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Self-Conscious Self-Reference


Chapter 1

The Puzzle of Self-Conscious Self-Reference
1.1 The Puzzle of Self-Conscious Self-Reference 

It is a datum that mature human beings fully equipped with language manage to refer to themselves effortlessly using the first-person pronoun (‘I’) and its associated forms (‘me’, ‘mine’, ‘my’).  Yet self-conscious self-reference is a cognitive achievement.  In young children with pervasive developmental disorders such as autism, self-conscious self-reference using ‘I’ is especially delayed and impaired, being achieved only with great difficulty.
  Without the ability to use and understand ‘I’, the consequent loss in the capacity for reflective introspection is immense.
 

The first-person concept and its linguistic correlate ‘I’ play a vitally important role in making possible reflective self-awareness. A reflectively self-aware individual can self-ascribe properties to herself in judgements and thus judge whether certain propositions are true or false of herself.  It is the capacity to make judgements about herself that marks an individual’s awareness as reflective, but it is the fact that these judgements are recognized as being about herself as such that makes such awareness self-awareness. The locution ‘being about herself as such’ signals the idea that the individual takes the judgement’s truth to have immediate implications for herself rather than for someone else.  By contrast an individual that is merely pre-reflectively self-aware cannot self-ascribe properties to herself or judge that certain propositions are true or false of herself. Nonetheless, such an individual may be said to be self-aware in virtue of the way in which she negotiates her environment and shows awareness of her body in relation to objects in her environment.  For example, a cat inspecting its paw for a thorn might be said to be pre-reflectively self-aware. The cat is aware of pain in its paw, and hence aware of itself, but it is (we assume) not in a position to make the judgement ‘I am in pain’.

Without the capacity to use and understand the first-person concept, and one assumes
, to use a linguistic expression with the same role as ‘I’, we would lack reflective self-awareness.  It has been argued that without the first-person concept, both rationality and the capacity to be motivated to act would be impaired.  Rationality would be impaired, since rational integration of one’s mental states depends on being able to recognise one’s beliefs, desires, and intentions as one’s own and to reflect on how to best arrange them.  It is not clear how one could recognise, for example, a belief, as one’s own unless one were capable of having a first  person thought such as  ‘I believe that p.’
  Someone without the ability to recognise the beliefs that p and q as his own, however good a logician, would not be moved from the insight that p and q are contradictory to realise that he himself is engaged in believing an inconsistent pair of beliefs, and that rationality requires him to revise this belief pair. After all, there is no irrationality in its being the case that one person A believes that p and another person B believes that q, where p and q contradict one another.  Thus critical, reflective rationality seems to require the ability to recognise one’s own beliefs (and other intentional mental states) as one’s own, and this recognition requires the first-person concept.  

Motivation and the ability to plan how to act in accordance with one’s desires and goals would also be impaired without reflective self-awareness.  The recognition that X is a reason to ( would be motivationally inert for a subject were it not for the recognition on the subject’s part that X is a reason for her herself to (.
  Thus the first-person concept is indispensable for reasoning and for acting.  It therefore matters a great deal that we have an adequate theory of first-person reference.  Without such a theory, we cannot begin to understand how reflective self-awareness is possible.  And without reflective self-awareness, we would not be the rational, active human beings that we are.  

Despite its importance,  our understanding of how the first-person concept can be used to secure self-conscious self-reference is inadequate.  None of the existing theories of first-person reference is wholly satisfactory; none manages to secure all of the features of basic uses of ‘I’ that intuitively seem to belong to it. Three such features that we shall briefly illustrate are: the irreducible cognitive significance of ‘I’,  the singularity of first-person reference,  and the guaranteed nature of first-person reference. 

The irreducible cognitive significance of ‘I’ seems to be part of what it makes it suitable for the expression of self-conscious thought.   Perry’s case of the careless shopper illustrates the point:

I once followed a trail of sugar on a supermarket floor, pushing my cart down the aisle on one side of a tall counter and back the aisle on the other, seeking the shopper with the torn sack to tell him he was making a mess.  With each trip round the counter, the trail became thicker.  Finally it dawned on  me.  I was the shopper I was trying to catch.
 

Before Perry discovers that he himself was making a mess, he has the thought expressed by:

(a) Someone is making a mess. 

After the discovery, Perry then has the first-person thought expressed by

(b) I am making a mess. 

The mental shift that Perry undergoes in between thinking (a) and (b) involves becoming self-consciously aware of himself, and aware that he is making a mess. Only (b) expresses a genuine ‘I’ thought, because when Perry thinks (b) he knows thereby that his thought is about himself.  Moreover, only (b) directly motivates Perry to take certain actions with regard to himself: e.g. to see that he gets rid of the torn sack, to be apologetic, etc. Without the realisation that he himself was the agent making the mess, Perry would not be motivated to act in the way that he was.  Indeed, an indifferent bystander judging that (a) might be not be motivated to do anything at all.  So ‘I’ appears to have an irreducible cognitive significance and motivational force for the person who employs it in an ‘I’ thought. 


‘I’ also appears to be a singular referring term, one which each person can use to single out herself as the object of reference.  If  ‘I’ really is to be a singular referring term, then an ‘I’ user will need to be able to discriminate between herself –the correct referent of her use of ‘I’—and others.  This appears to be a sensible requirement.  It is derived from the idea that if a subject S refers directly to A rather than B, then it must be the case that S knows the difference between A and B.  For if  S could not differentiate between A and B, then S would not know the difference between the truth conditions for the thoughts that A is F and B is F.  But it is arguable that in order to have a thought with a certain content, one must know, or know how to go about, finding out the truth conditions for that thought.
  If this is right, then we can understand why ‘I’ thoughts are expressions of particular self-awareness and self-knowledge.  If the use of ‘I’ were not grounded in any discriminating awareness of oneself, then ‘I’ would not express particular self-awareness but would merely function as a universal form of self-consciousness in general.
  

Yet the special cognitive significance of ‘I’ and the way it provides each person who uses it with particular self-awareness, has to be reconciled with the fact that self-conscious self-reference is extremely robust.  Uses of ‘I’ are both immune to reference failure and to mistaken or incorrect reference.  P.F. Strawson explains:

Anyone who is capable of formulating such [an ‘I’] thought will have mastered the ordinary practice of personal reference by the use of personal pronouns;  and it is a rule of that use, that the first-personal pronoun refers, on each occasion of its use, to whoever then uses it.  So the fact that we have, in the case imagined, a user, is sufficient to guarantee a reference, and the correct reference for the use.  It is not in the least necessary, in order for the guarantee to operate, that the user should know who he is.
 

The puzzle of self-conscious self-reference concerns how ‘I’ can refer in such a way as to express particular self-awareness with irreducible cognitive significance and yet be such that its reference is extremely robust, being immune to reference failure and errors of misidentification. 

Strawson’s explanation that one does not need to know exactly who one is in order to self-consciously self-refer is not entirely satisfactory.  It is true that one does not need to know any particular facts or to know that any description or name applies to oneself in order to successfully refer using ‘I’.  Nonetheless, one must be aware of oneself in some way when using ‘I’, on pain of its not being the case that one uses ‘I’ to self-consciously self-refer. Without being aware of oneself in some way when self-referring, we should not be able to account for the cognitive significance of ‘I’ thoughts. Yet most attempts to specify the mode of self-awareness that accompanies successful use of ‘I’ are too restrictive. It does not seem necessary to be perceptually aware of oneself  in any particular way, nor to be conceptually aware of oneself as belonging to some category or another.  Whether submerged in a sensory deprivation tank with all one’s memories erased, or in the dark of Cartesian doubt, one can still self-consciously self-refer using ‘I’.   So another explanation of how this is possible is needed.  

1.2  Standard Solutions and an Alternative

The main claim made by this thesis is that the capacity for self-conscious self-reference fundamentally rests on awareness of one’s own agency as a speaker or thinker, as one who intentionally produces a token ‘I’.  The method by which this claim is supported, however, is not empirical, but by means of philosophical argument and comparison of rival philosophical theories of first-person reference. 

There are at present two dominant, standard theories of first-person reference: the Perceptual Demonstrative View (PD) and the Token-Reflexive Account (TR), itself a variant of what I shall call ‘the Rule Based Account’  or ‘Rule Theory’ (R).
  This thesis will preserve the best insights of both accounts and combines them in an alternative account  based on agent’s knowledge. 

According to the Perceptual Demonstrative View (PD), the reference of ‘I’ is determined in a manner analogous to the determination of the referent of a perceptual demonstrative term such as ‘this’ or ‘that’. Just as one cannot fully understand the meaning of a perceptual demonstrative term without perceptual knowledge of its referent, so one cannot really understand the meaning of the first-person without some self-knowledge.  Consequently, self-reference is impossible on this view without some self-knowledge. The kind of self-knowledge relevant to self-reference is not the exalted self-knowledge sought by Socrates or psychoanalysts; it is the knowledge of which object in the world one is, which has to do with one’s spatiotemporal location and other physical properties. The main example of the PD view that we shall consider in this thesis is Evans’ theory in his Varieties of Reference.

According to the Rule Based Account (R), the reference of ‘I’ is determined by a rule such as the token-reflexive rule that a token ‘I’ refers to whoever produced it.  Acceptance that the token-reflexive rule governs the usage of ‘I’ is compatible with accepting the Perceptual Demonstrative View of  self-conscious self-reference using ‘I’.  It could be held that the token-reflexive rule gives a correct account of what constitutes the reference of ‘I’, but that perceptual knowledge is needed to epistemically determine the referent of any particular token ‘I’.  However, proponents of the Rule Based Account generally attach such an importance to the rule in giving an account of first-person reference that their account is in fact incompatible with the Perceptual Demonstrative View. The standard view of rule theorists such as Kaplan (1989) is that the rule plus context takes care of the reference of a token ‘I’, thereby obviating the need for self-knowledge in order to secure self-reference.
  Consequently, there is an apparent conflict between Perceptual Demonstrative View and the Rule Based Account on the requirements for self-conscious self-reference.  To be sure, this conflict conceals deeply different conceptions of reference.

The Perceptual Demonstrative View seems to be a very demanding view of self-conscious self-reference, while the Rule Based Account does not seem demanding enough.  The Perceptual Demonstrative view seems to have the false implication that self-conscious self-reference is not possible without either actual perceptual information-links to oneself or the capacity to update such links.   The purely Rule Based Account seems to have the unwelcome implication that anything, even an inanimate machine, can refer to itself using ‘I’ in virtue of producing tokens of ‘I’.  Consequently there is a need for a middle ground between the Perceptual Demonstrative View and the Rule Based Account.   

The alternative to the Perceptual Demonstrative View and the Rule Based Account that is sought would have the following features. Like the Perceptual Demonstrative View, it would accept that some self-knowledge is required for self-reference.  This appears to be an unavoidable implication even if we accept that the token-reflexive rule governs the reference of ‘I’ in language.  In order to know that the rule applies and that one has applied it correctly, one needs at a minimum the self-knowledge that one is oneself the producer of the token ‘I’.  Without such self-knowledge, the rule cannot explain why producing a token ‘I’ in an ‘I’ statement can be used to express a self-conscious thought. 

Unlike the Perceptual Demonstrative View, the desired alternative account should try to secure or make sense of the intuitions that ‘I’ has guaranteed reference, and that repeated use of ‘I’ does not require keeping track of oneself over time.  In this thesis, I suggest that an account of self-reference based on agent’s knowledge would fulfil these desiderata.  I argue that agent’s knowledge is the basic kind of self-knowledge that underwrites self-conscious self-reference. Moreover, a certain Cartesian intuition is vindicated: when one knows that one is thinking about oneself in virtue of agent’s knowledge of one’s action of thinking, then one cannot wonder who the subject of one’s thought is.  So one’s knowledge that one is oneself the referent and producer of one’s token ‘I’ will be, when based on agent’s knowledge, immune to error through misidentification.  So one of the central features of basic self-conscious thought can be explained by appealing to agent’s knowledge of the action of thinking.
 

This account represents a synthesis of the Perceptual Demonstrative View and the Rule Based Account, and a genuine alternative to both.  It differs from Perceptual Demonstrative Account in that it bases self-reference on agent’s knowledge.  In chapter 6, it is argued that agent’s knowledge is different from perceptual knowledge.  It  shares with the Rule Based Account the assumption that the reference of ‘I’ is constitutively determined by the token-reflexive rule.  However, it disputes the claim of rule theorists, that one can self-refer merely in virtue of producing a token ‘I’.  The agent-centred account claims that one needs awareness of oneself as an agent, as, for example, producing a token ‘I’, in order to self-consciously self-refer.  This follows because  self-conscious self-reference requires not mere constitutive determination of reference, but epistemic determination.  One must know that it is to oneself that one is referring in order to use ‘I’ properly and successfully. 


My procedure in constructing an alternative theory of reference for ‘I’ has to been to adopt, at  the start, that the meaning of ‘I’ is governed by the token-reflexive (TR) rule: a token ‘I’ refers to whoever produced it.  I have then tried to expand the resources of the TR account to deal with its fundamental lacuna:  the need to explain the connection between use of ‘I’ in accordance with TR and self-consciousness.  I  found that once the view was developed, it departed considerably from the bare bones of rule theory as found in Kaplan and Perry.  I therefore call the alternative view: TR plus agent’s knowledge, or TR+AK.  A schematic statement of  TR+AK is this: 

(a) The reference of ‘I’ on each occasion of use is constitutively determined by the token-reflexive rule, i.e. a token ‘I’ refers to whoever intentionally produced it. 

(b) Mastery of the first-person pronoun requires being able to epistemically determine the referent of any token ‘I’. 

(c) Being able to epistemically determine the referent of a token ‘I’ requires knowing how to apply the token-reflexive rule in a given context. 

(d) In order to apply the token-reflexive rule one needs to be able to determine who the agent responsible for producing the token ‘I’ is. 

a.  In the case where one is oneself the agent, one must be aware, at some level, perhaps pre-conceptually, of oneself as producing the token I concept  or term.

b. In the case where someone else is the agent, one must be aware in some way, perhaps perceptually, that someone has produced the token ‘I’. 

(e) Awareness of oneself as the agent of one’s ‘I’ thoughts or speech acts is a form of agent’s knowledge, rather than observational knowledge.

(f) Such awareness of oneself as the agent of an action of referring to oneself in thought or speech is constitutive of the psychological mode of presentation associated with each person’s use of ‘I’.

The central idea of the alternative account is that mastery of the first-person pronoun requires knowing who, or being able to determine who,  the referent of any token of the pronoun is on any occasion of use.
  Without such epistemic determination of the referent of ‘I’, we would not be able to account for the cognitive significance of ‘I’.  In the case where one is referring to oneself by using ‘I’,  one knows oneself to be the referent in virtue of agent’s knowledge of being the producer of the token ‘I’.  It is argued in this thesis that agents generally have non-observational immediate knowledge of many of their intentional actions, including actions such as producing ‘I’ in speech or thought.  Consequently, the robust nature of first-person reference can be explained by appealing to agent’s knowledge.  First, uses of ‘I’ will have guaranteed reference in the following sense: whenever ‘I’ is intentionally produced in speech or thought, there will be an agent responsible for producing it.  According to the token-reflexive rule, this agent will then be assigned as the semantic referent of that token ‘I’.  Moreover, since the token was produced with agent’s knowledge, the agent herself will generally be in a position to know that she is the agent responsible for producing the token ‘I’, and thus the agent’s intentional reference (or speaker’s reference) will also be to herself.  In general, self-ascriptions of the action of self-referring when based on agent’s knowledge will be immune to error through misidentification as well.  The idea is that, if I know of my action in the special way that agents know of their actions, then in knowing of an action I cannot question whether that action is mine.  To say ‘Someone is referring to me by saying ‘I’, but is it me?’ would imply an alienation from my actions that would call into question the very idea that saying ‘I’ was an action of mine rather than something that just happened to me.
   


The alternative account (TR+AK) thus manages to secure both the robust nature of first-person reference as well as its special cognitive significance.  TR+AK accepts the idea that when someone has an ‘I’ thought there is an associated first-person psychological mode of presentation involved in addition to the pure linguistic conventional meaning of I.  For each person S, it is true that only S can be presented to herself under this first-person mode of presentation I.  The characterisation of this first-person mode of presentation is something like ‘the agent of this very utterance’, ‘the producer of this token I’, or ‘the person now speaking’.  But as on the token-reflexive account, this description should not be seen as entering in any way into the truth-conditional content of the subject’s ‘I’ statement.  The psychological mode of presentation of a term or concept, although important in explaining the cognitive significance for the subject, or the statement or thought, does not determine the truth conditions of the subject’s statement. 

The alternative account is something of a hybrid between the Perceptual Demonstrative and Rule Based Approaches. It respects the motivations of both standard views while avoiding some of the difficulties peculiar to each.  Moreover, it is claimed that it is  a coherent view and a genuine alternative to the standard views.   

1.3  Precedents  and Background Sources for the Alternative Theory
Few philosophical ideas are entirely new.  The idea of basing a theory of first-person reference on agent’s knowledge is no different in this regard. This section highlights some of the work on ‘I’ by philosophers that lays the foundation for the alternative theory (TR+AK) advocated in this thesis.  The seminal influences and groundwork for the alternative theory consist principally in selected articles by Anscombe (1975), Nozick (1981), Peacocke (1983), O’Brien (1994), (1995) and Campbell (1994). 

Anscombe (1975) is important for sparking off, or at least reviving
, the entire debate as to whether ‘I’ is a referring term and for presenting the puzzles attendant on anyone that holds that ‘I’ is a referring term with certain features such as guaranteed reference. Since her essay has been well discussed elsewhere
, this discussion will restrict itself to those aspects of Anscombe’s account which are of immediate relevance to the alternative theory constructed in this thesis.

Anscombe’s principal conclusion in ‘The First-person’ was that “ ‘I’ is neither a name nor another kind of expression whose logical role is to make reference at all”.
 One of her main lines of argument for this conclusion is from the premise that referring terms such as proper names are associated with conceptions of the objects to which they refer, but there can be no conception associated with the referent of ‘I’.
  Thus, ‘I’ could not be a referring expression.  She writes: 


 The question was, what does ‘I’ stand for?  If the question is asked, and ‘I’ is supposed to stand for its object as a proper name does, we need an account of a certain kind.  The use of a name for an object is connected with a conception of that object.  And so we are driven to look for something that, for each ‘I’ user, will be the conception related to the supposed name ‘I’, as the conception of a city is to the names ‘London’ and ‘Chicago’, that of a river to ‘Thames’ and ‘Nile’, that of a man to ‘John’ and ‘Pat’.  Such a conception is requisite if ‘I’ is a name, and there is no conception that can claim to do the job except one suggested by “self-consciousness”. 
  

Anscombe holds that we cannot understand what a name refers to unless we can classify the bearer of the name as pertaining to a certain sort of thing;  for example, we know that ‘London’ is the name of a city.  The obvious answer in the case of ‘I’ is that ‘I’ refers to a person or self, an ‘I’ user.  But Anscombe rejects this answer, on the grounds that we lack a clear understanding of what selves are. She further comments ‘It may be very well to describe what selves are; but if I do not know that I am a self, then I cannot mean a self by “I”.’
  We gain no illumination if we say that ‘I’ refers to a self, and say that the self is whatever it is that is the referent of ‘I’.

Moreover, it seems positively unnecessary to employ a sortal conception in order to successfully self-refer using ‘I’.   One’s use of ‘I’ seems guaranteed to refer to oneself, regardless of how one conceives of oneself.  When Kafka’s character in The Metamorphosis awakens to find himself utterly changed into a beetle and comes to conceive of himself as non-human, he nonetheless carries on using the first-person.
 One might conclude then that ‘I’ refers directly, without any mediating sortal conception.  Yet one might still hold that one has to be presented with oneself in a certain way in order to refer using ‘I’.  Even when using a demonstrative, one refers to an object by perceiving it or being presented with it in a certain way.  Nonetheless, it does not appear necessary to be perceptually presented with oneself in any particular way either.  Anscombe’s example of the sensory deprivation tank shows that one can continue to refer to oneself self-consciously despite not being perceptually presented to oneself in any way.  

Anscombe herself notes that  ‘I’ is immune to reference failure and immune to mistaken identification of the reference.
 She also assumes—without complete justification—that a referring term must single out its object in virtue of some contingent conditions satisfied by just that object. To have some such set of contingent conditions appears to be what it is to be associated with a clear conception or mode of presentation.  But this assumption conflicts with the feature of immunity to reference failure and mistaken identification.  

To sum up, Anscombe’s main worry about ‘I’ as a referring term boils down to the fact that there is no clear theory of sense (mode of presentation) for ‘I’:

We seem to need a sense for this quasi-name ‘I’.  To repeat the Frege point: we haven’t got this sense just by being told which object a man will be speaking of, whether he knows it or not, when he says ‘I’.  Of course, that phrase ‘whether he knows it or not’ seems highly absurd.  His use of ‘I’ surely guarantees that he does know it!  But we have a right to ask what he knows; if ‘I’ expresses a way its object is reached by him, what Frege called an ‘Art des Gegebenseins’, we want to know what that way is, and how it comes about that the only object reach in that way by anyone is identical with himself.

In Anscombe’s eyes, the peculiar properties of uses of ‘I’ (guaranteed reference, immunity to error through misidentification) must somehow be explained by the fact that ‘I’ really does not function to pick out a particular object in the world at all.  The function of sense is to present the reference of a term, or to serve as a way in which the object of reference is presented.  Sense functions to restrict the way and extent to which the object can be known.  But there appears to be no such restriction in the use of ‘I’.  Each person simply says ‘I’ and ipso facto self-refers.   


 Anscombe formulated the problem of how ‘I’ refers, but did not win through to the solution.  Nonetheless, there are suggestions that can be drawn from her work.  She noted the rule that ‘I’ refers to the speaker (of a token ‘I’) and wondered how this rule might be reconciled with the fact that, from the perspective of the speaker, there is no need for identification: 


If you are a speaker who says ‘I’, you do not find out what is saying ‘I’. You do not, for example, look to see what apparatus the noise comes out of and assume that that is sayer; or frame the hypothesis that something connected with it is the sayer.  If that were in question you could doubt whether anything was saying ‘I’’.
 

Although Anscombe agrees that one does not need observational knowledge to identify oneself as the referent of ‘I’,  she does not draw the conclusion in ‘The First-person’ that therefore first-person reference must be grounded on some other kind of knowledge.  Instead, she draws the conclusion that ‘I’ does not refer at all. In line with this non-referentialist position, she also appears to endorse towards the end of ‘The First-person’ an impersonal conception of action.  She concludes by saying that being self-conscious involves having ‘unmediated agent or patient conceptions of actions, happenings, or states’ where ‘these conceptions are subjectless’.
 In Anscombe’s eyes, their being subjectless explains how, on the one hand, self-ascriptions of self-conscious experiences do not require an identification of the subject and, on the other hand, the absence of the availability of such first-person self-ascriptions issues in a lapse of self-consciousness. However, it is absolutely not necessary to infer from the fact that certain self-ascriptions are criterion-less to the conclusion that they do not thereby refer. As Strawson remarks, ‘ “I” can be used without criteria of subject-identity and yet refer to a subject, because, even in such a use, the links with those criteria are not in practice severed.
  Yet Anscombe’s own work points to a  better solution than non-referentialism.  As will be shown in this thesis, her thought experiment of the ‘A’ users and her theory of agent’s knowledge in Intention suggest that there is an intimate relation between the capacity for reflective self-awareness and agent’s knowledge. 


The next influential work on the topic of self-reference did not emerge until 1981 with the publication of Nozick’s ‘theory of the self as synthesized’.  Nozick (1981) proposed that  ‘the self is synthesized around the reflexive act [of self-referring]. An entity is synthesized around the reflexive act and it is the ‘I’ of that act’.
 He claims that he was driven to this extreme view, because it was the only way he could see of accounting for the fact that uses of ‘I’ are immune to error through misidentification (IEM) and guaranteed to refer (GR).  His theory eliminates the gap between the self and the thing referred to on an occasion as ‘I’ by reducing the self to none other than the referent of a given act of self-reference. In his words, 

…if the self is synthesized around the reflexive act [of self-referring] there is no room for the act to refer to something other than it.  The self is synthesized as the object referred to in the reflexive tokening of ‘I’. I know that when I say ‘I’, the reference is to myself, because myself is synthesized as the thing to which that act refers to…’.
 

Nozick’s conclusion is extreme, although unlike Anscombe he refrains from saying that ‘I’ does not refer and instead says that ‘I’ refers just to the entity synthesized through the act of intentional self-reference. The result is that the referent of ‘I’ is not a substantial, real persisting self.  Thus, some philosophers would be inclined to read Nozick’s argument as a reductio ad absurdum of the claim that ‘I’ refers (with the properties GR and IEM).
  Although Nozick’s theory is not successful as a theory of the self, in articulating it Nozick discovered some important truths. First, Nozick emphasises the fact that self-reference is an intentional action.  Second, Nozick sees that the important question to ask after with regards to self-knowledge is how one knows that ‘I’ refers to oneself, and sees that the answer should take into account the fact that the self thus referred to must be the producer of the token ‘I’ (in ordinary circumstances). 


The next contribution in the debate was Peacocke’s (1983) critique of Nozick, and the subsequent elaboration by O’Brien (1994) and (1995). Both Peacocke and O’Brien can be seen to be advocating a sophisticated version of rule theory, one that would attempt to explain why the use of ‘I’ in accordance with a rule like the token-reflexive rule in fact suffices to secure self-conscious self-reference. On this approach the sense of ‘I’ would fall out of a correct account of what it is to determine the reference of ‘I’.  For example, both Peacocke (1983) and O’Brien (1995) offer explanations of why the use of ‘I’ in accordance with the rule that ‘each use of ‘I’ refers to whoever produced it’  will in fact usually suffice to express a first-person thought.  For Peacocke, use of ‘I’ in accordance with the rule is tantamount to self-conscious self-reference because such use requires knowing that one intentionally produced the token ‘I’ and ‘each person usually knows of the utterances he intentionally produces that it is indeed he who is producing them’.
  For O’Brien (1995), the explanation of how  the use of ‘I’ in accordance with the self-reference rule yields self-conscious self-reference must go farther than citing the fact that usually people know when they are producing their utterances intentionally that they are the ones producing them.  The principled basis from which this knowledge derives, according to O’Brien, is an agent’s ‘knowledge by participation’ of her action of referring. Moreover, such knowledge is non-observational.  The approach based on agent’s knowledge advocated in this thesis owes its inspiration to O’Brien (1995). 


 Both Peacocke and O’Brien interpret what it is to use ‘I’ in accordance with a rule in a thick fashion.  On the thick interpretation of the rule, use of ‘I’ in accordance with the self-reference rule requires knowing that one is using ‘I’ as a device of self-conscious self-reference.  On a thin interpretation, using ‘I’ in accordance with the rule is simply for it to be the case that one’s own use of ‘I’ in fact refers to oneself (because one produced it) and someone else’s use of ‘I’ refers to herself.  Thus use of ‘I’ in accordance with the rule on the thin interpretation does not suffice for self-conscious self-reference.  The target of criticism under the term ‘rule theory’ or ‘rule based account’ in this thesis is not an account like Peacocke or O’Brien’s, but an account like David Kaplan’s version of rule theory, which employs a thin interpretation of using ‘I’ in accordance with the rule. 

Finally, it should be noted that the theme of agent’s knowledge also makes an appearance in Campbell (1994), a work which strongly advocates a token-reflexive account of ‘I’. Campbell recognises that usually the question ‘Someone uttered ‘I’, but was it me?’ does not even arise, because in order for such a question to arise, the questioner must lack a fairly fundamental capacity to monitor her own speech acts.  In Campbell’s words, ‘I may know that it was I who produced the token simply because I produced it intentionally.  One use of the ordinary first-person is to express such agent’s knowledge’.
 Campbell’s work also contains material relevant to the question of what agent’s awareness contributes to self-reference at a pre-conceptual level, particularly in his discussion of practical, pre-reflective awareness of one’s causal powers and ‘causal structure’. However, Campbell does not specifically address the contribution of agent’s knowledge to self-conscious self-reference, in part because he is keen to emphasise that the token-reflexive (TR) account of self-reference places no epistemic requirements on the person who uses ‘I’ to self-refer.
  TR places a causal, not epistemic, condition that someone must meet if he is to successfully self-refer.  TR simply says that one must be causally related to the token in the appropriate (non-deviant) way.  Of course, meeting this causal condition is not sufficient for achieving self-conscious self-reference.  Campbell agrees that where self-awareness is lacking, we do not have genuine first-person thought.  But he does not wish to assume that all the modes of self-awareness that sustain first-person thought can be brought under the aegis of agent’s knowledge.  Consequently, unlike Peacocke and O’Brien, who offer an account of first-person reference, on which the sense of ‘I’ follows from an account of the determination of the reference of ‘I’, Campbell’s account has the sense and reference of ‘I’ related only by ‘reciprocal regulation’ and the weak requirement of ‘concordance’.
   There is no link in his view between the way in which the reference of ‘I’ is fixed by the token-reflexive rule and the way in which someone can be reflectively self-aware in using ‘I’. 

On the alternative account advocated in this thesis, an agent’s awareness of herself as referring to herself is what must be added to the token-reflexive rule in order to secure the result that use of ‘I’ in accordance with that rule will be self-conscious.  Such an account is non-reductive about self-consciousness, but not hopelessly circular either.  The strategy for eliminating circularity is to appeal to the pre-conceptual, primitive nature of agent’s awareness as a way of underwriting the more sophisticated forms of self-awareness expressed in ‘I’ statements and ‘I’ thoughts.  The same strategy for avoiding circularity is pursued by Bermúdez (1998).
  

1.4 Looking Ahead: A Map of the Thesis

The structural plan of this thesis is as follows. Chapter 2 argues that against the perceptual demonstrative model of ‘I’.  It is argued that there are insurmountable differences between ‘I’ and demonstratives: uses of ‘I’ do not appear to be information-based; uses of ‘I’ do not require keeping track of who is using ‘I’; it is part of the meaning of ‘I’ that it has guaranteed reference. Finally, it is argued that there are many central uses of ‘I’ in psychological self-predications and in so-called ‘representationally-independent uses’ that cannot be accounted for by the perceptual model at all.  


Chapter 3 investigates the notion of ‘immunity to error through misidentification’, paying special attention to the types of properties and ways of knowing that such properties are instantiated that figure in IEM judgements.  To some extent, the conclusion of Chapter 3 is cautiously negative: IEM appears less significant for first-person thought than one might think.  Many perceptual demonstrative thoughts are IEM too, but, by the argument of chapter 2, these thoughts are not first-person thoughts.
Moreover, no metaphysical conclusions about the nature of the self follow from the fact that certain ‘I’ judgements are IEM.  Immunity to error through misidentification is a property of judgements that has entirely to do with the way in which they are known, not their subject matter. Chapter 3 serves to clarify and define the notion of IEM, which is central to many discussions of self-conscious self-reference.
 


Chapter 4 picks up the main thread of the argument.  Having argued in chapter 2 that the reference of ‘I’ cannot be determined by a subject’s perceptual knowledge, we now examine rule-based theories of the reference of ‘I’.  Rule based theories are distinguished by a commitment to two principles.  First, rule theorists hold that a rule (such as the token-reflexive rule) constitutively determines the reference of tokens of ‘I’.  Second, rule theorists hold that there is nothing more to say about the determination of the reference of ‘I’.  Thus rule theory as characterised in this thesis is deflationary about self-conscious self-reference.  It is argued that rule theories, by rejecting epistemic requirements on singular reference, cannot account for the distinctive cognitive significance of ‘I’.   It is concluded that no pure rule theory can succeed in providing a complete account of how ‘I’ refers—such theories must be supplemented somehow. 


Chapter 5 proposes that by appealing to agent’s knowledge, we can supplement the token-reflexive rule (TR) in such a way as to avoid the objections commonly raised against it. The intuitive motivation for this move is provided by consideration of Anscombe’s thought experiment of the ‘A’ users, who lack agent’s knowledge and lack ‘I’ thoughts.  It is argued that the ‘A’ users lack ‘I’ thoughts because they lack agent’s knowledge. The resulting account is not a pure rule theory.  To mark this fact, it is called TR+AK.  The new view comes close perhaps to what sophisticated proponents of TR (e.g. Peacocke 1983, O’Brien 1995) have wanted to say, but constitutes a view which has not really until recently received systematic exposition as a theory of reference.


Chapter 6 answers some of the questions left unanswered by the programmatic statement of the alternative view in chapter 5.  In particular, agent’s knowledge is characterised as ‘non-observational’, and as such that it is neither caused nor justified by perception. This characterisation of agent’s knowledge differentiates it from perceptual knowledge and secures the claim of the alternative account to be distinct from the perceptual demonstrative model.  


Chapter 7, the Conclusion, recapitulates the argument of the thesis in simple dialectical form and points to the change in the conception of self-conscious self-reference that results from emphasizing agent’s knowledge as a mode of self-awareness. 

Appendix 1 A:  Why Descriptivism and Non-Referentialism are Not ‘Live Options’
In this thesis, I consider what I regard to be the most promising approaches to the topic of first-person reference. Noticeably absent from extended consideration are two approaches:  non-referentialism and descriptivism. Part of the reason for the omission is that these approaches have already received considerable criticism in the literature. Moreover, this criticism appears to be definitive.  In my opinion, these positions are dinosaurs: they belong in a museum for failed philosophical ideas.  In this section, I briefly summarize the fundamental objections to each view.

Non-referentialism is the view that ‘I’ is not a referring term.  Its proponents include Lichtenberg, possibly Wittgenstein, and Anscombe (1975).
 By and large, the position of non-referentialism has to be rejected as incredible.  

Grammatical evidence counts against the view that ‘I’ is not a referring term.  In the absence of a good reason why we should distrust the evidence of grammar, the evidence must stand.  Certainly ‘I’  functions syntactically like a singular referring term. For example, from the fact that S says ‘I am F’, we can infer that someone is F. Moreover, we know how to determine the truth-conditions of an assertion expressed using ‘I’.  Anscombe herself supplies the rule: ‘If X asserts something with “I” as subject, this assertion will be true if and only if what he asserts is true of X’.
 

Non-referentialists like to compare the role of ‘I’ in ‘I am thinking’ to the role of ‘it’ in ‘It is raining’.
 Though there is analogy, it is not clear that it cuts in favour of the view that ‘I’ is not a singular referring term.  From the truth of ‘It is raining’ we can infer that there is a place where it is raining.  Similarly, from ‘I am thinking’ we can infer that someone is thinking.  In ‘It is raining’ the true subject of the thought is suppressed: the full statement is ‘Here it is raining’, where ‘here’ refers to the place of utterance.
  By contrast, the subject in ‘I am thinking’ is not suppressed and is fully articulated.  The criterion for determining whether a constituent of a sentence is suppressed or unarticulated is that (i) it does not explicitly figure in the sentence expressing the thought, and (ii) it must be taken into account in order to assign a truth value to the thought expressed by the sentence.  By this criterion, however, ‘I’ is a fully articulated constituent of the thought expressed by ‘I am thinking’, whereas the thought expressed by ‘It is raining’ lacks a fully articulated subject. So what appears at first glance to be an analogy that bolsters the view that ‘I’, like ‘it’, is not a referring term, gives way to a disanalogy between ‘I’ and ‘it’. 

Grammatically non-referentialists are on shaky ground. But non-referentialists may have had good epistemic motivations for their view.  Lichtenberg’s motivations were epistemic, as when he wrote: 


We become conscious of certain ideas which are not dependent on us.  Some believe that we at least depend on ourselves.  Where is the boundary?  The only thing we know is the existence of our sensations, ideas, and thoughts.  We should say, it thinks, just as we say, it thunders.  To say cogito is already too much, as soon as you translate it by I think.  The assumption, the postulation of the I, the Self, is a practical need.

Lichtenberg’s real point was that the self is not presented in experience or introspection in the same way as objects are presented in perception.  In perception, each object has a firmly delimited spatial boundary, or, if that is too much, has a portion of it which can be firmly circumscribed and apprehended by the person viewing the object. Thus, even if someone cannot view a vast lake or mountain at once, they can focus their attention on some spatially delimited portion of such an object. By contrast, Lichtenberg thinks that the self, qua thinker of ‘I’ thoughts, does not present itself as having clear spatial boundaries.  Now, of course, if the self is bodily, then it does have a clear boundary which is present in experience: the boundaries of each person’s self coincide with the boundaries of her body.  Lichtenberg does not consider this possibility, probably because he thought of the self as an immaterial substance or soul.
 But even if we accept the epistemic claim that the ‘I’ of the ‘I’ think does not present itself in the way that bodies in the world do, it does not follow that ‘I’ does not refer. For it may be the case that ‘I’ has a different sense from ‘that object (the one I see)’. Non-referentialism, then embodies an insight, but it is an epistemic one, not a semantic one.  The non-referentialist mistakes his epistemic discovery for a thesis about the reference of ‘I’. 

Descriptivism is the view that the meaning of ‘I’ is given by some description, such as ‘the thinker of this thought’.  In ‘On the Nature of Acquaintance’ (c. 1914/1917) Russell  endorsed descriptivism after abandoning his earlier view that ‘I’ was a proper name.
 In contemporary times, Rovane (1987) attempts to maintain a descriptivist position on the reference on ‘I’.
  Rather than holding that the reference of ‘I’ is given by a single description, Rovane adopts a cluster theory, on which ‘I’ is the referent of the bulk of true descriptions about a given person.
  The cluster theory remedies one defect of the original approach, on which ‘the F’ could not denote an object unless that object actually was F. However, it makes little difference to the main problem with descriptivism.  

The fatal objection to descriptivism is that it fails to capture the irreducible cognitive significance of ‘I’ statements.  No description, or conjunction of descriptions, can substitute for ‘I’ in an ‘I’ statement in such a way as to preserve the sense of the original ‘I’ statement.  Thus, if ‘the F’ abbreviates a long series of true descriptions of me, compare: ‘The F is G’ with ‘I am G’.  I can assent to ‘I am G’ while denying or remaining agnostic about the truth of ‘The F is G’.  In particular, if I am not very reflective or knowledgeable about myself, I may fail to realize that I am the F.  

 Let the reader consider the most favourable candidate for a description that could go proxy for ‘I’, ‘the person thinking this thought’.  The initial plausibility that this description can capture the sense of ‘I’ is due entirely to its use of the demonstrative.  When we attempt to unpack the meaning of the demonstrative, we either make use of ‘I’ or ‘my’ or leave it as a primitive demonstrative.  Either way, the view is no longer that the meaning of ‘I’ is given by a ‘pure’ definite description (ie one free of indexicals and demonstratives). So descriptivism gives way to a demonstrative model of the meaning of ‘I’. 

Moreover, working just with the description itself, we see that it really is not equivalent in sense to ‘I’.  Suppose that we pin down the description further and make it ‘the person thinking this thought [the one that p]’.  But clearly I might not have thought that p, whereas it is a necessary truth that the person thinking that p thinks that p.  So the description, suitably filled out, behaves differently in modal contexts from the indexical ‘I’. 

Appendix 1B: Some Guiding Principles For Evaluating Theories of First-person Reference

In order to compare various theories of first-person reference, it is useful to have in mind some guiding principles or criteria of adequacy by which to judge such theories.  These guiding principles are rules of thumb.  They are not intended to exclude as inadequate in one fell swoop any theory of first-person reference on which usage of ‘I’ violates some of these rules.  The claim is rather that these rules should be the default position  concerning the features of uses of ‘I’ unless a theory can supply an overwhelming reason why it should not be the case  that uses of ‘I’ conform to these rules. Moreover, these guiding principles represent, in most cases, aspects or features of the use of ‘I’ in ‘I’ judgements that are widely remarked upon, if not unanimously adopted.  Here are the principles: 

(KWI) A subject cannot refer to herself using ‘I’ unless she has discriminating    knowledge of herself, i.e. she has the ability to differentiate herself from other subjects.

(GRI)  No token of ‘I’ is ever empty. Every token ‘I’ can be assigned a referent. 

(IEMI) If S judges ‘I am F’ on a suitable grounds G, and her judgement is IEM with respect to ‘I’, then she cannot falsely judge ‘I am F’ just for the reason that she is mistaken that she herself is F.  

(ICSI)  ‘I’ is irreducible in cognitive significance, since for any statement ‘I am    F’, a statement ‘t is F’ where ‘t’ is co-referential with ‘I’, will lack the same significance for the ‘I’ user as ‘I am F’, insofar as it will always be possible for the ‘I’ user to say: ‘Yes, but am I identical with t?’. 

(Ref.I)  ‘I’ is a device of reflexive self-conscious self-reference.  When a subject has an ‘I’ thought she recognises, or could recognises, that she is thinking about herself, i.e. that she herself is the object of her thought. 

The rationale behind these principles, if not the necessity of all of them, is relatively clear. In what follows I shall briefly comment on the status of each principle, the argument in favour of it, and on any qualifications to the principle that need to be made.

(KWI) is controversial for the reason that it seems possible to refer to oneself in a state of considerable ignorance without being able to identify oneself uniquely.
  However, the strong intuition behind KW is that singular reference is to one particular rather than to another.  In order to refer directly to a rather than b, it is urged that a subject must possess discriminating knowledge of a, which is knowledge sufficient to discriminate a from other objects such as b in relevant contexts.
  Without such a requirement, it would theoretically be possible to have a singular thought about a while being incapable of differentiating between the truth conditions for that singular thought and the truth conditions of a singular thought about b.  But this constitutes a reductio ad absurdum of the idea of a singular thought, whose very truth conditions cannot be fully specified without invoking by some means (naming or pointing) the individual that the thought is about.  It is necessary to accept the KW principle as a constraint on first-person thought in order to secure the idea that each person’s ‘I’ thoughts are genuinely singular thoughts.  The alternatives in sacrificing KW are simply unpalatable.  The main alternative to a KW type theory is a causal theory of thought, on which simply being appropriately situated with regard to a particular individual ‘causes’ one to have a singular thought about that individual.  This strikes me as a mad theory, insofar as a causal link between an object and a thinker is not sufficient to guarantee that the thinker is consciously aware of that object.   However, it would take a whole either thesis to definitively argue against the causal approach. 

The next guiding principle, the idea that tokens of ‘I’ have guaranteed reference (GR), was widely accepted until the appearance of Evans’ account in The Varieties of Reference.  The simple meaning of GR is that tokens of ‘I’ cannot be empty, but are always assigned a referent.  It has been pointed out, however, that whether or not one thinks that ‘I’ is logically guaranteed to refer will vary with the conception of reference employed. It is necessary to distinguish between speaker’s (or intentional) reference and semantic reference. The intentional reference of a term  is what the speaker understands or intends to refer to by the use of that term.  The semantic reference of the term is whatever in fact constitutes the correct referent of the term.  Obviously a speaker’s intentional reference can fail to coincide with the semantic reference of the term.  It is usually assumed that the logically guaranteed reference of ‘I’ is incompatible with a ‘knowing which’ requirement on reference.  Evans, for example, upholds the ‘knowing which’ requirement on singular reference and is led to deny that ‘I’ has guaranteed reference.
  It is seldom noted, however, that Evans’ claim depends on interpreting reference as being a matter of intentional reference rather than semantic reference.  The guaranteed reference associated with ‘I’, however, is guaranteed semantic reference.  It is, as it were, built into the descriptive meaning associated with fixing the referent of ‘I’, that ‘I’ refers to the speaker who makes an ‘I’ statement, or to  the thinker who thinks an ‘I’ thought.  To be sure, one can fail to have the knowledge needed to epistemically determine the reference of a token ‘I’.  But this is a matter of intentional reference, not semantic reference.
 Once this distinction is drawn, the apparent conflict between the  ‘knowing which’  principle (KW) and guaranteed reference (GR) disappears.  Properly understood GR is a principle about semantic reference, whereas KW is a principle about intentional reference.  

Immunity to error through misidentification (IEM) is a frequently remarked on feature of many ‘I’ thoughts. The impression that IEM somehow constitutes a necessary condition on ‘I’ thoughts is derived from focusing on cases where a lapse of self-consciousness is accompanied by vulnerability to error through misidentification. In an ‘I’ thought, one is directly aware of oneself both as the object that the thought is about and also as the subject who is thinking the thought.
 It is certainly possible to be aware of oneself as an object without also being aware of oneself as the thinking subject of one’s thought.  In such a case, one’s thought will not be IEM-I:   This is illustrated by William James’ example of a man named ‘Baldy’:


“We were driving… in a wagonette, the door flew open and X, alias “Baldy”, fell out on the road.  We pulled up at once, and then he said, ‘Did anyone fall out?” or “Who fell out?”-I don’t exactly remember the words.  When told that Baldy fell out he said “Did Baldy fall out?” Poor Baldy!”.

The subject in this case has a reason to think that someone named ‘Baldy’ fell o ut of the carriage, perhaps because he overhears a conversation to this effect among his rescuers.  But Baldy does not know whether it was he himself who fell out of the carriage. Therefore, he is in the position of wondering ‘Someone fell out of the carriage, but was it me?”.  His self-ascription of a recent action based on testimony is not IEM-I.  

IEM-I has been thought to be a necessary feature of ‘I’ thoughts, but it has been frequently pointed out (e.g. Garrett 2003) that it is not truly necessary. Uses of ‘I’ based on testimony and observation are subject to error through misidentification.
  For example, suppose Sandra reads a birth certificate and infers ‘I was born in Germany’.  Her judgement will be subject to error through misidentification relative to ‘I’: Sandra could find out that the birth certificate contained a typing error, or that her name is not what she thought.  In such cases it may nonetheless be reasonable for her to infer that she read someone else’s birth record, a record of someone who was in fact born in Germany.  


Theorists are divided as to what to do about thoughts expressed using ‘I’ that fail to be IEM-I.  The orthodox treatment of the matter, pioneered by Shoemaker (1968) is to classify such uses of ‘I’ as non-basic and less significant in the epistemological order than uses of ‘I’ in ‘I’ judgements that are IEM-I.  The idea is that when ‘I’ judgements that are not IEM-I are examined, they will be shown to depend on more basic ‘I’ judgements that are IEM-I.  For example, Sandra’s judgement ‘I was born in Germany’ is based on the judgements ‘I am reading the birth certificate of Sandra Siegel’ and ‘I know my name is Sandra Siegel’.  The use of ‘I’ in ‘I am reading …’ is immune to error through misidentification, since it is not possible for Sandra to be reading and doubt that she herself is reading.  It is arguable that if the threat of infinite regress is to be avoided, all ‘I’ judgements must ultimately terminate their justification in basic ‘I’ judgements where the use of ‘I’ is immune to error through misidentification.
  


Finally, the irreducible cognitive significance of ‘I’ (ICS) is another feature of the use of ‘I’ in ‘I’ thoughts thought to be essential to the status of an ‘I’ thought as a genuinely self-conscious thought.
 The standard argument for ICS notes that ‘I’ is irreplaceable in statements by corresponding names or descriptions without a loss of cognitive significance.  An amnesiac can wonder ‘Am I the person called “NN”?’.  Such an amnesiac could affirm ‘I am F’ while denying or remaining agnostic about ‘NN is F’.  Thus, by Frege’s criterion of intuitive difference between thoughts, the thoughts expressed by ‘I am F’ and ‘NN is F’ have a different cognitive significance.  Similarly, for any description ‘the F’, one can coherently wonder ‘Am I identical with the F?’.  For example, one can learn that ‘I am the person who left the keys in the door’, whereas one learns little from ‘The person who left the keys in the door is identical with the person who left the keys in the door’.  Once again, the ‘I’ statement and the corresponding statement containing the description ‘the F’ (which may be a true description of the ‘I’ user) are not equivalent in cognitive significance. To this difference in cognitive significance, it is usual to add that ‘I’ has a distinctive significance for motivation and action as well.  If I decide to move to Australia, then I will pack my bags; whereas, if I learn that someone else has decided to move to Australia, I do not pack my bags.  Such arguments are not conclusive, but give something of the flavour of the motivations underlying the claim that ‘I’ thoughts conform to (ICS). 


Reflexivity is also often mentioned as a property of first-person thought but could be subsumed under the property of irreducible cognitive significance (ICS). The reflexivity of ‘I’ thoughts has to do with the fact that the subject of an ‘I’ thought realizes, or could realize on reflection, immediately that she herself is the object of her thought. It is this insight that makes it the case that ‘I’ thoughts have direct cognitive significance for their thinkers. Reflexivity also explains, to a certain extent, the immunity to error through misidentification of many ‘I’ thoughts.  It simply is not possible to wonder who is thinking the ‘I’ thought that one is thinking while one is thinking it—unless one has a pathological disorder of self and agency (i.e. thought delusions of schizophrenics). But a thought cannot be susceptible to error through misidentification unless it is possible to wonder about the identity of the object of the thought.  

Enough has been said to indicate some of the qualifications that must be drawn in claiming that uses of ‘I’ are characterised by the features on the above list.  Nonetheless, the principles do seem to be generally true about central or basic ‘I’ judgements.  Moreover, where an ‘I’ judgement fails to obey such a principle, an explanation is needed.  Therefore any theory of first-person reference should either secure such principles or explain why they should be dropped. The theory of first-person reference endorsed in this thesis aims to preserve as much as possible the above principles.    

MOTIVATION]

 
On the perceptual demonstrative view, such as that suggested by Evans, the basic use of ‘I’ is as an information-based singular term, a quasi-demonstrative, used to indicate the person who is the referent of a token use of ‘I’.
  On this view, each person is an embodied material particular and when she refers to herself using ‘I’, she is referring to the material particular that she in fact is.  The relation between referrer and referent is, on this view, as with all information-based singular terms, a broadly causal link, based on perception and memory.
  But in order to achieve reference, the causal link must be supplemented with the person’s knowledge of which particular is being referred to.  In the case of self-reference, this means that, at a minimum, the person must be sensitive to herself as the object from which her self-regarding information is derived. Since, on this view,  persons are as much material particulars as the bearers of conscious states, in effect, the ‘I’ thinker must pay attention to her body as the source of much of her self-regarding perceptual information (in visual kinaesthesis, proprioception etc.) Thus not surprisingly, this view lays the emphasis on  the individual person’s bodily modes of self-awareness. Perhaps the suggestion is that the proper interpretation of the unique psychological first-person mode of awareness associated with each person’s use of ‘I’ is, in some basic cases, an awareness ‘from the inside’ of her own body. 


The main motivation for the perceptual demonstrative view is the conviction that reference is an intentional relation to objects grounded not merely in causation, but knowledge.  In particular, the perceptual demonstrative view satisfies a ‘knowing which’ requirement on singular reference:  

(KW)  A subject cannot refer to an object using a singular concept or term unless the subject knows which object it is that she is attempting to refer to. 

In effect, KW amounts to a demand that singular terms have sense as well as reference. The sense of a singular term is the way in which its referent is presented to or made known to the thinker or user of the term.  The demand that knowledge accompany the ability to refer to an object is just the demand that the object be presented or known in some way to the thinker.  


The perceptual demonstrative model takes as a starting point the insight that the knowledge that grounds first-person reference cannot be a matter of ‘knowledge by description’.
  If knowing the referent of ‘I’ were a matter of knowing that the referent satisfied the description ‘the F’, then it would not be possible for someone to refer to herself in the first-person and be ignorant that she herself is the F.  Clearly, however, it is possible to refer in a state of ignorance or confusion. If the descriptivist theory were correct, then self-reference would require that someone have entirely veridical beliefs about herself.  That claim is very implausible.  The perceptual demonstrative theorist therefore helpfully suggests that ‘I’ is to be modelled on a demonstrative term, since these terms refer directly rather than by description.  In saying that a term refers directly, we understand that the user of the term can use it to refer to an object without thinking of the object as whatever satisfies a given description. The user’s experience of the object itself is enough to provide a determinate referent for her term. 

The perceptual demonstrative model clearly satisfies the knowledge requirement on reference (KW)  in providing a detailed account of the ways in which a person can receive information about herself.  It points out that there are dedicated information channels, dealing with senses such as proprioception, vision, kinaesthesis, that provide each person with information about her location in space and her bodily properties.
  Thus perceptual demonstrative details a non-mysterious way in which each person might be acquainted with herself and thus be an object of direct self-reference.
 


But despite its considerable achievement, perceptual demonstrative is plagued by objections and there has been a backlash against it.
 A recurring objection is the claim that if ‘I’ really were a perceptual demonstrative term, then it could fail of reference in certain situations in which either there is no perceptual information available to the ‘I’ user about herself, or in which the perceptual information available in fact derives from multiple sources.  Proponents of perceptual demonstrative generally react to the objection by accepting that ‘I’ can fail to refer.  This conclusion requires denying that ‘I’ has guaranteed reference.  Proponents of perceptual demonstrative see the relinquishing of the view that ‘I’ has a guaranteed reference as a fair price to pay for conforming to the idea that reference must be based on knowledge.
  In their view, it is corollary of KW, that a subject can fail to refer to anything when using a singular term, because she lacks discriminating knowledge of her would-be referent. 

 A second serious objection to the perceptual demonstrative model is that it seems to suggest the need for observation, identification and tracking of the referent of ‘I’, whereas uses of ‘I’ are ‘identification-free’.
 That is to say, someone can use ‘I’ and have an ‘I’ thought without first observing and identifying herself as one object  among many; and she can continue to think about herself using ‘I’ without checking to make sure that the referent of her ‘I’ thoughts has undergone an ‘unnoticed substitution’.  Finally, there is the nagging feeling that, while the perceptual demonstrative view deals well with the  hitherto neglected case of bodily self-predication, it does not have a satisfactory account of psychological self-predication and tends to treat psychological self-predications as somehow parasitic on bodily self-predication.  

This thesis grew out of the conviction that criticisms of the perceptual demonstrative view were well-taken, but that the existing alternative to the perceptual demonstrative view, the  rule  account, was unsatisfactory.  According to the rule based account , the meaning of an indexical expression is determined systematically by a linguistic rule and a context (which includes agent, place, time, world).
  Understanding the meaning of such an indexical is a matter of linguistic competence, a matter of knowing the right rule governing usage of the indexical.  There is nothing more to say about what it is to refer using ‘I’ than to cite the rule that ‘I’ refers to the speaker and to point how in conjunction with a given context, the rule always yields a referent for each use of ‘I’.
 

The rule based account (R) leaves  unexplained many features of the use of ‘I’ in speech and thought that the perceptual demonstrative account at least attempts to explain.  In short, the perceptual demonstrative view, although probably false, has a more thoroughly worked out account of the relation of mastery of ‘I’ to the epistemology and phenomenology of having ‘I’ thoughts than does the R account.  The R view, by comparison, dismisses the task of linking the theory of reference and meaning for ‘I’ with the epistemology and phenomenology of ‘I’ thoughts.  The R account explains how ‘I’ functions in language, and gives semantic principles for determining the reference of ‘I’ on each occasion of use.  The R  account is an empirically adequate theory, but lacks explanatory force.  While there is no doubt that a rule like that used in R does govern the usage of ‘I’ in English speech, R has nothing to say about the connection between mastery of the first-person pronoun and the development or expression of self-consciousness, of the ability to think of oneself as oneself.   For this reason, any approach which places its hopes of illuminating what it is to have ‘I’ thoughts in a purely semantic account of ‘I’ has been called a deflationary account of self-consciousness.

Part of the reason that R does not offer such an account derives from the narrow explanatory interest of R theorists:  they are interested in articulating, codifying, and where possible, formally axiomatizing, the principles whereby indexical words get assigned meaning in language.  The original R theorists, like  Reichenbach and Kaplan, to begin with,  were interested in formal semantics, not philosophy of mind.  

 Broadly speaking, we can distinguish between two approaches to reference: semantic and intentional.
  Formal semantics has as its object the semantic conception of reference, while the intentional conception of reference belongs to philosophy of mind and language.  The semantic conception of reference considers how a term in language refers to an object in a given context via a linguistic rule. The primary focus of the semantic conception is on the conventional significance of a linguistic term and how it is fixed. The intentional conception of reference considers how a person refers to an object using a term, and requires the person to stand in some cognitive relation to the referent. The focus of the intentional conception is on what the person has to understand in order to know what she is saying or thinking.  

An exclusive focus on semantic reference can lead to a repudiation of KW.  Kaplan, for example, thinks it is an error to hold that ‘senses are in any way necessarily associated with the use of indexicals’.
  Kaplan expressly rejects KW for indexicals.  He can do so, because in his view the reference (or content) of an indexical is wholly determined by a linguistic rule stating its conventional meaning and the given context.  Thus, one has merely to be a speaker of the language to use an indexical and the rules of language, as it were, take care of the task of getting that indexical to refer to something.  This approach places no cognitive demands on the speaker other than those required by being a competent speaker of the language.  If, however, being a competent speaker means understanding what one says, then the evasion of epistemic duty and the KW principle cannot be postponed indefinitely.  But Kaplan’s theory does not tell us what it is to understand that something is the referent of a given term, or even what it is to conceive of something as exhibiting a certain character in a certain context.  

The focus of rule theorists like Kaplan is understandable, given their semantic conception of reference. By contrast, a perceptual demonstrative theorist like Evans has a intentional conception of reference. Evans sharply distinguishes between the requirements for understanding a thought and merely uttering or giving expression to a thought.  Furthermore, Evans states that he is interested in investigating the conditions for understanding the thought underlying an utterance, not for simply articulating the utterance.
  In doing so, Evans accepts the Fregean idea, which Dummett did much to inspire, that a theory of meaning is a theory of understanding. 

If we adopt the standpoint of a theorist of the intentional conception of reference, then we cannot rest content with an approach, such as the early rule theory, on which the meaning of ‘I’ is studied in isolation from its connection with self-consciousness and the ability to have ‘I’ thoughts. The focus in this thesis is on the intentional conception of reference.  A full justification of this approach  is not only beyond the scope of this thesis, but actually unnecessary.  Which conception of reference one adopts is not a matter of adopting the one true ‘right’ approach, but rather a function of one’s explanatory interests.  My interests are in philosophy of mind, not formal semantics.  

Let me conclude  by explaining the point of turning to an investigation of agent’s knowledge in order to tackle the topic of self-reference. There appears to be a constitutive link between epistemically basic instances of reflective self-conscious thought (‘I’ thoughts) and the ability to make judgements that are immune to errors of misidentification relative to the first-person pronoun.  At the very least, where someone’s judgement employing ‘I’ is not immune to error through misidentification, we regard that judgement as exemplifying a lapse of self-consciousness.  The amnesiac NN reading his medical charts may think: ‘Someone named NN sustained a severe concussion to the head, but was that me?’.  At the same time, there is also a link between awareness of one’s own actions and intentions in a non-observational way and the capacity to make ‘I’ judgements that are immune to error through misidentification.  In fact, in chapter 5, I argue that if one’s knowledge of one’s actions were observational, then one’s judgements about one’s actions would be subject to errors of misidentification relative to ‘I’.  The case of self-reference in speech or thought should be viewed as a special case of action.  The explanation for how self-reference in speech or thought can be immune to error through misidentification can then proceed by appealing to the fact that self-reference is an intentional action of which an agent has a special kind of awareness.  Recanati (1990), for example, discusses the notion of immunity to error through misidentification and notes that it applies to the belief that ‘I am the person uttering the words now being uttered’.
  The idea is that ordinarily, there is no gap between my knowing, in the usual way, that someone is speaking, and my knowing that I am speaking.  O’Brien (1995) agrees, but stresses, in line with Peacocke (1983), that a full explanation must allude to the fact that ‘an utterance of ‘I’ is an intentional act on the part of the subject’.
   Were the subject’s utterance of ‘I’ an unintentional reflex, something that she was just prone to blurt out for no reason, this would call into question the claim that her use of ‘I’ was intended to refer to herself.  So it seems to be a necessary condition on successful self-reference that the speaker intentionally self-refers.  Consequently, the achievement of a feat of self-reference does seem to require some kind of self-awareness that precedes the ability to articulate ‘I’ thoughts.  The promising suggestion that O’Brien (1994, 2003) makes is that this awareness is the awareness an agent has of herself through action.
  The idea is that, if I know of my action in the special way that agents know of their actions, then in knowing of an action I cannot question whether that action is mine.  To say ‘Someone is moving their arm, but is it me?’ would imply an alienation from my actions that would call into question the very idea that the arm movement was an action of mine rather than something that just happened to me.
  If agent’s knowledge is involved in awareness of self-reference, then we can explain why, self-reference following the token-reflexive rule TR, should be immune to error through misidentification. 
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