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And 10 TOPATAVE TPOKLTTEL OTL TPOKEEVOL VO OTOPVYOVUE TNV
en’ dmepov avadpoun, Ba mpémel va dgyxbodue O6tL dev glvar duvatd 1
YVOGN TOV €0wToV va BacileTal mAvTo o€ KATO0V €100V TOVTOTOINON
TOV €0VTOV. ALTO T0 cLUTEPAGHO Ba umopovoe va wONoel Kamolov vo
SexOei tn 0éon 6TL TO «eyd» dev £xel avapopald. AAG o téTow Héon
ompiletat, copemva pe ™ didyvoon tov Shoemaker, ce o tdon va
OKEPTOUOOTE «TNV  oUTEMiyvowon pHe Pdon 10  poviého TG
TOPATNPTGLOKNG YVAOONG, COULP®VO LE TNV OTTO10 TO TPAYLO TOV YiveTon
avVTIANTTO EYEL U100 GUYKEKPIUEVT aoOn T mototnTtonLd. Kat kabag, dtov
EVOOOKOTOVLE, 0eV PPIOKOVUIE OTNV EUTEPIO LG KATL GOV TOV €0VTO,
potdlet cav to Hovo duvatd GLUTEPACUO VO Elvol OTL TO «EYD» deV €xEL
avapOPIKT Agrtovpyia.

' avtd o Shoemaker emonuaivel 6tL Bo Tpénel va. amoppiyovpue
TNV TOPOTNPNCLIOKY] YVAOON MG HOVIEAO Y10 TNV KOTOVONGN TNG 7o
Baotkng HopeNG owTemiyvoong kot ovturpoteivel €vo  €i0og  un-
TOPATNPNCLOKNG OYEONG UE TOV €0vTO, M omoia gival cvuPaty pe v
acvAia évavtt AdBovg tavtomoinong. ‘Etot, 1 amodoyn awtnig e un-
TOPATNPNCLOKNG GYEONG LIOoTNPilel TNV 0o OTL TO «EY®», OTAV
YPNOLLUOTOLEITOL (DG VITOKEILEVO, EVEYXEL ALTOOVOPOPE YMPIC TOVTOTOINGT).

‘Evag tpomog e tov omoio umopet va katavondet avtn 1 1déa g
L1 TOPOTNPNOIOKNG GXECTC LLE TOV €0VTO €ival HEGM TNG LIOOBETNONC LG
TPOGEYYIONC TNG OLTOCLVEIONGIOG MG EVEPYNUATOG 10106 TAENG He TO
evépynua tng ovveidnone. Ia mapddetypo, £va aviiAnmTikd evépynua
dev mepthapPdvel pdvo TV EMLYVOGT TOV OVTIANTTIKOD TEPLEYOUEVOL,
OAAG KO [0, UN-OVTIANTTIKNY EXTYVMGT] TOV 10100 TOL EVEPYNUOTOGC.

For example, the visual experience of a tree involves both the
observational awareness of the tree and the non-observational awareness
of itself. In that sense, consciousness and self-consciousness are
intrinsically related in the act of experiencing. This generic approach can
be further specified depending on how one analyses the idea of non-
observational awareness.

In the phenomenological tradition, this kind of awareness was
conceived as a non-intentional relation at the pre-reflective level. As
Sartre notes: “[I]t is the non-reflective consciousness that makes
reflection possible” (BN, 1iii/19)20. When we are absorbed in what we
are doing, we are intentionally directed towards our task and not towards
our psychological state. The awareness of our psychological state at the
pre-reflective level is not a kind of intentional awareness but what Sartre
calls "non positional consciousness". Non-positional consciousness is not

18 Anscombe 1975.
19 ibid, p. 89.
20 «_it is the non-reflective consciousness which renders the reflection possible”.



intentional, it has no object. Sartre introduces non-positional
consciousness not as a self-standing form of consciousness, but as a
necessary aspect of every positional consciousness, every intentional
consciousness:
“[A]ll positional consciousness of an object is at the same time
non-positional consciousness of itself” (BN 1iii/19).
Thus, all intentional consciousness is self-conscious, not in the sense that
it involves reflection but in the sense that it is non-positionally conscious
of itself. It follows that this pre-reflective self-consciousness is a
ubiquitous form of self-consciousness since it characterizes all intentional
consciousness. So, what should be explored is its internal structure and
the relation it bears to intentional consciousness.
Zahavi has devoted a lot of effort to advancing this task. So I'll turn now
to his analyses in his most recent writings. Zahavi takes PRSC to amount
to the presence of a quale that he calls "for-me-ness”. This quale is
integral in all phenomenal consciousness and it concerns the first-
personal character of experience:

"... there is... something that the different experiences, whatever their
type, whatever their object, have in common. For every possible
experience we have, each of us can say: whatever it is like for me to have
this experience, it is for me that it is like that to have it. What-it-is-like-
ness is properly speaking what-it-is-like-for-me-ness. Although | live
through various different experiences, there is consequently something
experiential that remains the same, namely, their first-personal character."
(Zahavi 2013)

Zahavi claims that for-me-ness, this first-personal character of
experiences, is a kind of self-presence, a kind of first-personal givenness.
He conceives for-me-ness or first-personal givenness as an intrinsic
phenomenal feature of experience that does not depend on the capacity to
self-refer by means of the first-person pronoun. In that sense, even one
that cannot use competently the first-person pronoun, as it happens in
certain cases of autism, has experiences that are characterized by first-
personal givenness. More generally, for-me-ness is introduced as not
dependent on the possession of language at all. It is supposed to be a
feature of experience that we share with non-linguistic animals. Thus, for-
me-ness or first-personal givenness is conceived as a primitive feature of
experience that is unaffected by our initiation into culture.

But what exactly is this experiential givenness? The first-personal
givenness of experience is a peculiar kind of givenness in the sense that it
Is not objectual. Namely, it does not present what it presents as an object.
Zahavi is here inflating the notion of presentation to include an aspect of
experience that involves a kind of minimal self. A self that is present but
not as an object. In other words, the first-personal givenness of
experience is a self-relation that is non-intentional, non-representational.
It rather should be conceived as a kind of acquaintance.



An acquaintance relation, unlike intentional relations, requires that
both its relata obtain. There cannot be an acquaintance relation with
something that does not exist. Moreover, an acquaintance relation is
direct not only in the sense that it is not inferential, but also in the sense
that it is non-conceptual and does not involve the formation of any
judgment. It is this feature of acquaintance that makes it veridical. One
cannot be acquainted with an object in a non veridical way. If | am
acquainted with a pain, then | actually have this pain. So, the
acquaintance relation preserves a feature that resembles infallibility.
However, it is not infallibility proper, since infallibility is a property of
beliefs and there are no beliefs involved at the level of acquaintance2l.

At this point, one may object that acquaintance, like intentionality,
remains a relation to objects. For example, Russell suggests an
acquaintance with sense data and some naive realists conceive perceptual
experience as an acquaintance with external objects. But, as we saw, for-
me-ness is supposed to refer to a distinctive kind of acquaintance with
something existent that is not presented as an object. And as Zahavi
(2013, 335) notes, this "experiential givenness differs from objectual
givenness". How should we understand this peculiar kind of presentation?

Zahavi & Kriegel (2015) reject the idea that for-me-ness is a
detachable self-quale that can occur on its own. That would make it an
objectual givenness. More generally, they hold that for-me-ness does not
pertain to what is experienced, to the content of experience. As Zahavi
(2014) notes, it "doesn’t refer to a specific experiential content, to a
specific what; nor does it refer to the diachronic or synchronic sum of
such content, or to some other relation that might obtain between the
contents in question”. Rather, the "me" of for-me-ness is an aspect of the
way the content of experience is experienced (Zahavi & Kriegel 2015)22.
The way the content is experienced is the act of experiencing. So, the
"me" of for-me-ness is an aspect of the act of experiencing. Zahavi
(2013) adopts a useful formulation from Rowlands (2013) to further
specify the experiential non objectual presentation he introduces.
According to this, for-me-ness or mineness (in Rowlands' terms) is "an
adverbial modification of the act rather than a property of the object of
that act"23.

21 A similar point holds for self-intimacy in the sense that the subject is not self-blind about his
experiences. In this picture, the self-relation is rather understood atomistically, namely as not
depending on anything else.

22 "We can put this by saying that the ‘me’ of for-me-ness is not in the first instance an aspect of what
is experienced but of how it is experienced; not an object of experience, but a constitutive manner of
experiencing."

23 "the phenomenological claim is not that experiences are things we persistently perceive or represent
and that the relation between an experience and its first-personal givenness (subjective presence) is to
be cashed out in terms of an act-object structure. The point is rather that experiential processes are
intrinsically self-revealing. This is also why it might be better to say that we see, hear, or feel
consciously, rather than saying that there is a perception of an object, and in addition an awareness of
the perception (Thomasson 2000: 203)." (Zahavi 2013, 36)



| am not sure how this formulation helps us to clarify what for-me-
ness is and how it is related to consciousness. One problem stems from
the fact that this aspect of consciousness is postulated as having no
internal structure and therefore it cannot be analyzed in terms of act and
object. Moreover, given that for-me-ness is not a separate and distinct
item but, as Zahavi & Kriegel (2015) acknowledge, it is "a ‘formal’
feature of experiential life as such” that characterizes every intentional
consciousness, it must be examined why Zahavi insists on the
experiential givenness of for-me-ness, conceived as an occurrent
phenomenal quality. It is certainly not obvious that the phenomenology of
experience involves this quality. | am not sure how Zahavi could argue
for the phenomenological presence of for-me-ness given that he takes it
to be a formal feature of experiential life, namely a feature that
characterizes all conscious states. For-me-ness is considered to remain
present even in pathological experiences, like thought insertion.

But Zahavi introduces for-me-ness not only on supposedly
phenomenological grounds, but also for explanatory purposes. The most
Important purpose is to account for the distinctiveness of the first-person
perspective. Let us examine this.

If we take for granted Zahavi's claim that for-me-ness is a feature of
experience that we share with non-linguistic animals, then this feature is
unaffected by our initiation into culture and the acquisition of concepts.
But as Zahavi (2013, 337) acknowledges, the exploration of this
primitive, non-conceptual form of self-relation cannot “capture that which
Is distinctive about human consciousness"” and the conceptualized self-
experience. However, if this is the case, it is not clear how the primitive,
non-conceptual form of self-relation we supposedly share with non
linguistic animals can account for the first personal givenness that
characterizes our distinctively human consciousness. After all, there are
no persons at the level of non-linguistic animals.

Zahavi appeals, also, to an additional explanatory purpose that the
introduction of for-me-ness as an occurrent quality of experiencing can
serve. According to this, for-me-ness can account for the sense of
familiarity and the lack of surprise with respect to what we experience as
the experience unfolds. But given that the appearance of inserted thoughts
is not accompanied by a sense of familiarity and a lack of surprise, I
cannot see how for-me-ness can account for this, given that Zahavi
considers for-me-ness as remaining present in thought insertion.

Our sense of familiarity and lack of surprise with respect to what we
experience as the experience unfolds presupposes an understanding of the
unity of our experience. This unity cannot be reduced to the presence of a
non-conceptual quale. Rather, as Kant holds, experience must be
embedded within a conceptually articulated form of thinking which
allows us to encounter the world as objective from a subjective point of
view.
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