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Abstract: Dan Zahavi has argued persuasively that some versions of self-
representationalism are implausible on phenomenological and diaectical grounds: they fail
to make sense of primitive self-knowledge and lead to an infinite regress. Zahavi proposes
an aternative view of ubiquitous prereflective self-consciousnessN the phenomenological
datum upon which Zahavi and self-representationalists agreeN according to which it is a
primitive, sui generis, non-relational property of consciousness. | argue that some
Brentano-style, self-representationalist theories of consciousness are not subject to
Zahavi@ criticisms. | articulate a version according to which consciousness involves self-
acquaintance. This alows one to account for primitive self-knowledge and still maintain
that ubiquitous, prereflective self-consciousness has a relational structure. | aso unearth
the premise upon which the regress objection depends and show that no self-
representationalist need be committed to it. | end by discussing the kinds of considerations
that might alow one to decide between the two theories and the prospects for
OhaturalizingOthem.

|. Introduction

Brentano held tha every conssiousact aims at some object other than itsdlf, its primaryO
object, and at itself, its GecondayO ohject.® Any theory posting tha all consious
episodes represent or are acquanted with themselves 10l call a B-theory.? Zahavi prefers
the view tha all episodes of coniousess are self-consiousbut not ther own objects.
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This mode of self-coniousess is sui generis and doesnOtinvolve self-directed
intentiondity.® 101 call any such theory a Z-theory.

On B-theories, ubiquitous prereflective self-coniousess is a matter of an
episode’ bearing the same kind of relation to itself tha it bears to its primary objects.
Minimally, only one episode one relation, and one primary object are required. On Z-
theories, ubiquitous prereflective self-consciousess is a matter of an episode exhibiting
the sui generis propety of beng norrintentiondly self-consious while, of cours, it is
also intentionally directed at some object other than itself. Minimally: one episode, the
Sui generis propety, one intentiond relation, and one intentional object. B-theorists
arguably work with less. If the two theories are phenomenologicaly equivalent, then,
ceteris paribus B-theory is preferable. | address the objections Zahavi raises agang B-
theories and returnto the question of alvantage.

2. Gurwitsch@ Abandoned Regress®

GurwitschOsegress follows from the assumption of reflexive representation only if one
also assumes tha (1) the episoderepresents all of its representational propeties,® and that
(2) no @isodecan be identified with such a propety.” LetOsccept (2).

Suppo® an episode (S) represents itself. It will thus have the propety of
representing itself (=R). By (1), it represents all its representationd propeties, so it will
represent R as well as S. In virtue or representing R it will have the propety of
representing its propeaty of representing itself (=R*). By (1) it represents R* too. But
now it has the property of representing R* (=R**). And weOreffl We get nat an infinite
ladde of distind con<ious states but one episode representing an infinity of
representational propeties.

But why couldnOta self-representing episode represent only some of its
representational properties? There seems to be no goodreason for thinking tha it would
have to represent them all. As a physcal system, congiousess is unde capecity
congraints and limited in representationd power. Premise (1) ssems very doubtful.

GurwitschOsregress is not a refutation. Bracketing some perhgps stranger
possibilities, it just implies that the representationd powers of consciousness are limited ®
This seems independantly plaugble but does mean that congiousess has some
unrepresented representationd proyerties.’

3. Consciousness and QDbjectO

On Z-theory, an episode of consciousess, thoughself-consious is not its own object.
Given ZahaviOsotion of objecthood, this is plausible. Episodes of consiousess are not
given to themselves the way QxternalO objects are. Primitive sdlf-awareness is
importantly different.*°

O®ject,Gin ZahaviOsense is primarily (thoughnot exclusively) intended to pick
out ordinary mundane objects. Such objects reveal themselves diachronicaly through a
series of profiles. Congiousess doesn® reveal itself via profiles. You canOtflip an
episode of consciousess in orde to see its bottom the way you can stones. Objects thus
exhibit a kind of transcendence episodes of constiousess donOt Objects are relatively
stable and Qnfinitely plundeable. OMy piano remains stable relative to my streaming
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piano-revealing experiences. | can open the piano, look undenesath itN al to multiply
piano profiles. But | canna do that with an episode of coniousess. But does B-theory
imply that coniousess is dways its own object in this sene?

There are modes of self-awareness in which onecan be aware of oneself as object
in this sense: seeing oneself in a mirror, theorizing about consciousess, and, possibly,
watching a computer image of what oneOsbran is doing while one is watching what
onéddran is doing. But when a B-theorist says tha consiousess is its own object, it
canOmmean that congiousess is self-aware in these ways.

4. Shoemaker and Self-Knowledge

Here is a version of ShoemakerOsamousargument.*’ | could not, for all propeties P,
know that | have P by inference from a known identification of myself with an object O
that isP. In orde to knowtha 1=0, | need to knowthat O has a propetyN by hypothesis
distinct from PN only | have. | mug already know tha | have that criterial propety. But
if for every propety P tha | know myself to have by inference from such an
identification, there is some distinct propety P* tha | mus have known myself to have
antecedently, and if all such knowledge of my propeties dependson knowedge of such
identifications then in knowing myself to have even one property, | mug already know
myself to have infinitely many. So there mug be a regress-stopping property we non
inferentially know ourselves to have.

Zahavi believes this suppors Z-theory. Primitive, nonobjectud self-
congiousess satisfies the need for primitive, nonobectud self-knowledge If we
suppo® that primitive self-consciousness is epistemic, then it can groundother sorts of
bjectud O self-knowledge Could primitive self-consiousiess serve as a basis for
primitive self-knowledge on a B-theoretic condrud? Zahavi is right tha it could not if
we consder the sort of representation involved to be the same sort tha isinvolved in the
representation of objects (as undestood above). Suppoe it is like this. A strange
possibility opens up. Your primitive self-consiousess could be phenomenologcally
indistinguishable from, say, thevisud peaception of wo bdls on atable. One of thebdls
isjud an ordinary bdl and the other, strangdy enough,is your consiousess itself. You
might have noidea of this identity and would only be able to learn of it, per impossibile,
by inference. We can see here that the characterization of ubiquitous self-consciousness
as margind or scondary or inatentive, while notfalse, isinaufficient.

There is a looser sense of OolgctOin which if x represents (is acquainted with,
etc.) y, then y is an object for xN no matter wha y is and no matter the species of
awareness. Pace Zahavi, this does not empty the term OolgctOof meaning. It isjus a
very abdract sense.*? Thefact that the term excludes nothing is the very pdnt of the term.
After al, isthere anything we cannot, in some way or other, think abou®? If there is some
sort of awareness relation that holds between an episodeof coniousess and itself, then,
in this wider sense of Ootgct,Oan episode of consiousess will be its own obiject.
Further, | submit, the episodeneed notbetranscendent with respect to itself if therdation
is of jud the right sort. Zahavi seems to maintain tha there is no kind of awareness
relation that an episode could bear to itself tha would not make the episode a
transcendent object with respect to itselfN which, we agree, would have the absurd
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conequences jud noted. Zahavi thusargues tha primitive ubiquitous self-consiousess
mug benonrelational.

But theargument from the impossibility of self-transcendence (at this level) to the
nonrelationd naure of primitive self-consciousess fails. There is a kind of awareness
relation that would nat imply self-transcendence, is epistemic, and is compatible with the
phenomenological fact that primitive self-coniousess is inattentive (marginal or
seconday).*

5. Acquaintance

Therdation | have in mind iswha Russell called acquaintance. 1tOsot a straightforward
representation relation. Importantly, if x isacquanted with 'y, then y exists. This does not
hold for representation generally. It holds, trivially, for al cases of self-representation
(whatever the variety). But the mere representation of an x such that if itOsepresented it
exists doesnOtreally capture presence. There are theories of representation on which
something could represent itself without being present to itself. The satisfaction of the
existence condraint in such cases jus stems from the fact tha the thing has a propety
(assuming tha only existents really have propeaties). That property jus happensto bethe
propety of representing. And the thing it represents jug happes to be itself. The fact
tha it exists and the fact that it represents itself scarcely suffice to capture the notion of
(peing bdore themindOor presence.

The acquantance relation assumes presence.™ If x is acquanted with y, theny is
present to x. Presence to is taken as phenomrenologically primitive.’® Whether it is
ontologically primitive is a question retumed to bdow.

If episodes of consiousiess are self-acquanted, they are primitively and
epistemically self-aware. So self-acquaintance could base deivative forms of self-
knowledge Unlike other forms of self-representation, acquaintance provides the right
sort of intimacy. The episode couldnOjug happen to bear the relation to itself. But there
are worries.

Paradigmatic examples of acquantance feature sensory qudities. Given the facts
of misperception and hdlucindion and given the existence condraint, an acquantance
theorist should reject direct realism and intentiondism about sensory qualities™ The
acquantance theorist should hold: (A) There are layers to perceptual experienceN an
acquantance layer and a supea-imposed representational layer; (B) sensory qudities, as
objects of immediate acquantance, are propaties of onedcongiousess or brain. (A)
allows oneto capture the direct realist flavor of experience, the facts of misperception
and hdludnaion, peceptud presence, and the existence condraint Smultaneoudy. (B) is
the price.*’

But if an episode of congiousness is acquainted with, say, sensory qudities and
itself, donOtve get a new version of ShoemakerOroblem? Is my congiousess just one
object of acquantance among ohers? Given tha sensory qudities do exhibit some sort of
transcendence with respect to congiousiess, by what right dowe claim that oneobject of
acquantance is immanent and the others transcendent? How could consciousness
primitively distinguish itself from wha is, appaently, not consciousness? If we thought
that this relation holds only between constiousess and itself, weOdhave a relational Z-
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theory, onetha posts a specia reflexive relation, rather than a special monadic property,
that only coniousess exhibits. Hardly an advance.

A possible solution: Treat sensory qudities like pats of an episode and the
episodelike their whole. By hypotesis, the whole bears the acquantance relation to all
of its parts andto itsalf. If there is dways some intringc feature that distinguishes it from
al its other objects of acquantance, the problem is solved. It has such a feature. The
whole is intringcaly different from its prope parts. Its self-acquantance invaves the
simultaneous acquantance with its parts.*® And the difference between the parts and the
whole is manifest via acquantance. This is smilar to bang acquainted with the
difference between a sound and a taste or two different sounds Put abdractly, if x is
acqudanted with y and z at t, and y=z, then x is acquainted with the difference between y
and z (or the fact that they are different). Such acquantance with difference does not
require but bases judgnents of difference. And it is easy to see that if an episodeis self-
acquanted and acquainted with its parts (sensory qudities, by hypahesis), it will be
acquanted with its difference from them. In this way, sensory qudities preserve thear
longpuzzling aspect: they are transendent in tha they are not the episode of
congioudess, yet they bdongto theepisodetha comprises them.

Thustherdationinvolved in the self-acquaintance of an episodeof consiousess
need not be thought different from that between the episode and other objects of
acquantance, thoughit is, dtrictly spesking, different from object-representation (in
ZahaviOssense of bject(). The relation is epistemic, and the difference between the
relata is immediately known. Jug as one knows by acquantance a difference beween
two sensory qudities, oneknows by acquaintance the difference between the episode and
all such qudities. Z-theory and this version of B-theory both post immediate self-
knowledge But thelatter has the modest advantage of employing only ore relation, nota
relation and a special monadic propety. If intentionality can be congructed on the basis
of acquantance, then this B-theory ssems preferable.

V1. Conclusion

Everyone concerned agrees tha ubiquitous primitive self-awareness isnOtattentive or
reflective, is importantly unlike nasve perceptual coniousness of ordinary objects,
importantly connected to reflective capacities, temporality, the ego, the mastery of
indexicals, primitive self-knowledge and the unity of coniousess. | thussuspect that
the only way to decide beween the two accounts is at the level of theory not
phenomenology.

Perhgps this B-theory is here in a beter postion. Its relational accourt of
primitive self-awareness suggests tha we might gain by developing an abgract theory of
the relation® Treating primitive self-coniousness as nonrelationd precludes this,
thoughonecan, as Zahavi does elsewhere, trace out the role the primitive property plays
in the overall phenomendogical Geconamy.(3° Does the relationd congrud alow one
deeper ingght into tha role? Wed have to se.

Wha abou naturdization? Both theories entail the rejection of the attempt to
build congiousess out of representation undestood in causal covariance or
teleosemantic terms. An acquantance relation surdy seems unlikely to beunderstood this
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way. But even if we take acquantance as, in some sense, ontologically primitive, one can
still hold that it isindantiated in the brain; onecan even hold that it is, ultimately, entirely
a matter of structure. And perhagos the relation can be identified a pogeriori with a
relation or sructure describable in naurostientifically relevant terms.

We pick out concrete relationsvia our grasp of therelata. And, by abdraction, we
can often figure out if a relation is trangtive, symmetric, wellfounded, etc. The lesson
here is that we should gop worrying eboutwhether the rdationis mysteriousN in asense,
al relationsare mysterious Instead, we should develop an abdract theory of therelation
drawing uponphenonmenological and empirical congderationsand then attempt to isolate
the relata neuro<ientifically. If those relata conform to our more abdract theory of the
relation (and other condraints) then in isolating them we will have isolated the relationin
the only (non-phenomenologcal) way posible.

The modfied B-theory perhaps standsa better chance of fitting into this program
simply because it begins with more structure and might conrect with some existing
mathematical theories.” It could, of course, be a dead end, and both sorts of theory
shoud be pursued. But wha is beginning to become clear, | hope, is that a theory of
congiousess that does not take ubiquitous primitive self-awareness into accourt is a
nonstarter. On this, | think, Zahavi and | wholeheartedly agree. %
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Notes

1. Brentano, 1995, pp. 10154.

2. Eg., Kriegd 2003,Williford 2005, 208, Caston 2002.
3. See, ep., Zahavi 1999.

4. | prder Opisoded @ Osited nd Oat.O @ my theory, the episode, propely individuated,
is the trangent phenonmendogical subject of congiousiess. This explains some
peculiarities of expression.

5. A\bandonelObecause Gurwitsch gppaently came to think that this argument fails. The
habilitation essay in which he made the argument was completed toward the end of 1931
but not published until 1977 four years after GurwitschOsleath. Gurwitsch had agreed to
its publication CE[a Jfter thinking it over for some tlmeE[a nd] not without reservationg)
(1979, p. xi). Curioudy in his Esquisse de la phzon¥ndogie conditutive composed
between 1933 and 1940, Gurwitsch referred to Brentano® dodrine favorably without
mentioning this regress (Gurwitsch 2002, pp. 240-241). And in Marginal Congiousess,
written drca 1950 and published in 1985, Gurwitsch effectively adopts BrentanoO$heory
as his own, changing terminology only (1985, pp. 3-13). Gurwitsch even says, CE[W le
are persuaded to abide by it [Brentano® doarine] in the face of these [James@ and
HusserlObreservations which are not refutationgd(1985, p. 22). &r recent discussions of
this regress see Caston 2002, pp. 79798,and Kriegd 2003, pp. 128.26and my 2006.

6. Brentano says thingsthet suggest this premise, see, e.g., 1995, pp. 154. Other remarks
suggest the Qimited representationd powersOview; see 1995, p. 277. Stictly speaking,
we could restrict this to slf-representationd propeties done.

7. 1tOsctudly more complicated. See my 2006.

8. One can also avoid the regress and even accept (1) either by regecting (2) or by
supposng tha the episode represents itself by quantifying over al its representational
propeties. The propety of so quantifying is itself representationd and would bdong to
the domain. ItOsandogous to a propaition about all propostions It would be a
representational  property in virtue of which congiousess represents al its
representational propeties.

9. | discuss thisin my 2006. This could beproblematic for some versionsof B-theory.
10. | ue OwarenessO ad OongtiousessO mterchangesbly.
11. Shoemaker 1968.

12. Cf. Gurwitsch 1964, p. 158, Orhe term OolgctOis here used in the mog indusve
sense o as to denote whatever may be a topic of discours, thinking, or apprehenson of
any kind whasoever.O

13.1 prefer Orarginal OOpepheal Oand GnatentiveOto terms like Cacit, OQinplicit,Oand
Omtrangtive.OThe former pick out a central aspect of the phenomendogy of primitive
self-congiousess tha everyone should accept and are othewise neutral. O&cit,0and
Omplicit,Oare apt to suggest that prereflective self-consiousess is dispostioralN itOs
not Olntangtive, Oif we take the grammatical andogy serioudy, is ingpproprete to B-
theoriesN prerefl ective self-congioushess does Qake an object.O
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14. Tying intringc intentiondity to congiousess might be anather (perhgps equivalent)
way to capture presence.

15. Tak of (presence® might seem obsure The term is meant to pick out a
phenomenologcaly primitive noton. All primitive nations are obure in the precise
sene tha they cannot be undestood in still more primitive terms. But,
phenomenologcaly, having something before your consious mind via perception is
familiar. And replacing talk of Oprsence toOwith talk of @cquaintance withOmight
highlight the claim tha presence, induding self-presence, is relational. It perhgps better
suggests the central claim abou the categorial satus of presence.

16. By Odiect realismOl mean views according to which we immediately perceive
phydca ordinary objects (or their surfaces) and ther propeties. By OmtentiondismOl
mean any view according to which sensory qudities are fundanentally jus special
objects of representation @nd thusmight not exist even when goparently perceived).

17. Sme of usare willing © pay it.

18. Thepropeaty of bang © acquainted need notitself be congdered apat.
19. | make some stepsin my 2006.

20. Se his excellent 1999.

21. e my 2006.

22. 10dike to thank Uriah Kriegd for hdpful comments on an earlier version.
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