (5). This corresponds roughly to Husserl’s distinction between the adequacy (or transparency) of inner awareness and the multi-facetedness (Abgeschattetheit) of object-experience (“[…] car celui qui dit ‘objet’, dit probable” [Sartre 1947, 369]; Husserl 1980, 354 ff.; Williford 2006, 122’; in more detail: Williford et al. 2012, 323 ff.)


But I think the problem with acquaintance is situated elsewhere. Multi-facetedness is a content-property, not an intrinsic property of the vehicle consciousness. Instead of “seeing red” we may chose a formula which resists scepticism, and say “being appeared to visuallyredly”. This formula (dear to Brentano and Chisholm) considers both the transparency of the subject’s experiencing and its warrented existence. It simply puts into play what Husserl, following the Skeptics, called the ἐποχή.36


The problem with acquaintance in Russell’s version, when applied to consciousness, is different. Russell denies that the cognizing “I” or “ego” disposes of an inner awareness, it is entirely unconscious of itself. It is only by a very sophisticated and highly implausible mechanism, allowing numerical distinction and knowledge by inference, that the subject I (S) gets acquainted with itself. But since the primitive state is void of consciousness, the self-acquaintance works only de re, the subject doesn’t gain any knowledge of itself as itself, so it lacks knowledge de se. A higher-order subect (Russell calls ist S’) gains an indirect knowledge through entertaining the binary relation (a mental presence: P) to the following state of affairs: (S-A-O), namely the fact that the primitive subject is acquainted with an object. Russell isn’t even interested in establishing numerical identity between S’ and S, that is: between the higher-order and the primitive subject. This, I fear, is the swift shipwreck of his attempt to explain self-consciousness via selfacquaintance in his article “On theNature of Acquaintance” (Russell 1914, in Frank 1991, 287 f.; cf. Frank ibid., 520 ff.); and so we shouldn’t hope to escape from representationalism by recurring to Russell.37


5. Mathematical models of self-reference


This leads me to another point of discord between the Heidelberg School and self-representationalism: the shift-of-attention view Willifordshares with Siewert, Horgan, and Kriegel, but this time not at all with Brentano. Brentano insisted that in “inner awareness” neither peripheral nor focal attention is engaged, but no attention at all.38 Talk of attention with regard to consciousness would be a categorial mistake. Brentano insists strongly on conceptually and terminologically distinguishing between “perception” and “observation” (where perception is a non-attentional mode whereas observation is an attentional attitude) and denies that psychological states are “observable” at all or could be the objects of any “attention[al approach]” (Brentano 1874, 131 f., 159; not so: Williford 2006, 129 f.).


One eye-catching difference, according to Brentano, is that observation modifies the observed mental state while inner experience reveals it neutrally:


A rage, for instance, which we would be able to observe, would have already cooled down and would have disappeared as an object of observation. [...] It is a generally valid psychological law that we can never direct our attention to an object of inner awareness (Brentano 193, 40 f. [my translation]).


The background metaphor engaged by the shift-of-attention view is that of a “dimmable” or “brightenable” source of light. But while visual contents are obviously subject to degrees of clarification, there is no sense at all in thinking transparency could be clearer or dimmer. It is equally clear towards dim and bright objects. So, what can seem trouble in consciousness is what consciousness represents (= is about). Sartre puts it this way:


Consciousness is always in actu, there are no virtualities inside consciousness, there is consciousness of virtualities. Nor are there degrees of consciousness; there is consciousness of degrees (Sartre 1947, 382–4).


And Ned Block remarks: “One can be aware of what one is not attending to” (Block 2003, 7; take the example of the longtime not remarked thrilling noise of a jackhammer that one has nevertheless been enervatingly conscious of all the time: Block 1997, 186 f.). Or take John Perry: “The act of attending to the experience is quite different than the experience itself” (Perry 2001, 49). So it seems inadequate to explain the prereflectivity of inner awareness by its purportedly merely peripherally attentive character.


6. Some considerations on athematical models of self-reference


Now what about Williford’s attempts to throw more light upon the paradoxical structure of self-consciousness by looking into for mathematical analogies? Their advantages, he thinks, are first their ontological neutrality, and second their capability to stop intensive regresses. The Heidelberg School had christened “intensive” that type of a regress, in which the relation of selfrepresenting is itself encapsulated—matryoshka-doll-like—in the relation of self-representing ad infinitum: (∀x) xRx ⊃ (∀y) (xRy ⊃ xR[xRy]))—where the square brackets symbolize a nominalisation operator—and so forth. This entails: aR[aR[aRa]]...and so on. Williford thinks the problem is harmless, since soluble, and the regress comes to an end with the second reflexive loop or some finite iteration (2006, 116 ff.). What is more: Regresses of this type belong to the layout of our reality. Proof are mathematical entities like “non wellfounded sets” or “hypersets” (128). They may serve as a model for self-referential propositions and a variety of other circular phenomena. There simply exist sets containing themselves as members and we can build sets which contain all elements of the primitive set, all elements of the elements, the elements of the elements of the elements, and so forth (128). This can be applied to the circular structure of self-presenting where each episode bends back upon itself “in virtue of its ubiquitous self-representation” (l. c.). Conclusion: We should drop the ban on circularity and try to model regress-generating epistemic structures in a finite domain (115). Circularity is an objective feature of self-awareness, we only have to take care that it remains real and doesn’t engender a circular explanation.


But is mathematics indeed neutral to the phenomena? Doesn’t it speak a language de re? Circular complications may exist either in a Fregean “Third Realm” of pure “thoughts” or in nature—as do selfregulative organic structures. But do these structures explain knowledge de se? In general, can they do justice to the fact, that a not only relates to a, but in addition knows it does? What Castañeda, Chisholm and others insisted on having established, seems to be a logical truth. Locutions de re do not imply locutions de se. The first don’t imply self-knowledge, whereas the latter do.


Here we are to come back to what we christened the de-se constraint of self-consciousness. For instance, the sentence




	There is an x such that x is identical with Marie (the youngest graduate from Schriesheim), and x is believed by x to be the next Vinyard Queen (de re);

does not imply the sentence




	the youngest graduate from Schriesheim (Marie) believes, that she herself will be the next Vinyard Queen (de se).





a) does not imply b): if x is considered by x to be the future wine queen (and is, in addition, the youngest graduating high-school senior from Schriesheim), it does not follow that either of these has to be an object de se of her self-belief (x may be identical with the youngest graduating high-school senior, without her knowing that; and she may ascribe to x the status of the future wine queen, without knowing that she herself is x).


Consequence: Attitudes de se are not reducible to attitudes de re. Since speech de re exhausts the domain of objectual attitudes, attitudes de se, expressing genuinely self-conscious thoughts, are not objectual attitudes.39


However, recurring to mathematical models—given its presumed ontological neutrality—may take a quite other turn. Volker Beeh, following an ancient Indian philosopher’s (Vasubandhu’s) device, recently gave a lecture entitled “Irreflexivity”. The lecture pleads for reducing “reflexivity” away from logic and from language in general. Tarski’s and Russell’s paradoxes would dissolve immediately (Beeh 2007).


Let’s take it that this is the general law of reflexivity, no matter if propositions of individuals are identified: (∀x) (xRx). Its radical negation would be: -∃x [xRx]’ (Williford 2006, 137, note 20 (2): (∀x) -(xRx)). Vasubadhu puts it this way: ‘Nothing is [it]self’ (Beeh 2007, 10, 17).


In denying the validity of the law of reflexivity and replacing it by what he calls the “principle of irreflexivity”: “Nothing is (it)self”, Vasunbandhu has to accept the implication: “Nothing is self-encompassed/contained” (Beeh 2007, 10, 17). Now the principle that “no set encompasses itself” contradicts the other one, equally defended by Vasubandhu: “The Universe [u] encompasses everything”. The contradiction is removed by dropping the claim that u is a set. In other words, what exists are exclusiveley irreflexive entities, the combination of which already is impossible. Their totality is not self-contained (since it is irreflexive) and so is outside (the set). Consequently, u can’t be considered as the whole. The way to Russell and Tarski has beccome one shep shorter.


Perhaps. Still, I remain dissatisfied. What is true of Willifor’s mathematical model applies to Beeh’s as well. Let’s suppose (for the sake of the argument) that reflexivity is reducible, this does not show that irreflexivity applies to epistemic (or intensional) contexts such as contexts de se. The model seems to have been contrived for objects and propositions; but locutions de se are neither de dicto nor de re. So we stay with the problem: how can we conceive of an object’s—not being identical with itself, but—being myself?


This is the neuralgic point where Williford’s, Rudrauf’s and Landini’s second mathematical model comes in. I think it deserves explication in more detail; but let me concentrate on just one point. Talk of the certainty of preflective self-awareness (“why we know it so well” [Horgan/Kriegel 2007]) doesn’t do justice to another one of its undeniable features: its notorious “elusiveness”. Already Kant and Schelling were attentive to it. Both put the problem this way: I want to grasp the subject that I am in its pure subjectivity. Yet when I focus on this subject (through reflection), it becomes an object to me and ceases to be pure subject. “It is only there insofar as I do not grasp it, and insofar as I grasp it, it is no more” (Schelling 1856–64, I/4, p. 357, note 2; cf. I/10, pp. 99ff.). An old model for this formulation is what the Neo-Platonists say of pure matter: “If you don’t look for it, it shows itself, but reach for it, or try to know it, and it will escape” (Schelling 1856–64, II/1, p. 13). Schelling’s immediate model however is Kant who in the Critique of Pure Reason wrote:


Now it is, indeed, very evident that what I must presuppose in order to cognize an object at all, cannot itself be cognized as an object (KrV A 402).


In trying to say who I am I must self-attribute some properties. Wondering about the legitimacy of these attributions, however, I realize that I couldn’t have made them unless I was previously already acquainted with myself. Yet, in this way I presuppose exactly what I had laid claim to explain (A 366, 345 ff.).
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