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Abstract

The aim of the thesis was to examine different aspects of the role of
intersubjectivity in metacognitive development and in social understanding.
More specifically, it investigates how different theoretical frameworks, such as
mentalization theory, the theory of primary intersubjectivity, and interaction
theory describe the developmental role of intersubjectivity. The suggestions
these theories make in regard to this is also studied. Common to all three papers
included in the dissertation is the conviction that intersubjectivity actually is
central for, and affects in a basic way, social and cognitive development from
the very beginning of life.

The methods employed are theoretical and concern the analysis of
empirical studies in developmental psychology, as well as the analysis of, and
comparison between, theories concerning different aspects of social
understanding.

In the first paper, metacognition is interpreted as a way of managing
cognitive resources that does not necessitate algorithmic strategies or
metarepresentation. When pragmatic, world-directed actions cannot reduce the
distance to a particular goal, the agents involved may engage in epistemic action
directed at cognition. Such actions are often physical and involve other people,
and thus are open to observation. Taking a dynamic systems approach to
development, it is suggested that implicit and perceptual metacognition
emerges from dyadic reciprocal interaction. Early intersubjectivity allows infants
to internalize and construct rudimentary strategies for monitoring and control
of their own and of others’ cognitions by means of emotion and attention. The

functions of initiating, maintaining and achieving turns make proto-



conversation a productive platform for developing metacognition. It enables the
caregiver and the infant to create shared routines for epistemic actions that
permit training of metacognitive skills. The adult is of double epistemic use to
the infant—as a teacher who comments on and corrects the infant’s efforts, and
as a cogpnitive resource for the infant.

The second paper deals with the question of how primary engagement and
interaction relate to social understanding, most notably mentalization. The
basic hypothesis considered is that primary intersubjectivity and mentalization
are complementary and that the latter depends on the former, but the converse
to this is not the case. Primary intersubjectivity is the sharing of experiences. It
involves emotional engagement in second-person relations that are meaningful
to the infant already from the start, whereas the theory of affect mirroring
provides an explanation of how mentalization and representational abilities
develop from dyadic interaction and contingency detection. A comparison of
the theories suggests that, despite of their differences, they can fruitfully be
combined. This paves the way for developing an alternative interpretation of
affect mirroring, one based on the idea of young infants’ understanding the
experiential dimension of emotion and using this to understand others. This
makes it possible to trace the continuous development of social understanding
based on emotion experience and affect sharing, and in addition to elaborate on
the role of second-person engagement in attachment.

The third paper concerns the concept of mentalization as it was
introduced into psychological science by Fonagy and his associates. The study
describes some fundamental aspects of how the development of mentalization is
viewed within the framework of this theoretical approach, enabling certain
issues that seem difficult to explain in terms of mentalization theory to be more
readily understood. A critical discussion of the theory is then undertaken,
comparing and contrasting it with the theory of primary intersubjectivity. A
suggestion is made concerning the development of mentalization that connects
it with the notion of primary intersubjectivity. More specifically, it is argued

that mentalization develops originally within the context of primary



intersubjectivity, and that primary intersubjectivity is a basic prerequisite for the
development of mentalization and in addition that there is a partial overlap

between the concepts of primary intersubjectivity and implicit mentalization.

Key words: Social Understanding, Mentalization, Primary Intersubjectivity,

Metacognitive Development, Theoretical Psychology.
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1. Introduction

We shall not cease from exploration
And the end of all our exploring
Will be to arrive where we started

And know the place for the first time

T. S. Eliot

Some ten years ago, in Marc Hauser’s “Evolution of Communication”
(1996), amongst passages on avian song, echolocation, and dolphins’ imitative
capacity, I came across a passage that dealt with ‘the human child’s discovery of
mind.” In that section, a false-belief task was used to support the distinction
between implicit and explicit knowledge, conceived as being applicable to the
course of children’s development of knowledge.

A false-belief task is prototypically arranged in a setting in which a story
protagonist places an object in one of two locations. As the protagonist leaves
the scene, the object is unexpectedly moved from Location A to Location B.
Before the protagonist returns, the children participating are asked to say where
the protagonist will look for the object. Typically, for children above the age of
4, the answer seems obvious; as the protagonist has no information of the
object’s being replaced while he was out, he will search for it in location A
where he left it. Children younger than 4 typically answer that the protagonist

will search for the object where it in fact is at the moment they are asked, in this
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case location B. They thus “misrepresent” the kind of knowledge that the
protagonist can have given his perception of the situation. In other words, they
do not understand that others can have a false belief; one that differs from
reality.

In this particular case, however, the experiment took “an interesting twist”,
as Hauser expressed it (p. 601). Besides what false-belief studies normally show,
it was found for this version of it, developed by Clements and Perner (1994),
that 45 % of the children between the ages 2 years, 11 months and 4 years
appeared to look at location A (correct) but nevertheless to answer wverbally
location B (incorrect). Children younger than 2 years and 11 months both
looked and answered incorrectly, whereas children above 4 both looked and
answered correctly, yet here — in between — there seemed to be a discrepancy
between what some of the children indicated through their gaze and what they
indicated by their words. The somewhat mysterious spark of these findings was
fuelled by Hauser’s assertion that “[a]lthough Clements and Perner are able to
rule out a number of potential explanations for their data, they can only provide
a speculative account of the pattern obtained” (p. 602). The explanation
suggested did not relieve me nevertheless of my puzzlement and fascination: the
younger children being considered to be in a “one fact — one representation
stage of development” (Hauser, 1996, p. 602) in which they represent facts
about the world, yet fell short of making judgements about the facts. I was
eager to find out more about this intriguing discovery that to me seemed to
embody a link between humans’ developing mental capacity and other species’
way of dealing with the world, a kind of bodily versus mental understanding,
even if such a distinction ought to be taken with some caution. Yet do these
later capacities develop from the former, and in that case, how? Perhaps, even
more importantly, regarding the kind of understanding that precedes an explicit
and verbal understanding — what is it that remains of it once verbalization
comes to dominate the manner of responding and of understanding and

explaining things?
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Passing a false-belief test has often been taken as evidence that the subject
“got” a theory of mind. However, Astington (2001) begs to differ regarding this

conclusion:

Many authors take great care to distinguish among false belief, theory of mind,
and social cognition (e.g. Flavell & Miller, 1988), emphasizing that children’s
theory of mind develops gradually during the yearly years, and can be
characterized differently at different ages; yet one still hears people say that

children have ‘got’ theory of mind when they pass the false-belief task (p. 685)

Astington points out that it would be better to administer a battery of tasks
to measure a child’s theory of mind instead of relying on a single test, saying too
that researchers tend to focus on epistemic states such as beliefs instead of such
motivational states as desires, emotions and intentions, which provide the most
important reason for preferring multiple tasks. Moreover, this emphasises the
fact that a theory of mind, and indeed social cognition too, is exceedingly
complex.

A theory of mind can be defined as a mentalistic type of understanding,
which means seeing mental states as causes of behaviour. In line with this then,
in order to make sense of others in interaction one needs to recognise an
underlying mental state as a cause of the other’s actions and thus attribute this
state to him or her (e.g., that he believes that the object is at location X,
therefore he looks for it there). Several other terms can also be suggested to refer
to the social-cognitive capacity of attributing mental states to someone:
metacognition, mentalizing and mind-reading, these being used more or less
interchangeably by some (e.g., Cortina & Liotti, 2010; Flavell, 1999; Michael,
2011). Leaving the specific explanations and suggested theories behind, a
theoretically non-committed way to address this type of interpersonal
understanding of this type is with use of the term social understanding (cf.
Carpendale & Lewis, 2004, 2006), introduced in Barresi and Moore’s

14



presentation of “a theory of social understanding and the forms of

representation of intentional relations.” In the article, they describe

a system of such forms that can be applied uniformly to self and others; it
requires the use of an intentional schema that can integrate first person
information about an intentional relation with third person information about

that relation. (Barresi & Moore, 1996, p. 121).

To be more specific, a mentalistic type of understanding constitutes only
one aspect of social understanding. However, mentalization has often come to
signify #he way of conceiving of social understanding. In the study reviewed
above, the children who looked at the correct location but answered incorrectly
can be suggested to have acquired an implicit theory of mind (Garnham &
Ruffman, 2001; Ruffman, Garnham, Import & Connolly, 2001). Implicit
theory of mind and implicit understanding of belief refer to understanding as
indicated by indirect and nonverbal (i.e. implicit) measures, rather than direct
and verbal (i.e. explicit) ones.

Since the Clements and Perner study, several other claims of false-belief
understanding in younger children have been presented. Onishi and Baillargeon
(2005) for example, show that 15 month old infants can detect another person’s
false beliefs if this is measured in such a way that the infant’s gaze is able to
reveal what expectations he or she has. In a comparable paradigm of Kovacs et
al. (2010), 7 month old infants showed sensitivity to false beliefs in others.
These findings are still controversial, yet the keen interest in what infants
actually understand and what they do not is in itself interesting. Does it matter
whether infants can sense others’ mental states at 7 months or at 15 months or
already as newborns? Reddy (2008) argues that it “matters profoundly” because
the views of science and of philosophy affect people’s actions as well as their
ways of thinking.

If one views infants as more or less lacking thoughts, feelings and

perceptions this is bound to affect the way one treats and relates to them. Reddy
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(2008, p. 6) notes that it was “not so long ago... that medical science asserted
(without parents being able to challenge it) that neonates cannot feel pain and
thus justified a variety of intrusive practices like surgery without anaesthesia.”
Thus, it seems that our notions of infants affect the surrounding society and
families’ attitudes and accordingly how adults acz towards infants. This is very
much a reason for investigating infants and their emotional and mental
capacities. Of course, there are other reasons too. Besides expanding our
knowledge of infants, which in itself of course needs no further justification,
there are reasons that may not be as obvious. In attempts to construct theories
concerning social understanding, specifically in infants, we may well discover
something new. Investigating how infants understand themselves and the world
is an area of research that has come a long way during the past few decades, its
being able to tell us something about how adults understand all of this as well.
One of the intuitions that has guided this work is that of there being aspects of
adult social understanding that are not described or acknowledged by such
notions as those of theory of mind, an in line with this that one can compare
how adults understand others with how infants do so. The aim of the thesis can

be said to be as follows:

To examine different aspects of the role of intersubjectivity for

metacognitive development and for social understanding.

There are two main theoretical perspectives, both of them concerned with
how infant interaction can create the basis for social understanding, although
the perspectives from the two differ and disagree explicitly on several points.

The one theoretical perspective is the second-person approach (e.g., Reddy,
2008; Gallagher, 2005; Hutto, 2008), first formulated as an alternative to
theories of social understanding, most notably to theory of mind, as formulated
either in a first- or in a third-person perspective. Barresi and Moore suggested a
system reflecting the human capacity to enter into shared intentional relations

with others and in so doing to employ an intentional schema integrating first
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and third person information regarding intentional relations; a capacity they
claimed to be “the basis for human social understanding” (Barresi & Moore,
1996, p. 122). Barresi and Moore maintained that a strong case can be made
for the integration of the first- and the third-person perspective. Two
commentaries at the time regarding this posed the question of what happened
to the second-person perspective (Reddy, 1996; Gomez, 1996).

This approach acknowledges the fact that infants’ understanding of other
persons starts in the second person, which is qualitatively different from the
third person perspective, rather similar to Martin Buber’s distinguishing
between an I-Thou relationship from an /-/¢ relationship (Buber, 1958). For
instance, being the object of others attention and being addressed face-to-face is
experienced differently (feels different) than someone talking abour you with
another person (cf. Reddy, 2003). Another relevant concept here is that of
primary intersubjectivity — the idea that infants are born with a specific
motivation to engage in intersubjective communication and the sharing of
experiences (e.g., Trevarthen, 1998a). According to this approach, infants are
endowed with this ability already from the start, which thus represents their
entering into the social world of cooperation.

The second approach, one that deals with the importance of affective
relations for social understanding, yet in a different way, is mentalization theory
(e.g. Fonagy, Gergely, Target & Jurist, 2002), which suggests that
mentalization is a developmental achievement that depends on affective
mirroring in attachment relations. Primary intersubjectivity is thus rejected
here. Yet, at the same time the concept of theory of mind is criticized for
obscuring social understanding by being too narrow, particularly for not giving
affect and emotion a role in the explanation of how the mind works. Besides
making a case for the development of mentalization, Fonagy et al. show how
the concept and the theory can contribute to clinical psychology and
psychotherapy, and their having launched a specific form of treatment based on
their findings (e.g. Fonagy, Bateman & Luyten, 2012). In their recent work,

the concept of implicit mentalizing has received more attention, quite likely
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because current empirical studies concern the understanding of false beliefs in
infants. This concept, however, appears to overlap with primary
intersubjectivity (see paper III), both in development and in function.

Both of these theoretical approaches (mentalization theory and the second-
person approach) have thus been developed partly as alternatives to the more or
less omnipresent ideas contained in theory of mind, their being conceived as
sufficient to account for social understanding.

The thesis is concerned with these two theoretical perspectives and
endeavours to show that they both have significant contributions to make
regarding an explanation of social understanding and that bringing them closer
to one another may be worthwhile. Despite their differing points of departure
and differing standpoints, the phenomena of interest are the same: that of
understanding social understanding and how it develops.

Certain  conceptual  definitions have been purposely avoided.
Understanding is probably the most central of these as it concerns the aim of
the thesis and is involved in most theories and discussions. Over the years I
have made various attempts to define it but found most of these to be wanting.
I did get some valuable assistance from Georg Henrik von Wright's

“Explanation and Understanding” (1971), in which he noted that:

...‘understanding’ also has a psychological ring which ‘explanation’ has not.
This psychological feature was emphasized by several of the nineteenth-century
antipositivist methodologist, perhaps most forcefully by Simmel who thought
that understanding as a method characteristic of the humanities is a form of
empathy (in German Einfiiblung) or re-creation in the mind of the scholar of the
mental atmosphere, the thoughts and feelings and motivations, of the objects of
his study. (von Wright, 1971, p. 6).

This, however, lead into what tended to look like a long odyssey through
the history of science in general, and history of psychology in particular,
searching for the particular distinction between understanding and explanation,

and seeing the two as epitomes for the two types of understanding that were
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indicated in the study by Clements and Perner (1994). von Wright pointed out
that “[o]rdinary usage does not make a sharp distinction between the words
‘explain’ and ‘understand” (p. 6), which fuelled this adventure further.
However, 1 finally realized that I had ended up in a quagmire of free
associations and hidden meanings and so had to leave it behind.

What seemed to me the most rewarding statements regarding
understanding appeared instead in a text by Stephen Seligman (2000) who
wrote: “Understanding is not exactly about experience, it is itself an experience”
(p. 1193). Of course, one feels clearly if one understands (cf. a “feeling-of-
knowing”; Koriat, 1993). Such an experience may, of course, be wrong — and in
that case qualifies as being a misunderstanding, albeit unwittingly. How could
we otherwise misunderstand something? Thus, I trust that the reader
understands this term and others in accordance with common-sense — whatever
that is.

In line with this, the concept “social understanding” could be said to
denote the way people in general make sense of each other’s behaviour. As
interpersonal understanding of this type is typically taken to involve the
understanding of self, a metacognitive understanding of oneself is included here
in the notion of social understanding.

Some deliberate limitations are also involved. As linguistic development can
reasonably be said to interact with cognitive and affective development, in this
sense the choice to not consider linguistic development either may set certain
relevant issues aside. Yet given the intention of focusing on the association and
the link between social understanding and interaction in infancy, and the fact
that these intersect within the area of what can be called an implicit sense of
social understanding, the choice not to take linguistic aspects into account
hopefully appears reasonable. Furthermore, the dissertation concerns for the
most part younger children (below 18 months) for whom language acquisition
has just begun.

The thesis is organised as follows. Section 2 begins with a review of the

theory of mind concept. The theories upon which the thesis is focused are best
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understood against the backdrop of the theory of mind paradigm. The
intention then in sections 3 and 4 is to describe the second-person approach
and the mentalization theory as described by Fonagy et al. (2002), and the
evidence, grounds for the hypotheses and theories and the motivations for
including them. Section 5 deals then with various contrasting theories and their
account of infants” social knowledge, in particular with theories of attachment
and of primary intersubjectivity. In section 6, a brief review is presented of non-
mentalizing functions of social understanding, or, socio-cognitive functions that
exist either prior to, or alongside, mentalizing modes. The papers to be
presented later in section 8 will thus hopefully appear to be situated in a more
familiar context than they might otherwise appear to be. Section 7 turns to the
question of methodology and except for discussing methodology in theoretical
psychology generally I will describe the methods I have used in the papers. In
section 9, finally, after the separate papers have been introduced, a general
discussion will be undertaken that ends with certain concluding remarks that
summarize the contributions of the thesis in relation to the research area

involved, making certain proposals finally for future research.
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2. Theory of Mind and Empathy
— First Steps to a Conception
of Social Understanding

In the first number of Behavioral and Brain Sciences in 1978 there
appeared a target article by David Premack and Guy Woodruff with the title:
”Does the chimpanzee have a theory of mind?” They stated their subject matter as

follows:

The chimpanzee’s evident comprehension of physical relations makes it of
interest to determine at what level these relations are available to the animal and
whether there is a sense in which he can be regarded as a lay physicist. But
questions of this kind are only indirectly relevant to our present concerns. We
are less interested in the ape as a physicist than as a psychologist (every layman,
of course, is both); we are interested in what he knows about the physical world
only insofar as this affects what he knows about what someone else knows.

(Premack & Woodruff, 1978, p. 515).

Premack and Woodruff speculated about a particular possibility, one
implying that the chimpanzee may have a “‘theory of mind,” one not markedly
different from our own.” The phrase Theory of Mind meant an individual’s
imputing of mental states to him/herself and to others by inferring from
behaviour what mental state may have caused it. Furthermore, they argued that
such a system of inferences is properly viewed as a theory because mental states
are not directly observable, and also, because the system is capable of making

predictions about other organisms’ behaviour in particular. As their ambition
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was to investigate the chimpanzee’s comprehension in problem solving, they
mentioned three potential a priori interpretations of the results: associationism,
theory of mind, and empathy. Since the interpretations of this seminal article
have had a huge impact on research on theory of mind, it is worthwhile to take
a closer look at these.

Two types of interpretations have commonly been considered in
developmental and comparative psychology: either some version of
associationism, that is, how a certain problem or task is solved through
familiarity with some aspect of it; or, second, a cognitive mechanism or process
suggested as being responsible for solving the task. The second interpretation
departs from the associationist one in that it claims external independence (i.e.
from the environment) to a certain degree. Such an external independence
would be highly favourable as regards novel situations and tasks, in which one
cannot lean on previous experiences with the task at hand. The former,
however, has its strongest merit in involving generalizations from previous
experience in situations that resemble the situation at hand, or some aspect of
it. Arguably, sometimes it is more economic to lean on external routines or
patterns to save cognitive resources and allow for other things to be processed
simultaneously, for example. Few would deny that both of these abilities matter
to some degree. Storing internal representations is valuable for many reasons.
For instance, treasuring memories of light summer nights while freezing in
December makes sense to most people as a vivid memory of the good times,
that hopefully returns, can keep one going through the hard times. Imagining
places and situations that are not here certainly facilitates our going there, in
contrast to our needing to follow a path step-by-step.

Premack and Woodruff suggested, as an alternative to associationism,
theory of mind and empathy. Actually, they insisted that empathy and theory of
mind are “not radically different views; they are in part identical” (p. 518).
Empathy does not grant the subject any inferences about another’s knowledge;
instead it is “a theory of mind restricted to purpose” contrary to “a more nearly

complete theory that takes into account not only the other’s motivation, but his
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cognition as well” (p. 518). In the empathy view, the subject “’puts himself in
the place of the actor,” and chooses an alternative in keeping with what he
would do were he in the actor’s predicament” and does so by imputing a
purpose to the actor, and the subject then “takes over the actor’s purpose, as it
were, and makes a choice in keeping with that assumed purpose” (p. 518). In
addition, Premack and Woodruff note that the empathy view can be seen in
either of two ways, understanding either resulting from imagining what the
subject would do were he/she in the other’s position, or, from what the subject
would do were he/she the other person in that situation. The second alternative is
not clearly distinguished from a theory of mind as this would assume
knowledge of what a toddler is like, which seems equivalent to inferring what
the other is like and will do.

The two interpretations — theory of mind and empathy — soon became
two contrasting disciplines in the growing research discipline: theory of mind
that takes a third-person perspective (a theory referred to by the slightly odd
phrase theory theory), and simulation, which is referred to as a first-person
perspective'. The distinction between a theory and a simulation approach was
part of an intense debate that lasted for some time (see Davies & Stone, 1995a,
1995b), even if hybrid-versions that see inferences and simulation as
complementary capacities have gained acceptance (e.g., Perner 1996).
Simulation theory claimed support from empirical findings on mirror neurons
in monkeys (e.g. Gallese & Goldman 1998, Goldman 2006), a finding that was
not predicted from the theory theory. Besides the two dominant approaches,

theory theory and simulation theory, there are modular approaches to theory of

! The simulation theory soon came up with two versions, termed introspectionism (e.g
Goldman, 1989, 20006) and radical simulation (e.g. Gordon, 1986) that differ on how
to conceive of the simulacion process. This difference is similar to what Premack and
Woodruff (1978) anticipated in distinguishing between two views on empathy, see
above.
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mind that have some similarities with theory theory, most notably the simile of
a theory or conceptual framework (e.g. Leslie 1994, Malle 2005, Premack
1990). The modular account stresses innate modules such as a theory of mind-
mechanism (e.g. Leslie 1995, Baron-Cohen 1995), whereas theory theory
emphasises social development, especially as concerns language and its
connections to cognitive development.

The most emblematic mental state as regards mind knowledge is arguably
“belief”, epitomized in the classic false-belief task set up by Heinz Wimmer and
Josef Perner (1983, see the Introduction section above). However, the idea is
derived from Bennett (1978), Dennett (1978), and Harman (1978),
respectively, who in comments on Premack and Woodruff’s article suggested a
formal paradigm for studying “children’s competence in representing another
person’s definite belief which differs from what the subject knows to be true”
(Wimmer & Perner 1983, p. 1006).

The false-belief task became highly influential in developmental and
cognitive psychology, so much so that social understanding (conceived as theory
of mind) became more or less identified with the ability to understand others’
false beliefs despite the fact that it was only identified in children above four
years of age. Some years later, however, findings came up that suggested a
precursory implicit theory of mind (e.g. Clements & Perner 1994, Ruffman,
Garnham, Import & Connolly 2001). Conceiving of theory of mind as implicit
has lowered the boundaries for when infants can be granted a theory of mind.
As was mentioned above, more recent studies based on implicit measures such
as anticipatory looking and violation-of-expectation paradigms suggest a
sensibility for others” false beliefs in infants at the age of 15 months (Onishi &
Baillargeon 2005) and of 7 months (Kovacs et al. 2010). The issue of what

implicit mentalizing might mean is dealt with in papers II and III.
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3. A Second-Person Approach —
Instead of a Theory of Mind

As we saw, in approaches to theory of mind a clear distinction developed
between those claiming a third-person approach and those preferring an
explanation from a first-person perspective. The first proposals for a second-
person approach to social understanding and the mind were probably two
commentaries, Juan Carlos Gomez (1996) and Vasudevi Reddy (1996), to an
article by Barresi and Moore (1996). Barresi and Moore argued that organisms
have direct first person information about their own intentional relations and
direct third person information about other agents’ intentional relations. The
former tends to be information about “objects in relation to the agent’s actions
or potential actions”, whereas the latter tends to involve “agents and their
movements in spatiotemporal relations to objects” (p. 109). The claim was that
third and first person information are distinct from one another but can be
integrated by means of an “intentional schema” to be applied equally much to
activities of both the self and others. The critical question raised by Reddy was
why the second-person perspective was omitted in the first place’.

In the assumptions of a second-person approach there are, according to

Reddy (2008), three core features: The first is to reject the gap that theory of

2 Besides these proposals for the primacy of second-person engagement, there is
“Interaction theory” (e.g., Gallagher, 2004) that highlights the significance of second-

person interaction as well.
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mind assumes, i.e. that other minds are opaque to perception and only
accessible through inference or simulation. The second one is to reject the
assumption often made that we understand “others” in the same way, in other
words that we have one way of understanding others that is not significantly
affected by who those “others” are. The third is a second-person approach that
regards “active emotional engagement between people as constituting — or
creating — the minds that each comes to have and develop, not merely
providing information about each to the other” (Reddy, 2008, p. 27). The first
problem concerns that of other minds, in the sense that what we assume
regarding this is what a theory of social understanding must explain®. The
second point concerns what Reddy calls relational knowing, the third point
emphasising then the creation, or construction, of mind and of minded
interaction.

I would like to add a fourth feature also inspired by Reddy’s work: instead
of extrapolating from what we believe about our adult psychological realm to
the psychological world of infants, the opposite direction could be preferable.

The way infants learn to understand others is likely to affect the nature of
adult social understanding because early functions may not disappear, but are
very likely interwoven to some extent in a more mature and developed manner

of understanding (certain suggestions concerning this are developed in papers I1

and III).

3 In other words, if one assumes that mind is invisible and distinct from behaviour, then
it becomes necessary to explain how we reach a conclusion that behaviour has been
caused by an internal, mental state. If on the other hand one see behaviour as
something that is part of the mental sphere one need not make those inferences, as
behaviour is meaningful in itself. An emotional expression, for instance, is part of, or
manifests, the emotion in question, rather than its referring to a mental state that is
otherwise opaque.
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To be sure, the way adults understand their infants is also an important
factor in how the infant learns to understand others, but in a radically different
sense. As adults, we are biased by all kinds of presuppositions about infants and
their understanding, and by the view we have of ourselves and our capacities.
What adults, researchers, philosophers, and others think of infants also affects
what we grant infants, i.e. how we interpret their capacities, abilities and skills.
Thus, we need, as in all research, an as unbiased look as possible at what is
being investigated, i.e. at what infants actually do, and we need to think
thoroughly about what the empirical findings presuppose.

For instance, just as De Bruin, Strijbos and Slors (2011) assert, there are
no a priori reasons why the assumed belief-desire model (BD-model) of adult
folk psychology should also be suitable for explaining implicit social
understanding as it is evidenced in infants, and thus the psychological world
that infants inhabit. It might well be the case that the BD-model is inadequate
for our understanding of the infant world.

In the same manner, theory of mind has been accused of making social
understanding “overly intellectualized” (Gallagher, 2001; Hutto, 2008; cf.
Hobson, 1993). Similarly, Jane Heal (2005, p. 35) declares that “if we
misdescribe the nature of the fully-fledged competence, then our theorizing
about the earlier stages will be undertaken in the light of a misunderstanding.”
One might even say that the mature explicit, explanatory model is necessarily,
to some inevitably undefined degree, dependent upon social, cultural, and
cognitive resources and notions, whereas newborns’ rudimentary understanding
is likely to be closer to nature, so to speak. Of course, one might never be
endowed with such an unbiased and theory-independent gaze, more likely to be
engaged again and again in a “continuous interplay between empirical results
and theoretical reflection” (Looren De Jong, Bem & Schouten, 2004, p. 276).
However, this point may nevertheless be deserving of emphasis every now and

then.
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The best example of taking the second-person perspective seriously might
be the case of attention. Tomasello (1999) argued for a nine-month social-

cognitive revolution that concerns what he sees as the start of joint attention:

As infants begin to follow into and direct attention of others to outside entities
at nine to twelve months of age, it happens on occasion that the other person
whose attention an infant is monitoring focuses on the infant herself. The infant
then monitors that person’s attention to her in a way that was not possible
previously... From this point on the infant’s face-to-face interactions with
others... are radically transformed. She now knows she is interacting with
another intentional agent who perceives her and intends things toward her.
(Tomasello, 1999, p. 89; cited also in Allen, 2003, p. 99).

This is an apt description of how an infant can start to appreciate that
there is an intentional agent interacting with him or her. Recognizing that one
is the object of somebody else’s attention seems to be a crucial step in the
infant’s development (cf. Reddy, 2003). Tomasello says that this requires that
the infant understand others’ intentions, which according to him is not possible
before so-called joint attention starts. Joint attention, in this view, is triadic
attention in which the infant and another person are jointly attending to a third
object, as indicated by their directing their gaze at the object and referring to it
verbally. In this, the adult’s gaze alternates between the infant and the object.
Through intending things #bout the object #o the infant, the adult’s intentions
about both the object and the infant are “discovered” by the infant according to
Tomasello.

However, Reddy (2003) argued for infants making exactly the same
appreciation of others” attending to them, only some months before. In her
view, realizing that one is the object of others™ attention does not require that
the infant first recognize the adult’s attending to a third object. Interaction
during the first months is arguably full of potential moments for experiencing
that someone “perceives her and intends things toward her” as Tomasello says.

Reddy argues instead that infants’ awareness of others as attending beings and
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as being the object of their attention “must lead to, rather than result from,
representations of self and other as psychological entities” (Reddy, 2003, p.
397). Note that Tomasello sees attention and intention as distinct, whereas
Reddy sees attending to things as intending those very things (see Brinck, 2001;
Brinck & Girdenfors, 2003).

Infants about 2 months in age react to attention from others in a variety of
ways. They show more smiles during eye contact and less when the other looks
away, showing distress when they are unable to disengage from a gaze or when a
gaze is non-contingent, as in still-face paradigms, showing coy reactions to
renewals of attention by a combination of “intense smiling with brief gaze and
head aversion sometimes accompanied by raised curving and arm movements,
an expressive pattern often considered the archetypal self-conscious displays.”
(Reddy, 2003, p. 397; cf. Reddy, 2000). At 4 months, infants also make active
attempts at directing others’ attention to themselves by “calling vocalisations.”
In the second half of the first year, infants engage in interaction that can involve
showing-off, clowning, teasing and repeating acts to re-elicit praise from adults
(e.g. Trevarthen & Hubley, 1978; Reddy, 1997, 2001, 2003). The point here is
to illustrate the kind of behaviour that the second-person approach considers to
constitute the first manifestations of social understanding.

Why disqualify these primary appreciations by claiming that infants fzrst
need to understand intentions by means of perceiving others attending to a
third object before they understand intentions in the other’s attending to them?
It makes no sense. One aspect of this critique is, of course, methodological.
Obviously, it is easier to observe when the participants in a study direct their
gazes more overtly, as in a triadic attention, at external objects. Besides turning
their gaze toward the object, they may turn their heads and arrange their bodies
in different ways so as to adjust to an object, move in direction towards it, et
cetera. Attention may not seem as readily detected in a meeting of gazes
between two persons who mutually attend to each other. On the other hand, if
one sees two people looking at each other, the fact that they attend to each

other is not far-fetched. Active emotional engagement entails a certain feeling or
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experience, such as when one suddenly experiences the “breath-catchingness
and warmth” of receiving a smile from a person, contrary to what it feels like to
simply observe a smile at someone else. It thus “matters powerfully,” Reddy
maintains, “whether the ‘other mind’ that you observe is turned towards you in
engagement with you or towards someone else” (Reddy, 2008, p. 27). The
expressions may be the same but the experience of them can be “phenomenally
different”, because the expression is both more immediate and more powerful
in direct engagement, as it calls forth an obligation to respond to the other
person’s act. Reddy emphasises that social understanding “is not only coloured
by my emotion, it is explained by the fact that my emotion is engaged with X”
(1996, p. 140). Thus, the assumed gap between the first-person experience of
one’s own feelings and one’s experiencing of the other’s feelings “needs only
emotion, not concepts or interpretive schemas, to bridge it” (Reddy, 1996, p.
140).

Gomez (1996) argued in a similar vein that second-person intentional
relations involve specialized systems that may have been selected by evolution
and as such are primary to both first- and to third-person intentional relations.
The evolutionary argument should be considered fundamentally important, as a
system that most likely is a domain-specific system seems much more
parsimonious then a domain system of a more general character at a more or
less abstract level (such as a theory of mind or an intentional schema). Besides
such parsimony, non-human primates are known to be sensitive to eye-like
configurations, to which they often react strongly with aggressive or defensive
behaviours, and accordingly there appears to be brain circuits in monkeys
dedicated for detecting differing types of eye gaze, particularly gazes directed at
their own faces (Gomez, 1996). Gomez concludes that being the target of the
visual attention of another organism, appears to “have been singled out in
evolution to have its specialized information-processing mechanisms” (p. 130).
Developmental data also supports the idea that second-person relations are
primary to first- and third-person relations, as infants generally engage in

second-person interactions well before they engage in third-person interactions
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(cf. Stern, 1985; Reddy, 2010). This invites one to conceive of second-person
intentional relations as being a part of inherent functions, such as the
perceptual system for example.

Gallagher (2008) argues that at least a rudimentary social understanding is
basically a part of the perceptual system. In this view, we have immediate access
to intentional states through direct perception. We immediately perceive others’
affective attitudes and the intentionality in their gestures, facial expressions,
movement, and actions (Hutto, 2008), which makes inferences or simulation
superfluous or at least secondary. Discrete emotional experiences are
accompanied by facial expressions, changes in voice, posture, movements and
they “emerge in ontogeny well before children acquire language or the
conceptual structures that adequately frame the qualia we know as discrete
emotion feelings” (Izard, 2009, p. 5). Colwyn Trevarthen does not, to my
knowledge, explicitly mention a second-person approach, but his work implies
a second-person perspective’. The idea of direct and immediate knowledge in
interaction is something that Trevarthen expresses clearly on the other hand.
The following quotation stands out in sharp contrast to the problem of other

minds:

[T]he effiency of sympathetic engagement between an infant and the adult
signals the ability of each to ‘model’ or ‘mirror’ the motivations and purposes of
the partner, immediately... Perceiving other persons’ emotions cannot be
divorced from the generation of expressive forms of acting because every
person’s communicative signals are made by highly specific forms of movement
that are adapted to fit human perceivers” sensitivities (Trevarthen, 1993a,b). A
smile is happy, as is walking with a fast, tripping step; tears are sad, as is a slow
dragging way of walking and a downcast look, and emotions expressed by one
person can lead to instantaneous sympathetic mimicry in an other. Expressions

4 Trevarthen’s theory of primary intersubjectivity is discussed more in section 5 and in
the separate papers.
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of the self ‘invade’ the mind of the other, making the moving body of the Self
resonant with impulses that can move the Other’s body too. (Trevarthen,
Robarts, Papoudi, & Aitken, 1998, pp. 59-60).

Here, we are faced with the notion, expressed by many, for instance by
Wittgenstein (1980, see e.g. § 570), that emotions and mental states generally
are not primarily mental representations. Rather, they are manifested in overt
behaviour and actions. Facial expressions are part of an emotion rather than an
effect of it. This more theoretically oriented argument has implications, of
course, for how we interpret the empirical evidence that exists. I have more to
say about this in section 5.

To conclude this section, arguments for a second-person approach may
perhaps be boiled down to the idea that human interaction, in which making
sense of minded action is imperative, is not primarily about detached
prediction, explanation and control. Rather, minded action is embedded in a
pragmatic understanding of situations and concerns affective and intentional
attitudes expressed in bodily actions that are “directly” or immediately
perceived, without the need for resorting to inferences or simulation (Brinck,
2001; Brinck & Girdenfors, 2003; Gallagher, 2001, 2004; Gallagher & Hutto,
2006; Hutto, 2008; Reddy, 2008; Reddy & Morris, 2004).

Central to this view is the type of emotional engagement in second-person
relations that infants have with their caregivers. However, one can be
emotionally engaged in third-person relations as well, for instance as you watch
a movie or hear a story of people. In such cases, the engagement is on your
behalf, so to speak. Also, you may have occasioned second-person interactions
in which you or the other lack even the slightest propensity for engagement, as
in trying to talk to someone whose mind is “somewhere else”. These are, despite
their apparently violating such a notion, not a threat to the approach; they are
not to be understood literally.

Next, we will take a look at a different response to theory of mind, that of

mentalization theory. In it, we encounter ideas familiar from the theory of
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mind framework, yet the notion of theory of mind is nonetheless criticized on

some important points here.

33



4. Mentalization Theory — A

Second Alternative to Theory
of Mind

In the previous section we encountered some problems evident in the
theory of mind perspective. Mentalization theory (Fonagy, Gergely, Jurist &
Target, 2002) agrees that the notion of theory of mind disregards emotion,
which in their view is a considerable limitation: “The emotional significance of
mental states determines the evolution of the capacity [i.e. mentalizing, theory
of mind] or structure available for processing, but this is not usually addressed”
(p. 30). Moreover, they posit that mentalization is a developmental
achievement, and not something that can be assumed. They argue that current

models of theory of mind development portray

a barren picture, which ignores the central role of the child’s emotional
relationship with the parents in fostering the capacity to understand interactions
in psychological terms. The development of children’s understanding of mental
states is embedded with in the social world of the family, with its network of
complex and often intensely emotionally charged relationships, which are, after
all, much of what eatly reflection needs to comprehend (p. 30).

Any theory meant to account for social understanding must thus involve
emotion and affect. Fonagy, Bateman and Luyten (2012, p. 3) take the term
“mentalizing” to denote “the remarkable and pervasive human tendency to look
beyond the visible shell of the body in understanding behavior and seeking

descriptions and explanations in terms of states of mind” and is thus the
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“imaginative mental activity that enables us to perceive and interpret human
behavior in terms of intentional mental states (e.g., needs, desires, feelings,
beliefs, goals, purposes, and reasons)” (p. 4).

However, in this theoretical framework some of the features are
nonetheless included that the second-person approach is confronted with,
especially the way in which the distinction between mind and behaviour is
invoked. For instance, they argue that the development of social understanding
goes from a primary level in which social contingency rather than emotions
explains infants’ manner of dealing with the world (without distinguishing
between animate and inanimate objects), although including the process of
affect mirroring (see below), over what has been termed a teleological mode in
which infants understand actions and behaviour in physical reality in terms of
reference to future states or goals, their finally entering into a mentalizing mode
then in which they begin to mentalize “once representations of future goal
states come to be thought of in terms of the agent’s belief about physical
reality.” (p. 33). Development to reach a mentalizing mode, it is argued,
depends on “the quality of interpersonal interactions between the infant and the
parent” (p. 33), this theory too thus baring social understanding on social
interaction.

Fonagy et al. (2002) describe their aim at the most general level as that of
highlighting the crucial importance of developmental work in psychology both
to psychotherapy and to psychopathology, their attempting to point in this way
to a new direction for psychoanalysis and psychotherapy. They have developed
a clinical approach, and a form of “mentalization-based treatment” as well, that
are presented in several pieces of work (e.g. Allen & Fonagy, 2006; Bateman &
Fonagy, 2004; Fonagy & Bateman, 2012). The concept of mentalization
contains several overlapping constructs besides that of theory of mind, such as
empathy, mindfulness, affective consciousness, and psychological mindedness
(Choi-Kain & Gunderson, 2008).

The definition of the concept of mentalization has developed further over

the years. It was first defined as a “reflective function” that refers to “the
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operationalization of the psychological processes underlying the capacity to
mentalize” (Fonagy et al. 2002, p. 24). That concept is understood in terms of
Dennett’s “intentional stance” (1987) and is explicitly compared to theory of
mind and to folk psychology. The reflective function was initally
operationalized as a measure composed of several items from the Adult
Attachment Interview (AAI) in which a parent’s narrative of his or her own
attachment experiences is scored (cf. Slade, 2005).

A second definition of the concept was introduced as the Interpersonal
Interpretative Function (IIF). The IIF is described by Bateman and Fonagy
(2004, pp. 74-75) as “an evolutionary-developmental function of attachment”
that consists of a “cluster of mental functions” that serves to process and
interpret new interpersonal experiences. The IIF “consists of interpretive
functions in the related domains of affect-regulation, attention, and reflective
function” (p. 75), its distinguishing two types of interpretive processes: those
that concern interpreting cognitions of self and others (IIF-c) and those that are
directed at affect states (IIF-a). The IIF-c concerns primarily reasoning about
epistemic states, whereas emotional resonance (or empathy) exemplifies the IIF-
a. These are associated with distinct but to some extent overlapping
neurocognitive systems: “Cognitively oriented mentalization involves several
areas in the PFC [prefrontal cortex], whereas affectively oriented mentalizing is
particularly related to the ventromedial PFC” (Fonagy, Bateman & Luyten,
2012, p. 29). The ability to predict and experience the emotions of others is
mediated, in other words, by a functional connection between the two
interpersonal interpretive centres in the brain (Fonagy et al., 2002).

Fonagy, Bateman and Luyten (2012) suggest that mentalization should be
broadly construed in terms of four distinct dimensions having two polarities
each: Cognitive vs. Affective, Automatic/Implicit vs. Controlled/Explicit, Self
vs. Other and External vs. Internal Mentalization. One significant point of this
novel conceptualization is that it is easier to assess a person’s mentalizing
profile, that is “the individual’s functioning with respect to each of the polarities

underlying mentalizing, particularly because there may be dissociations between
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these polarities (e.g., impairments within one polarity but not within other
polarities)” (Luyten, Fonagy, Lowyck & Vermote, 2012, p. 43). This also
facilitates comparison with other, related constructs, such as those of empathy
and mindfulness.

Cognitive versus affective mentalization is understood, as was indicated
above, in terms of the two sub-systems IIF-a and IIF-c, and is exemplified by
the developmental distinction between understanding of desires and beliefs.
This dimension is important to the theory because full-fledged mentalization
entails the integration of cognition and affect, such as in empathy and
mentalized affectivity (Jurist, 2005).

The dimension of Self-oriented versus Other-oriented mentalizing needs
no further explanation. This dimension implies that a person can have
difficulties in mentalizing in either or both of these polarities. However, there is
much evidence that these are often tightly interwoven. For example, disorders
characterized by severe impairments in feelings of self-identity, such as
psychosis and Borderline Personality Disorders, are also characterized by severe
deficits concerning reflections on others’ mental states (Fonagy, Bateman &
Luyten, 2012). It is a distinctive feature of theories concerning knowledge of
mind that these polarities are somehow related (cf. Carruthers, 2009; Gallagher
& Meltzoff, 1996). The “sense of self”, or subjectivity, is at the very centre in
mentalization theory, the development of both subjectivity and mentalization
being associated there with one’s relations to others, especially attachment
relations.

The polarities concerning internal versus external mentalizing are
particularly interesting, as these show a clear correspondence in many ways to
various ideas that were discussed in relation to the second-person approach. It is
also the most novel of the dimensions, even if it may have been implicit in
earlier writings. Internally focused mentalizing “refers to mental processes that
focus on one’s own or another’s mental interior (e.g. thoughts, feelings,
experiences)” (Fonagy, Bateman & Luyten, 2012, p. 22). Externally focused

mentalizing, on the other hand, concerns mental processes that “rely on physical
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and visible features and one’s own or another’s actions” (p. 22). This distinction
is illustrated by patients who are impaired in their ability to read the other’s
mind, while they at the same time show hypersensitivity to facial expressions.
Patients with anti-social personality disorder, however, show the opposite
pattern: they are often “experts” at reading the inner states of others in order to
manipulate them. At the same time, they appear to lack the ability to “read
fearful emotions from facial expressions” (p. 23).

Last, but certainly not least, the dimension of automatic/implicit vs.
controlled/explicit is considered by Fonagy, Bateman and Luyten (2012, p. 20)
to be the “most fundamental polarity underlying mentalizing”.
Controlled/explicit mentalizing, as they state, is a “serial and relatively slow
process, which is typically verbal and requires reflection, attention, awareness,
and effort.” Automatic/implicit mentalizing, on the other hand, “involves
parallel and therefore much faster processing; is typically reflexive; and requires
little or no attention, intention, awareness, and effort” (Fonagy, Bateman &
Luyten, 2012, p. 20; see also Fonagy & Luyten, 2009). The distinction as one
between reflective and reflexive systems suggested as neurocognitive models of
social cognition is worth emphasising (Satpute & Lieberman, 2006; Lieberman,
2007). In our daily interactions, Fonagy et al. (2012) say, mentalizing is
“predominantly implicit”, since in most interpersonal situations we tend to
“rely on automatic and unreflective assumptions about ourselves, others, and
ourselves in relation to others” (p. 20). Moreover, individuals tend to “relax
controlled mentalization and judgements of social intent and social
trustworthiness in secure attachment relations” and instead “rely on more
automatic, intuitive processes” (p. 20). Thus, while implicit mentalizing is
unreflective, it is reflexive and involves ordinary, everyday experience: “When
things go smoothly, particularly within secure attachment relationships, relying
on automatic mentalization appears to be normal because more reflective
processing is unnecessary” (p. 20). Fonagy, Gergely and Target (2007) suggest
that the biological basis of implicit mentalization is probably active by the age

of 1 year and possibly even earlier. Since implicit mentalizing is particularly
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interesting for the aim of the thesis, a more detailed description seems justified.
Allen (2006) explains that

[wle mentalize others implicitly, for example, in conversations: we take turns
and consider the other person’s point of view, to a large extent — when all goes
smoothly — without needing to think explicitly about it. We also mentalize
others implicitly when perceiving and responding to their emotional states: we
automatically mirror them to some degree, adjusting our posture, facial
expression, and vocal tone in the process. Were we to attempt all chis explicitly,
we would come across as stiff and wooden rather than naturally empathic (p.
10).

Yet if mentalizing others implicitly seems elusive, he says, it is nothing
compared to the phenomenon of mentalizing oneself implicitly, or

“unreflectively”. In a later passage the conclusion is offered that

[m]entalizing implicitly in relation to oneself, then, entails an emotional state
connected to the self — a pre-reflective, felt sense of self that is inextricable from
the agentive sense of self, the initiator of purposeful action. Mentalizing
implicitly, one has a sense of self as an emotionally engaged agent — ‘what it feels
like to be me’ in the process of thinking, feeling, and acting. (Allen, 2006, p.
11).

In this more recent approach, as you may have noticed, the word
“mentalizing” is preferred, as this verb emphasising the concern with something
we do more than with something we have; in other words it refers to a “mental
activity” (cf. Allen, 2006; Fonagy & Bateman, 2012). It also fits in well with
the idea of implicit mentalizing as something we do unreflectively, in our every-
day encounters with others. Allen and Fonagy et al. appear to agree on this
interpretation.

In his outline of the concept of mentalizing, Allen (2003) unwittingly
captures the essence of the second-person approach: “We mentalize when we
treat others as persons rather than objects” (p. 93). This may seem trivial, but

assuredly it is not. At the end of the paper, Allen turns to Strawson (1985) in
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reminding us that mentalizing can also be made in a detached manner (and I

borrow Allen’s quote from Strawson):

To see human beings and human actions in this [detached, objective] light is to
see them simply as objects and events in nature, natural objects and natural
events, to be described, analyzed, and causally explained in terms in which moral
evaluation has no place; in terms, roughly speaking, of an observational and
theoretical vocabulary recognized in the natural and social sciences, including

psychology. (p. 40) (Allen, 2003, p. 107).

Allen says that patients are naturally highly sensitive to a detached stance
such as the one just described. “Overly objectified, they will rightly complain of
being analyzed, scrutinized, or put under a microscope” (p. 107). In a detached
stance, it is possible to formulate intellectualized interpretations, but they do
the patient no good if mentalizing is not simultaneously firmly grounded in an
emotional engagement. In case it is short of an engagement of this type, “we
have the form but not the spirit of mentalizing” (p. 107). One can doubt, of
course, whether having the form but not the spirit qualifies as “true” or
“genuine” mentalizing, but such an objection probably misses the point
implicit mentalizing must not be overly intellectualized, but it risks being so if
emotional engagement is lacking. One important thing pointed out by Allen
(2006, p. 7) is that "mentalizing is not only something we do; it is also
something we can fail to do.”

To conclude, mentalization theory presents several types of clinical cases
that give us reasons to believe that the very distinction between inner and outer
aspects of thinking or behaviour is important for at least some aspects of social
understanding. This means that when the second-person approach rejects the
distinction between mind and behaviour, stating that the distinction assumes
the problem of other minds, the dimension of internal and external are in
danger of being dismissed as well. Of course, one can deny that there is a
biological difference while still recognizing that there is a cultural one. On the

other hand, if it is the case that the ability to mentalize is of crucial importance
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both in psychotherapy and in adult reflection, this does not mean that it is
necessarily crucial for understanding in children. It is still possible that children
understand through practices such as those suggested by the second-person
approach.

A possible way of solving this could be to suggest two ways of construing
mentalization, or in other words of construing the ability to conceive of internal
states as opposed to external behaviour in social understanding (i.e. as a “folk
psychology”, Davies & Stone, 1995). For one thing, mentalization could be
construed as a descriptive concept. In this view, the questions for this research
would be those of where and when and how this ability develops, functions,
etc., the concept thus needing a precise definition. A second possibility would
be to view mentalization as a normative concept, where it could be argued that
engaging in mentalizing is desirable because it helps us to understand ourselves
and others in ways that are clearly superior as opposed to some other ways of
making sense of (and to) others. I imagine this distinction to be similar to how
Kahneman and Tversky’s descriptive prospect theory (1979) responded to the
normative subjective expected utility theory (SEU; Savage, 1954; von
Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944). Instead of examining conditions for ideal
decisions based on probability theory, Kahneman and Tversky set out to
examine how people in fact do make decisions. Their descriptive, empirical
account differs largely from the conception of how people ought to make
optimal decisions according to SEU. Even for its most determined critics, the
normative conception could be seen as warranted. Arguably, the mentalization
theory entails both of these considerations.

That mentalization works well in psychotherapy seems beyond doubt,
although there is more to find out about this approach, of course. It could be
helpful to use it in educational practice concerned with persons who recently
became parents, for example, because many studies attest to parents’
mentalizing about their own experiences as well as about their infants deeds and
doings affecting their children’s cognitive development and attachment (e.g.
Meins et al., 2002; Peterson & Slaughter, 2003; Grienenberger, Kelly & Slade,
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2005). Concerning the descriptive concept there, of course, is much to say;
indeed, parts of the thesis are concerned with such questions (papers II and I1I)
and the second-person approach takes issue primarily with the descriptive
aspect of things.

Let us first of all acknowledge, therefore, that one can accept the
normative sense and yet be sceptical about mentalization as a concept
describing in a universal way how people go about understanding others. The
descriptive claim is not difficult to come across. Tooby and Cosmides (1995, p.
xvii), for example, claim that “humans everywhere interpret the behavior of
others in... mentalistic terms because we all come equipped with a ‘theory of
mind’ module (ToMM) that is compelled to interpret others this way, with
mentalistic terms as its natural language.” Or in Baron-Cohen’s words that it is
“hard for us to make sense of behavior in any other way than via the mentalistic
(or ‘intentional’) framework” (Baron-Cohen, 1995 p. 3).

Wellman, Cross and Watson (2001) discuss their findings from a meta-

analysis of theory of mind development, their concluding that

[a] mentalistic understanding of persons that includes a sense of their internal
representations—their beliefs—is widespread...Even if an understanding of
actions in terms of beliefs proves to be not strictly universal, the meta-analysis
documents that it is impressively widespread, at least in childhood. This suggests
that such a conception is a natural, easily adopted way of understanding persons
worldwide; it is cognitively ‘contagious,” to use Sperber’s (1990) terminology
(Wellman, Cross & Watson, 2001, p. 679).

Although their conclusion is more modest and thoughtful, they
nonetheless regard a mentalistic understanding as being a “natural” way of
understanding. They do admit, however, that cultural factors may be involved,
even if they find no support for it in this metaanalysis. In section 6, various

notes regarding this will be presented.
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5. Interaction in Infancy

In considering dyadic interaction in infancy, two notions are of particular
interest: attachment and intersubjectivity. Mentalization theory aims at
establishing a link between attachment and the development of
mentalizing ability through the processes of social contingency and affect

mirroring. Bateman and Fonagy suggest that

the link of the secure base phenomenon to the development of mentalization
will be increasingly understood to be causal rather than correlational in that the
group of capacities that underpin adequate social understanding...are
evolutionary tied to it...and therefore (3) that deficits in attachment create a
vulnerability in the child to later environmental challenges because of deficits of
interpretive capacity. (Bateman & Fonagy, 2004, pp. 78-79).

Bateman and Fonagy’s model aims at developing attachment theory in
the sense that the development of mental representations is one of the primary
functions of attachment alongside that of protection (Main, 1991). Thus,
mentalization is regarded here as a continuation of attachment. However,
mentalization is sometimes referred to as a type of intersubjectivity, a view in
which intersubjectivity is defined as the ability to read others’ mental states (e.g.
Allen, 2006; Cortina & Liotti, 2010; Fonagy, Gergely, Target & Jurist, 2002),

Contrary to this, others suggest that newborn infants are endowed with an
ability to partake in, as well as a motive to engage others in, interactions that
also are considered intersubjective, yet with a differing definition of
intersubjectivity, a phenomenon referred to as primary intersubjectivity (e.g.
Trevarthen 1998a). This section deals in some detail with primary

intersubjectivity and its commencement in relation to attachment.
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5.1 Primary Intersubjectivity

The term intersubjectivity was introduced into psychology in 1974 by
Joann Ryan (see Beebe, Knoblauch, Rustin & Sorter, 2003) and was picked up
by Colwyn Trevarthen (1974; “provocatively because of its Marxist overtones”
according to Reddy, 2008, p. 248) for denoting early dyadic interaction
between the infant and the caregiver. Evidence from video of
“protoconversations” between 2 month olds and their mothers was suggested by
Trevarthen to demonstrate “primary intersubjectivity” (Trevarthen, 1974,
1979). Intersubjectivity was also defined as the deliberate sharing of experiences
about objects and events (e.g. Trevarthen & Hubley, 1978), their adding the
term “primary” meaning that “the infant is born with awareness specifically
receptive to subjective states in other persons” (Trevarthen & Aitken, 2001, p.
4).

Besides Trevarthen, whose work is concentrated upon here, there are also
other suggestions of infant intersubjectivity that have been made, perhaps most
notably by Meltzoff and Moore (1977, 1998) and Daniel Stern (e.g. 1985), the
present section dealing primarily with Trevarthen’s work’.

Primary intersubjectivity can be regarded in any case in different ways. At
times, it has seemed to me that the focus in at least some of Trevarthen’s work
is on how a newborn comes to the world “equipped” more than it concerns the
intersubjective relationship per se (e.g., Trevarthen, 2010). Yet, in looking at
matters more closely, this appears to me to clearly not be the case. Trevarthen’s

concept of primary intersubjectivity cannot stand on its own without a second

> See Beebe et al. (2003), who compare their respective theories on intersubjectivity.
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person. Yet, explicit phrases about the infant’s “motive” and Trevarthen’s focus
on neonatal neurobiology have at times overshadowed inherent reciprocity in
my reading of him. As this perhaps is also the case in others’ reading of the
concept of primary intersubjectivity, it might be worthwhile to point that out.
There are indeed passages to be found in which Trevarthen highlights the
importance of the Other. In an article from 1992 with the (apparently)
illustrative title “An infant’s motives for speaking and thinking in the culture”

he writes:

‘communicating’ with psychologically responsive beings is inherently separate
and differently organized in the baby’s mind from ‘doing’ with unperceptive,
unthinking, unwilling and unfeeling physical objects. Communication must be
motivated by some ‘representation’ of, or readiness to partake in, the reciprocity
of feeling, acting and perceiving that is possible only with another mind.
(Trevarthen, 1992, pp. 104-105, italics added).

As the italicized sentence in this quote makes clear, intersubjectivity
requires there to be two subjects who mutually relate to each other as subjects,
which basically means that thre simply being an infant possessed of
intersubjective capacity (the “motive”) does not mean the presence of an
intersubjective relationship. For this to be the case requires the presence of a
mindful, second subject to engage in the infant. In a similar vein, Beebe et al.
(2003, p. 818) note that infants: “in the first few months are not conversational
unless appropriate receptive invitations are given by the partner. Mother’s
expressive behavior is adapted to the multimodal perceptual readiness of the
infant and conveys animacy, vitality, and energy.” Thus, a dyadic
intersubjective relationship requires involved rather than disinterested subjects
(cf. Reddy, 2005). The question is how engaged relationships come about.

Studies have shown that interactive strategies such as those of maintaining
attention and being maternally sensitive increase referential communication
(i.e., reference to a third object) (Carpenter, Nagell, & Tomasello, 1998) in

infants that make use of language. Yet this same process can also have
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importance in non-referential (i.e. face-to-face, in the second-person)
communication that takes place much earlier. The concept of affect attunement
— a person’s being tuned into the other’s affect states (Stern, 1985) — concerns,
one might say, being non-referentially engaged with another subject. In a study
be Legerstee, Varghese and van Beek (2002), affect attunement was found to
promote both gaze monitoring at the age of 3 months and coordinated
attention at 5, 7, and 10 months. This meant, they claimed, that the
development of these specific communicative exchanges results from both
innate motivations to engage psychologically with others and successful
scaffolding of the attentional abilities in their infants on the part of the parents
(Legerstee, 2005). Legerstee concluded that this supports the idea of parental
participation being a decisive component in the infant’s socio-cognitive
development.

Thus, a strong claim for primary intersubjectivity also requires that the
other party in communication (i.e. the caregiver) relate to the infant as a subject
(cf. Paper I). In other words, the parents’ motivation to engage in their infants
is just as important as is the infant’s innate capacity for this. Let us turn now to
a theory and research discipline that concerns parents’ motivation and

intersubjective skills, namely attachment theory.

5.2 Attachment

Fonagy, Bateman and Luyten (2012, p. 4) say that acquisition of the
capacity to mentalize “depends on the quality of attachment relationships—
particularly, but not exclusively, early attachments, as these reflect the extent to
which our subjective experience was adequately mirrored by a trusted other.”
According to this, it is a goal of their theory to explain how the ability to

mentalize develops from attachment through affect mirroring, a process in
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which the caregivers reflect the infant’s primary affect states and thereby assist
in regulating the affect they have. The mirrored expression is eventually, to
varying degrees, internalized by the infant, who thus gains the ability to regulate
and inhibit affect and arousal. The ability to regulate affect and arousal is also
seen as being pivotal to the functioning of attachment. Mentalization theory
argues, in a very relevant way, that impairments in mentalizing abilities that
sometimes appear later on in life are grounded in attachment. However,
although Fonagy et al. claim that these abilities are grounded in attachment
relations, they reject the possibility of primary intersubjectivity.

According to Bretherton (1992) attachment is the special tie between
mother (or some other caregiver) and child, the disruption of which is involved
in separations, deprivation and bereavement (cf. Sroufe, Egeland, Carlson &
Collins, 2005). Whereas attachment was first seen as a “stress-reducing and
safety-promoting” behavioural motivational system (Bretherton, 1992, p. 767),
the concept of an internal working model, or a mental representation, was then
introduced (cf. Main, 1991). Bowlby, the founder of the theory (1969, 1973,
1982), later suggested that the individual’s representations of self and of the
attachment figure, acquired through interpersonal interaction patterns, are
complementary. From an attachment figure that acknowledges the infant’s
needs for comfort and protection, at the same time as he or she respects the
infant’s need for autonomous exploration of the environment, the likely
representation (working model) of the self is both valued and self-reliant. A
caregiver who frequently rejects the infant’s requests for comfort and/or
exploration most probably affects the working model of the infant’s self in the
direction of the infant’s feeling unworthy or incompetent (Bretherton, 1992).
From such representations, that result from interactional patterns, children
anticipate the others’ likely behaviour and plan their own responses in
accordance with these. Importantly, as Bretherton notes, Bowlby argued that
“dyadic patterns of relating are more resistant to change than individual

patterns because of reciprocal expectancies” (Bretherton, 1992, p. 768).
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5.3 Attachment and Primary Intersubjectivity —
Two Concepts, Two Functions?

Fonagy et al. (2002, p. 210-220) disagree with the thesis of primary
intersubjectivity. In their discussion of it they identify three different positions:
strong, weak and ‘no-starting-state-intersubjectivism’, all three of which they
dismiss. Along with Trevarthen, the authors mention Tomasello (e.g. 1999),
Stern (1985) and Meltzoff and Moore (e.g. 1998) as proponents of
intersubjectivity. Besides a strong and a weak position, they see also a third
position that centres on the notion of a “sharing of experiences”, a position that

at best, they say, can be called “objective intersubjectivity” because

although the subjective states of parent and infant may become aligned due to
emphatic parental mirroring or infantile imitation of parental affect expressions,
this does not imply that the young infant is aware of sharing the subjective state
with the other, or, for that matter, that the other experiences a subjective state at
all. (Fonagy et al., 2002, pp. 219-220).

Without the ambition of sorting this out here, I could note that in order
to scrutinize their arguments the terms “aware” and “subjective” need to be
defined, and that once this is done the disagreement may have disappeared.
However, the view that the sharing of experiences is evidence of primary
intersubjectivity means instead, according Fonagy et al., that an “infant’s
readiness to engage in affective interactions with caregivers function to establish
and maintain proximity to the attachment figure” (2002, p. 218).

The critique of the first two positions is partly misguided because they
seem to attribute certain Cartesian assumptions to intersubjectivists and it is
clear that the intersubjectivists do not share Fonagy et al.’s view of that matter
(in papers II and III this issue is discussed more specifically). Fonagy, Gergely
and Target (2007, p. 291) state that a “Cartesian view of the mind” has

“influenced” the theories of primary intersubjectivity. According to them, this
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view “presupposes direct introspective access to subjective intentional and
emotional mind states”, presumably conceived as internal, opaque states, and it
“implies the existence of prewired, universal and subjectively equally accessible
intentional and emotional self states in all human individuals”. This means,
according to the authors, that primary intersubjectivity “involves a ‘rich’
mentalistic interpretation of the nature of the young baby’s subjective
experience of her own as well as of the caregiver’s mind states during the
organised patterns of mother-infant interactions from birth” (2007, p. 292).
The claim that primary intersubjectivity involves a “rich mentalistic
interpretation” is, however, clearly in dispute with how intersubjectivists see
things (see paper III).

Concerning their reasons to reject primary intersubjectivity more
generally, Fonagy et al. say that “[a]t the heart of this argument is the view that
the presence of subjectivity in the infant cannot be assumed but, rather, must
be considered as acquired in the process of interaction” (Fonagy et al., 2002, p.
218). If they argue that subjectivity already from the start cannot be “assumed”
but must be “acquired in the process”, then it follows that at least a certain
amount of time must pass for it to develop, which means that infant
intersubjectivity is already impossible for that reason. Thus, primary
intersubjectivity would seem by definition to be ruled out. In any case, after
making a thorough review of the issue, Fonagy et al. conclude that there is no
compelling evidence to support the intersubjectivist notion. The point here is
not to review this entire matter again (see Fonagy et al., 2002, pp. 209-222).
Instead, the point is to examine the two ideas — primary intersubjectivity and
attachment — as two aspects of early infancy and examine what they would
“look like” if one were to subject them to a theoretical analysis.

To conclude what has been said thus far, the notion of the “sharing of
experiences” and the central place it is given by intersubjectivity theorists is
questioned by Fonagy et al.. They ask in what more specific way there is a
dyadic sharing of emotions, as “engaging in protoconversational turn-taking is

neither a typical nor an effective response when the baby is in need of soothing”
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(Fonagy, Gergely, & Target, 2007, p. 293). Here, a typical aspect of interaction
is emphasised — that of soothing — an aspect that is likely to be associated with
an “attachment perspective”. However, although no one denies that infants
need soothing, they are not in need, of course, of soothing all the time. They
also engage in chatting, teasing and playing, behaviours that tend to be
emphasised in research on intersubjectivity (e.g. Reddy, 2000, 2008).

Trevarthen and Aitken express their perspective as follows:

The expressive behaviours in affectionate chat and play have no immediate role
in the regulation of the neonate’s physiological state, comfort, or survival. They
are distinct from maternal breast-feeding, stroking, holding, rocking, vocal
comforting, and the like. The caregiver responds to neonatal signals that are very
different from appetitive movements, distress cries, or gestural signs of fear
anger, anger, or fatigue. (Trevarthen & Aitken, 2001, p. 6).

Instead, the interactions, or the aspects of interaction that Trevarthen calls
special attention to, are calmness, enjoyableness, and the dependence on
sustained mutual attention and rhythmic synchrony. Thus, the two aspects of
behaviour referred to can differ in many ways its being likely, for example, that
seeking protection and soothing on the one hand, and affectionate chat, on the
other, differ in terms of both positive and negative affects.

Bretherton (2005) highlighted the idea that attachment denotes a social
bond, but not just any kind of social bond. Rather, according to attachment
theory, a parent (or other caregiver) comes to function as an attachment figure,
which means that this role (i.e. the attachment) has a special status and is
distinct from the role of a playmare. According to Bretherton (1985, p. 4),
Bowlby actually meant that these two roles were conceptually distinct: “A child
is said to seek the attachment figure when under stress but to seek a playmate
when in good spirits”. As the roles are not incompatible, however, they could be
both be filled by one and the same person. Thus, there are reasons for

considering these roles as being conceptually distinct.
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Cortina and Liotti (2010) argue that attachment and intersubjectivity
differ in their evolutionary history and in the motivational functions they serve.
Whereas the goal of attachment is protection, intersubjectivity aims at
cooperation. These are two aspects of the interaction and communication, of
course, that take place in infancy and, even if they are conceptually distinct,
they in effect are intertwined. Regarding attachment behaviour, for example,
distress cries that are properly responded to by the caregiver, establish the secure
haven from which the infant can depart to explore the world. In this
exploration, the social world has it its own interests; this being where
intersubjectivity comes in.

Thus, when Trevarthen argues that taking part in “affectionate chat” is
something quite distinct from attachment security and nutritive needs, these
two roles are most likely what he means. Trevarthen and Aitken (2001, p. 7)
maintain that “infant survival and development depends on communication
with a caregiver to service the baby’s needs for an emotional aztachment, but
also to maintain and develop an intimate emotionally expressed companionship
in changing purposes and conscious experiences” (cf. Trevarthen, 1998b).
Thus, the interaction that the infant partakes in can be viewed differently,
depending on the perspective. The well-known phrase “in the eye of the
beholder” can come to mind here. On the other hand, in paper II it is suggested
that intersubjectivity and mentalization are two separate functions, which
counters the view of Cortina and Liotti (2010, p. 411), who use the terms

intersubjectivity and mentalization interchangeably:

We think concepts of theory of mind (ToM), metacognitive monitoring,
mentalization or mindreading abilities, and advanced intersubjective abilities—
that have different research and intellectual origins—are nonetheless all pointing
to the same basic phenomena, namely the ability to read the intentions,
emotions, and goals of others and the ability to observe and reflect on one’s own
internal experience.
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One could say that intersubjectivity is distinct from explicit mentalization,
but this leaves the question of how to understand implicit mentalization
unanswered. Mentalization as a concept ought best to have a definition that
encompasses, both in implicit and explicit terms, the most important aspects of
it.

Primary intersubjectivity and attachment may thus reflect different aspects
of interaction in infancy. If this is the case, focusing only one of these would
inevitably bias the view of the abilities and capacities that infants possess. If not
the existing evidence would be sufficient to make room for both of these
approaches, it would be possible to test these hypotheses by examining infant-
caregiver interaction under conditions of positive affect (which should predict
intersubjectivity measured, for example, as taking turns in what Trevarthen
termed ‘affectionate chat’) and negative affect (which should predict attachment
behaviour, such as seeking proximity, comfort, protection)®. Accepting the idea
that mentalization is an advanced form of intersubjectivity, there are some
studies exploring the association between attachment and intersubjectivity
(measured by means of theory of mind tasks), but with mixed results (see Meins
et al. 2002, 2003; Laranjo, Bernier, Meins & Carlson, 2010). One plausible
alternative hypothesis would be that this association could involve primary
intersubjectivity and thus the opposite trajectory, in which intersubjectivity
predicts attachment possibly testable by use of a longitudinal design involving
measurements first at, say, the age of four months and then at the age of about
a year. Jaffe, Beebe, Feldstein, Crown & Jasnow (2001) did that and found that
vocal rhythm coordination at four months predicted attachment at 12 months.
Importantly, the contingent interaction with a stranger resulted in a more
certain prediction than the infant-mother interaction did. This seems consistent

with the distinction between two different roles played by others in interaction.

¢ There would, of course, be many variables to consider. The suggestion here is only
meant to provide a sketch of the general idea, not to specify the hypotheses.
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To conclude what has been said thus far, we have seen that the two
opposing approaches — mentalization and the second-person approach — are
both worthy of consideration but for differing reasons. Thus, early interactions
can be interpreted from the point of departure of either of these two theories.
However, just as there seems to be room for both attachment and
intersubjectivity in early infancy, there may be room for accepting both
mentalization and non-mentalizing aspects of social understanding. The last
suggestion may appear at first glance to provide a somewhat speculative
account, but it can be seen as worthwhile and promising when viewed within
the larger framework of social understanding. The penultimate section before
the papers are introduced that follows now is devoted, accordingly, to providing

a brief glance at non-mentalistic ways of understanding.
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6. Some Notes on Non-
Mentalizing Modes of Social
Understanding

This section deals with non-mentalizing modes of social understanding. In
section 4 above, mentalizing was defined as an imaginative mental activity that
enables us to perceive and interpret human behaviour in terms of intentional
mental states (Fonagy, Bateman & Luyten, 2012). As we have seen, there are
some who argue that mentalistic understanding is the only way that people can
genuinely understand each other. The attempt will be made here to
demonstrate that this is certainly too strong a claim.

There are several non-mentalistic explanations suggested besides those that
are involved in the second-person approach (primary intersubjectivity, direct
social perception, interaction theory). These are sometimes termed “pre-
mentalistic”, which indicates their existing prior to the development of
mentalization. However, this contrasts the view that non-mentalizing
approaches such as primary intersubjectivity can exist alongside one’s
mentalizing ability once it has developed and that expression will therefore be
avoided.

Most notably we find here releological explanations, in other words

explanations that do not consider mental states but rather more concrete goals
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and purposes’. There is a simple example that illustrates the contrast between a
mentalistic explanation and a teleological explanation, one from Csibra and

Gergely (1998, p. 255):

Q: Why did the chicken cross the road?
Al: To get to the other side.
A2: It wanted to be on the other side.

It is in A2 alone that a mentalistic causal explanation is provided. A
mental state (“wanted”) is attributed to the actor there as being a cause of the
behaviour involved (crossing the road). Note that the teleological explanation is
not less right than the mentalistic one. Everyone understands Al as a perfectly
sensible answer, different though it is from A2. Importantly, the crucial aspect
of things is not that these explanations need to be verbalized by a person, but
rather that the explanation needs to also be distinguishable at the implicit level.
Therefore, the mentalistic claim is that mentalistic explanations are the way
most individuals, at least above four years of age, understand each other; a claim
that is thus universal (Baron-Cohen, 1995; Tooby & Cosmides, 1995;
Wellman, Cross & Watson, 2001).

Mentalization is supposed to involve metarepresentations, or secondary
representations according to Fonagy et al. (2002). One important feature of
secondary representations is that they can be decoupled from reality. The basic
idea is that a primary representation is stimulus-bound and represents objects in
the real world; it is experienced as being “for real”, whereas a secondary

representation is decoupled from reality, meaning that it can be used for

7 There of course are also other candidates such as behavioural rules (or behavioural
abstraction) (see e.g., Gallagher & Povinelli, 2012; Perner, 2011; Ruffman & Perner,
2005) but we leave these aside to focus only on teleology.
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exploring alternative means of representation. The object it refers to® can then
be experienced as being both “not for real” and “nonconsequential” (Fonagy et
al. 2002, p. 299). In the case of affect mirroring, the caregiver’s mirrored
expression permits the infant, for example, in pretend play, to engage in a
“corrective emotional ‘rewriting’ of the negative affect memory by
reexperiencing it in the marked ‘as-if mode with a modified emotional
content” (Fonagy et al., 2002, p. 299).

Such a model needs to explain how the subject can be in touch with the
primary state at the same time as the second-order state is decoupled.

What is needed, therefore, is a theoretical model designed to encompass
both mentalizing and non-mentalizing explanations in a way that does not
construe the non-mentalizing approaches as being undeveloped and only
precursory to achieving a “real” understanding, but rather that can account for
the development of, and interaction between, mentalizing and non-mentalizing
understanding (i.e. understanding through interaction or attention to external
features, be it through external and implicit mentalizing, or primary
intersubjectivity). Papers I — III are concerned with this project in ways that
differ from one another. Certain ideas appear to be particularly potent in the
construction of such a model, although what is provided here will be only a
rough sketch. These are ideas concerned with the role of representations in the
development of mentalization, issue being taken here with various features of

mentalization theory.

8 There are differing views of how a secondary representation refers to an object in the
external world, or to a primary representation. Perner (1991) argues that one should say
that it refers to the object, doing so via the primary representation of it, whereas Leslie
(1987) stipulates the presence of an “anchoring” relationship, which means that the
secondary representation is anchored in “parts of primary representations” (p. 418; cf.
Perner, 1991 p. 293). Fonagy et al. refer to Leslie’s theory of representation.
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Joélle Proust (2003a; 2007) explicated two senses in which metacognition
can be understood and asserted that they are functionally distinct, the one
involving metarepresentation and the other being of a more basic kind, one that
involves procedural reflexivity instead of metarepresentative reflection. According
to this view, a metacognitive control system can be precursory to (an explicit)
“mentalizing ability, not only because it offers procedural knowledge to a
potential redescription mechanism, but also because the resulting enhancement
of executive capacities offers the control structure that decoupling requires”
(Proust, 2003a, p. 352). In other words, to run a model decoupled from reality
means that some other model must also be present that “hooks up” to reality.
This move tackles the problem identified above concerning how decoupling can
be explained as being critical for the engaged reflection that mentalizing entails.

Proust contrasts ‘having a capacity’ and the need to ‘exercise it’. This leads
us to a second important issue. She argues that even if one can make use of
mentalizing abilities, the possibility of approaching an issue in non-mental

terms by simplifying the problem is always an alternative:

There are deep forms of engagement available to an agent who has access to
metarepresentational thinking, because normally such an agent independently
possesses metacognitive capacities. But she does not need to exercise them, in
particular when under time pressure, or in routine situations... A subject who
already has these mental concepts in her repertoire may replace them by their
shallow, non-mental counterparts. (Proust, 2007, p. 287).

Proust compares this with Perner’s (1991) situation theory in light of the
fact that many of our daily encounters can be understood sufficiently on the
basis of situation theory alone.

According to Perner (1991, p. 255) a situation-theory of behaviour is a
““mentalistic theory of behaviour’ in which mental states are construed as
theoretical constructs...[and] as relations to situations”. A situation theory
provides a kind of teleological explanation that can be distinguished from a

mentalistic one. However, Perner and Roessler (2010) go a step further and
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argue that the custom in psychology of linking practical reasons with mental
states is actually unnecessary. Not that there is anything wrong with using
beliefs and desires as reasons, but reasons need not be conceived as mental states.
As far as I can see, this amounts to a new, and better, situation-theory than the
‘old” in which ‘mental states are construed as theoretical constructs’. Reasons
can, in Perner and Roessler’s view, be external, practical and objective — facts in
other words — and as such get involved in the explanations that also adults, well
endowed with mentalizing abilities, in many cases prefer and see as more apt.
Moreover, the teleological origin of social understanding (or common-sense
psychology) is, according to Perner and Roessler, the best way to explain how

mentalization comes about:

It is not enough to think of certain mental states as the causes of bodily
movements. What matters is the ability to see how some of the agent’s
psychological properties provide her with considerations that from her point of
view can be seen to amount to a practical reason. Understanding the subjective
reason informing someone’s intentional action requires delineating what, from
her perspective, presents itself as an objective reason. (2010, pp. 32-33).

According to Perner, non-mentalizing understanding is even more
frequent than mentalization stating, “we stay situation theorists at heart. We
resort to a representational theory of mind only when we need to” (Perner,
1991, p. 251). Perner and Roessler’s view puts more emphasis on this
statement. Gallagher (2001) regards Perner’s notion of situation theory as being
similar to “an embedded cognitive practice that relies on those pre-theoretical
embodied capabilities that three-year-olds have already developed to understand
intersubjective situations” (2001, p. 95), in other words the capacities involved
in primary and secondary intersubjectivity (cf. Gallagher, 2004).

However, whereas teleology is a non-mentalizing mode, it is far from
being primary intersubjectivity. Thus, if development starts with primary
intersubjectivity, the model needs to explain how primary intersubjectivity

connects to teleology (that is, situation theory). Between these capacities there

58



needs to be a bridge of sorts and Proust’s model of procedural reflexivity, which
links primary cognition with metarepresentation through the intermediate level
of procedural reflexivity, may possibly assist in the enterprise of linking primary
interaction with teleology.

Recursive metarepresentation, Proust says, is an operation that “relies on
the syntactical phenomena of natural languages. It is indeed a universal formal
property of human languages that they admit embedded clauses” (Proust, 2007,
p- 290). This means that metarepresentation “is not as such cognitively
demanding. It is implicitly mastered through language use” (Proust, 2007, p.
290). The implication of this is important, namely that metarepresentation can
be either deep or shallow.

Metacognition is often defined as a dynamic model of monitoring and
control processes, one that passes information on from an object level to a meta
level, as well as from meta level to object level (e.g. Nelson & Narens, 1990).
There is no truth-functional independence from one another of control and
monitoring, which means that “a metacognitive control loop aims at
establishing a coherent and reliable picture of the presently available cognitive
capacities” (p. 287). Thus, metacognition can never be shallow, but needs
instead to always engage both levels in order to operate properly, where “it
cannot predict or evaluate without simulating, which means spending
significant time and resources on running a dynamic model for the task” (p.
286). Metarepresentations, on the other hand, are generally truth-functionally
independent from their embedded representations. The attribution of a belief
to a person may be true even if what the person believes is false. Deep
metarepresentation thus involves engaging metacognitive simulation, whereas
shallow metarepresentation takes on a simpler mode, one that does not involve
the full implications of the proposition in question — its not running the
simulation so to speak. However, when metarepresentation “redescribes”
metacognition, in line with Karmiloff-Smith’s suggestion to this effect (1992),
metarepresentation “automatically receives a deep reading” (Proust, 2007, p.

287). Proust maintains that “as long as you don’t need to evaluate the truth of
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an embedded content to correctly apply a mental concept to it, you don’t need,
a fortiori, to test and evaluate your own judging or learning capacity in order to
form that metarepresentation.” (p. 287).

Compared to what mentalization requires according to the mentalization
theory, Proust’s distinction certainly points in a different direction. Given that
children do learn language and that the semantic function of language in one
sense constitutes the ability of “doing” recursive metarepresentation,
metarepresentation cannot represent a requirement for (implicit) mentalization.
If metarepresentation can be shallow, which mentalization cannot be, then it
seems wise to try to define mentalization in some other way than by
metarepresentation. What could be more suitable for this than procedural
reflexivity? Proust’s theory suggests that procedural reflexivity rather than
metarepresentation is ample for mentalization. “The difference between an
implicit, nonmentalistic form of metacognition and its ‘redescribed” or explicit
form, is that reflexivity occurs not only at the process level, but also at the
semantic-intentional level” (Proust, 2003a, p. 352; 2003b).

To conclude what has been said thus far, non-mentalizing understanding
is probably more important than mentalization theory seems to recognize. A
study that can illustrate this idea concerns how mentalization is cultivated in
different social contexts.

In a study of associations between culture and somatic symptoms, Ryder
et al. (2008) used spontaneous problem reports, structured clinical interviews,
and symptom questionnaires to investigate how symptoms of depression were
presented by nearly 300 outpatients in China and Canada. In line with the
hypotheses made, with the results of previous studies and with existing theories,
the Chinese outpatients “reported more somatic symptoms on spontaneous
problem report and structured clinical interview compared with Euro-
Canadians, who in turn reported more psychological symptoms on all 3
methods” (p. 300). Importantly, and also in line with the predictions, both
somatic and psychological symptoms were frequently expressed in both places.

A relevant pathological construct — Alexithymia— is often assessed by use of the
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Toronto Alexithymia Scale (TAS). This questionnaire is used to “measure the
tendency to not clearly experience or articulate emotional states, with the
negative pole often being associated with psychological mindedness” (Ryder et
al., 2008, p. 305). Higher scores on the TAS were observed in the Chinese
participants. Yet this effect, they added, was “carried exclusively by externally
oriented thinking, which does not measure a difficulty but instead measures a
tendency to not value inner emotional experience as particularly important”
(Ryder et al., 2008, pp. 309-310, italics added). These patients were thus able
to both experience and to express their emotions, but they did not focus on
them and did not make them central to their life, according to the authors. In
contrast, “Western culture stands out for its unusual emphasis on the personal
experience and interpersonal communication of emotion” and the independent
self-construal and values of self-expression that is “common to Western cultures
emphasize an internal focus in contrast to the external and interpersonal focus
found in many other parts of the world” (Ryder et al., 2008, p. 310).

The phrase “externally oriented thinking” refers to a subscale of the TAS.
This subscale carried the full effect of Alexithymia as neither the Difficulty
Describing Feelings subscale nor the Difficulty Identifying Feelings subscale
showed a significant effect, which according to the authors suggests a less
pathological interpretation concerning the TAS and Alexithymia. According to
Ryder et al., research literature on the subject has tended to construe
somatisation in China as being a culture-bound phenomenon rather than
considering that psychologization is unusually common in the West.

In light of what has been said about mentalization above and the
distinction to be drawn between mentalistic and teleological explanations, these
are interesting results, externally vs. internally oriented thinking being involved.
It is tempting to view these findings in the light of the distinction between
teleological and mentalistic explanation. Apparently, a culture characterized by
externally oriented thinking would emphasise the stating of one’s purpose and
one’s motives in teleological terms, as these focus on concrete matters better

than terms for mental, private states do. One should recall that both Proust and
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Perner specifically asserted that a non-mentalistic understanding of many of our
encounters is often sufficient to act in an appropriate way in the world
generally. The situation-theory of behaviour, in Perner’s view, represents a
teleological understanding that amounts, in Proust’s words, to “using the world
as the model from which to predict behavior, instead of using another subject’s
representation of the world” (Proust, 2007, p. 287). This is tremendously
interesting given that externally oriented thinking does precisely that — uses the
world instead of others’ mental ideas about it, as the guiding model.

What does it mean to say that a “culture is characterized by externally
oriented thinking” or for that matter, characterized by mentalization? One way
to conceive of this is to say that teleology has a firm grip on the common-sense
psychology in these contexts. One question that is crucial to the perspective
here concerns the relationship between early intersubjectivity and teleology.
One possibility is that teleology concerns the reasons that people provide for
their actions. Early intersubjectivity is not concerned with reasons in that sense,
but it may constitute the ground on which teleology can develop. Before a child
can understand objective facts in the world in relation to other people, they
need to understand more basic things such as movement, attention,
communication, etc. — capacities that are involved in primary intersubjectivity.
When these matters become comprehensible, practical reasons can become
involved.

Another way of conceiving of it is suggested in Brinck (2008). Brinck
claims that two types of intersubjectivity develop in parallel in the first year,
interattentionality and interaffectivity (cf. Stern, 1985). The one concerns the
sharing of attention, the other the sharing of emotion (affect). These are
independent, but in typically developing subjects interact and enable a gradual
development of social understanding in the first few years in life. In case one of
them malfunctions, this will cause specific impairments. Problems with
interaffectivity for example, are likely to cause difficulties in social orienting and

attention to distress.
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A likely scenario is that narratives are involved in the development of
reason-type explanations and understanding. Daniel Hutto (e.g. 2008) argues
that our folk-psychological understanding of others, that is, the social
understanding that is shared by members of a specific culture, society, or group
— is more or less forced upon us by the narratives that pervade in that group,
culture or society. A narrative in this sense is not only verbally introduced to us
in stories and tales, but also exists in notions, figures of thought and the kind of
embodied interaction that members of a social environment engage in. It is
likely indeed that not only how people talk about how they understand things,
but also how they think they understand them, is of central importance here. Is
it the way they in fact do understand things? If we turn the question the other
way around, what reasons have we to believe that people’s actual understanding
is in perfect harmony with how they think or say they understand things? Also,
is it conceivable that we understand things in some other way than we ourselves

believe we are understanding them?
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7. Methodological

Considerations

A doctoral thesis in psychology usually has at its core one or more
empirical investigations that are reported on in detail. In one sense this
dissertation is no exception to this. Yet the label theoretical psychology is also
quite warranted in the present case, in view of the fact that the studies included
here will only refer to other empirical studies, carried out by others and
reported on by them earlier.

The section begins with a review of different perspectives in theoretical
psychology, historical as well as current ones, that are applicable to the studies
that are presented in the next section. However, before moving on to the next
section, the methods employed in these studies are presented in light of the

theoretical psychology that has been reviewed.

7.1 Theoretical Psychology

Theoretical psychology can concern fundamental issues as well as
conceptual and theoretical ones. It analyses, discusses and compares different
explanatory models and paradigms and their ontological and metaphysical
assumptions, their scope and their value. It also analyses fundamental issues
pertaining to large areas of research, such as social cognition, for example, and

analyses and criticizes the way questions are asked within the area or areas in
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question. Some of the questions that have occupied me while writing this
dissertation are the following: What is social understanding? How do we ask
questions about the development of social understanding, and how else could
we do so? What is there to gain in reformulating these questions and changing
the ways in which we conceive of young children’s understanding of the mind?

The methods used in theoretical psychology are of course conceptual and
theoretical. They can consist in part of conceptual analyses, for revealing and
eliminating misconceptions, for fine-tuning existing concepts, for developing
new concepts and conceptions that can highlight new factors and new aspects
of known phenomena. Conceptual analysis is not merely a matter of analysing
what is already known, but can also lead to new knowledge through re-
interpretation of old facts and the generation of new hypotheses. Theoretical
psychology also involves analysing existing data, often published by other
researchers, to suggest new interpretations, or to put the data into new contexts
and relate them to other data, the relationship which has not thus far been
investigated, and possibly also to place them in a new theoretical context. This
is a way of generating new and testable hypotheses. What theoretical
psychology achieves is supposed to be fed back into empirical psychology.

Over the years, there have been many suggestions of how best to conceive
of the place for theory within psychology. At times, one can even get the
impression that not much has happened as regards theory within psychology.
For instance, in 1940 Kurt Lewin wrote a paper entitled “Formalization and

progress in psychology” in which he stated that in

recent years there has been a very marked change in the attitude of American
Psychology. During the 1920’s and early 1930’s psychologists were, on the
whole, rather adverse to theory... Today, a definite interest in psychological
theory has emerged... The need for a closer fusion of the various branches of
psychology demands tools which permit better integration (Lewin, 1951, p. 1).

The concerns about integration in an otherwise fragmented discipline

were shared by Slife and Williams about half a century later (1997, p. 117) in
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their maintaining that “[i]ncreased signs of disciplinary fragmentation as well as
threats to mainstream psychology’s philosophy of science have presented
challenges that call for thoughtful disciplinary discussion” which is (partly) why
they suggest theoretical psychology as a subdiscipline that can facilitate such a
discussion. Slife and Williams also refer to Koch’s (1959) history of the
development of psychology in which it is argued that psychology settled on its
way of answering questions, that is, its methods, before the theoretical questions
were developed. In the natural sciences, problems and question tended to come
first, they say, and methods to come as a response to theoretical problems. In
scientific psychology, thanks to a determination to apply positivist methods to
humans, those questions that could generate empirically testable hypotheses
tended to be valued. However, Slife and Williams assert that “there is certainly
no logical reason why theories should generate empirically testable hypotheses.
The only reason is a privileging of method in general and positivistic method in
particular.” (1997, p. 119). The recognition that empirical psychology
emphasises method rather than theory tallies with my own experience. Yet,
whether it also means that the custom of giving priority to method results from
20" century positivism remains an open question as far as I can see.

What other reasons are there for pursuing theoretical psychology? Let us
review some differing answers to this question. We can start with André Kukla
(1989, 1995, 2001), whose suggestion has much in common in many respects
with the “five major tasks” for theoretical psychologists that Koch (1951)
suggested in an influential paper on the subject.

Kukla proposed that theoretical psychology be a specialized branch of
psychology, “a theoretical wing comparable to the well-established theoretical
disciplines that exist in other scientific disciplines... an active sub-discipline
with a well-articulated research program and a growing corpus of special
methods and results.” (1989, p. 785). He views psychology as “the most
aggressively empiricist of all academic disciplines” (p. 785), which he finds

ironic as psychology constitutes a “particularly promising arena for the exercise
4 gy y g
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of nonempirical methods of research — far more so than, say, geology or
bacteriology” (p. 785).

Kukla suggests several tasks for the theoretical psychologist, theory
construction being the first important task, as he sees it, in light of his view that
data “do not yield up theories of themselves, nor will theories emerge by adding
more data to the lot. There is no alternative but to invent a theory” (p. 785). A
second task, as he sees it, is to derive new empirical predictions from existing
theories, whereas confirming the predictions he considers to be a job belonging
to empirical psychology. Third, coberence analysis tests whether a theory is
internally consistent, that is, whether it contains internal inconsistencies such as
a proposition “P” and its negation “not-P” both being presented as correct, or
any form of inconsistent consequence that is false already on conceptual
grounds. A theory can involve “circularity, infinite regress, ambiguity, non
sequitur, or nonindependence among its fundamental assumptions” (p. 787), in
that case the theory being in need of correction. The fourth task, conceprual
analysis, can thus test a theory’s internal coherence to ensure that the
observations and hypotheses are not formulated in a way that makes them
necessarily true, and that the concepts involved are distinct. Studies may even
set out to test hypotheses that logically are necessarily true, in that case what is
tested being anything bur the hypothesis, but rather simply the procedures
employed in the study, for example (cf. Smedslund, 2002). Fifth, conceptual
innovations can lead to new models that can be tested. When Kukla discusses
the place of a priori propositions in psychology, his disappointment with
empiricism turns into a rationalistic credo in which he understands rationalism
as the view that “there is some a priori knowledge”, whereas empiricism is
identified as the view that “only necessary propositions can be known a priori”
(p. 791).

To explain further what he means by this he refers to Kuhn (e.g. 1962)
and Lakatos (e.g. 1970), who both suggest that “scientific theories inevitably
contain some propositions that are too basic to be submitted to empirical test,

even though these propositions are not logically necessary truths” (p. 791).
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Examples of such presuppositions are contingent beliefs on a priori grounds
that one needs to adopt in order to be able to engage in scientific work at all
and thus that underlie all scientific theories. Kukla takes the example of a
disagreement between behaviourists and phenomenologists on how to interpret
introspective reports. Where a behaviourist would maintain that ‘a subject S
reports about an experience E’, the phenomenologist would say that ‘subject S
experiences E’. Such a disagreement cannot be settled by yet another experiment,
Kukla says, as both parties “would systematically interpret the results of any
experiment in accordance with their own methodological percepts” (p. 792).
These presuppositions are rarely declared explicitly in “the beginning of a
scientific enterprise” (p. 792); one has rather to work backwards from what is
actually said and done to “the system of presuppositions that seems to warrant
these practices” (p. 792).

While this example concerns a strong conception of a priori propositions,
Kukla also postulates a “pragmatic a priori”, which means that a priori
constraints on scientific theories “are largely cognitive and social in nature” (p.
792). The difference as compared with more strict a priori convictions is that,
regarding pragmatic ones, “we are free to reject the presuppositions of any
particular theory” (p. 792) and we can of course search for alternatives, but “the
pragmatic a priori imposes constraints that must be adhered to by all
conceivable theories in psychology. The presuppositions of particular theories
can neither be confirmed nor disconfirmed by experiment” (p. 792), thus
pointing out the necessity of theoretical work.

In a second article, Kukla (1995) advances his suggestions by adding two
further tasks for the theorist: amplification and simplification. According to
Kukla, these have the following properties: “(1) between them, they account for
most of the research time of theoreticians; and (2) neither type of work requires
the theoretician to be acquainted with the data relating to the theories.” (p.
202). The first point, although difficult to understand, probably denotes the

fact, as described earlier in the paper, that scientists in disciplines such as
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theoretical physics, for example, spend most of their time working with
formalized theories.

Amplification is a subcategory of what Kukla terms “coherence analysis”. It
involves assigning a probability value to a scientific theory by analyzing both its
relation to other, comparable theories and its empirical consequences, “i.e. all
the empirically testable propositions that follow from the theory, whether or
not they have already been tested” (p. 202). This probability value is taken to
describe the epistemic standing of the theory at a specific time. Amplification
consists of “performing operations that increase or decrease the probabilities
assigned to extant theories” (p. 203), its being “a logical, as opposed to
empirical, discovery about a theory 7 as a result of which p(7), the probability
assigned to T prior to the discovery, has to be changed” (p. 202-203).

Simplification, in turn, concerns basically the constructing of new theories,
but by means of simplifying earlier ones. Demands for simplicity and
parsimony can be seen in such notions as those of Occam’s razor and Morgan’s
canon.?

In this second article, Kukla’s approach appears to concern formalized
work more than his previous paper did (1989), his acknowledging too that,
whereas a theory is most likely to be constructed in close contact with data,
both amplification and simplification are theoretical activities autonomous of
and distinct from empirical work.

There is of course much to say regarding Kukla’s suggestions. First of all,
his intention to present theoretical psychology as a highly worthwhile enterprise

is certainly welcome. The very fact that theoretical work is emphasised to this

? “In no case may we interpret an action as the outcome of the exercise of a higher
psychical faculty, if it can be interpreted as the outcome of the exercise of one which
stands lower in the psychological scale” (Morgan, 1894, cited in Kukla, 1995, p. 210).

See Brinck (2009) for a discussion of Morgan’s Canon.

69



degree can undoubtedly be helpful for psychological researchers generally. His
idea that the theoretical psychologist has specific tools and methods to work
with is clearly valuable as well. However, criticism has been directed against his
view, particularly that of its construing theorizing as being an autonomous
activity, distinct from empirical work (Looren De Jong, 2010; Looren De Jong,
Bem & Schouten, 2004)10. I will review some of these criticisms here with the
aim of presenting a broader view than one might otherwise take of theoretical
psychology. The section ends with certain conclusions before going on to the
more specific methodological concerns of the thesis.

Looren de Jong, Bem and Schouten (2004), think the main problem
regarding Kukla’s view is his assuming there to be a neat distinction between
observation and theory, one they feel is untenable. According to them,
theorizing in psychology does not depend upon there being a strict dichotomy
between theory and observation. Instead, they argue that the armchair analysis
Kukla considers to be the core of theoretical psychology is “of limited use” (p.
276). For example, Kukla’s suggestion is that the theoretical psychologist
propose new conceptual innovations without use of any new data, yet Looren
De Jong (2010) argues that such innovations “more probably... result from a
mix of new concepts and new observations” (p. 749). My interpretation of
Kukla’s suggestion is that the very intention of proposing new concepts is most
likely preceded by one’s taking part of observations or data, not that one needs to
present new data simultaneous to presenting one’s conceptual innovations. It is
possible, however, that contrary to my reading of him, Looren De Jong means
that one should also present new data to support one’s innovations. As far as |

can see, Kukla does not oppose the interpretation I make, since he also

1 Both Looren De Jong (2010) and Looren De Jong, Bem and Schouten (2004) are
primarily concerned with Kukla’s book “Methods of Theoretical Psychology” (2001),
but in (2004) they note that the main text of Kukla’s book is basically identical to his
early articles (Kukla 1989, 1995) a fact they consider “unfortunate” (p. 277).
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acknowledges that, when we are engaged in the innovative development of new
concepts while sitting in our armchair “we rely... on prior observation” (1989,
p- 790).

Looren De Jong, Bem and Schouten (2004) maintain that Kukla’s
suggestions are valuable as general recommendations to theorists that they be
aware of the importance of concepts, presuppositions and perhaps also of a
priori truths. Yet as sole guidelines for doing theoretical psychological work
their suggestions risk making theoretical psychology too distinct a discipline,
that is, a discipline that empirical psychologists feel they need not take account
of.

I consider this critique to be more relevant to Kukla (1995) than to Kukla
(1989), where in the former he outlines ways of assigning probability values to
existing theories without dealing with data.

The naturalist suggestion of Looren De Jong, Bem and Schouten (2004)
can be seen as fostering a “continuous interplay between empirical results and
theoretical reflection”, their feeling that the theoretical psychologist should
“reflect on empirical data, integrate results, and uncover presuppositions and
historical roots of empirical and theoretical work in psychology” (p. 276). Since
both reflecting on empirical data and integrating results are probably involved
in most researchers’ activities, their suggestion puts theoretical and empirical
psychologists on an equal footing regarding this. Highlighting historical roots,
however, is valuable. It pertains in particular to theoretical psychology and is
perhaps something that Kukla does not particularly stress.

Looren De Jong’s (2010, p. 750) main worry seems to be that theorizing
"does not have to be an autonomous activity, in the sense of being separated
from empirical work, and concerned with formal techniques” in order to be of
interest. He offers a naturalistic position that considers the distinction between
theory and observation to be less distinct.

According to the various authors just referred to, naturalism involves a
different view of knowledge and science, their being considered to be “about

the world and have their effects in the world” (Looren De Jong, Bem &
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Schouten, 2004, p. 284). In other words, since they take naturalism,
pragmatism and functionalism to denote more or less the same ideas regarding
this, they adopt a pragmatist view in which science is seen to not search for
knowledge “for its own sake” but for pragmatic reasons, i.e. for being able to
change things in the world.

An important thing about naturalism in this context is that
methodological statements there are considered to be equivalent to empirical
statements in the sense that they are an object for scrutiny and thus are
accepted, pragmatically speaking, if they work out well, that is, if they turn out
to be effective methods of providing us with new knowledge. This poses a
problem for the naturalistic view, a problem we will return to below. Now, we
will attempt to broaden the view taken beyond what we have considered thus
far, examining various other tasks besides those Kukla took up.

Looren De Jong (2010) argues that the various perspectives theoretical
psychology considers can be regarded as a continuum ranging from constructive
to deconstructive approaches, each position on that continuum being at least
potentially valuable. The naturalistic approach adopts a position in the middle,
emphasising theoretical psychology’s proximity to empirical psychology.
Specifically, he argues that this contrasts with Kukla’s view, which is at the
construction-end of the scale, social constructionism instead being situated at
the deconstructive end of the continuum.

Although Kukla’s views surely contribute to a constructive approach to
theorizing and he criticizes empiricism, Looren De Jong believes that Kukla is
not that keen on criticizing theories. This is, a problematic statement, however,
because Kukla’s methods of amplification concern the evaluation of theories,
and if one finds a theory wanting, this is arguably a way of criticizing it. Yet
there can be differences in terms of how one criticises a theory, or what point of
departure for doing so one selects. Whereas Kukla’s manner of evaluating a
theory can be regarded as an inside-perspective, one that helps science to move
forward, there is also an outside-perspective that can be taken, one that

“deconstructs” theories instead.
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Criticising theories is emphasised in the social constructionist paradigm
which, like Kukla’s view, constitutes a response to the demise of logical
positivism. Whereas positivism was concerned with determining objective and
context-free criteria for scientific rationality and with the justification of
epistemological claims, social constructionists reject objectivism and suggest
that knowledge, as well as truth, justification and reality, be deconstructed as
products of social negotiation.

As an example of the deconstructive approach, Looren De Jong refers to
social constructionists™’ who argue that psychological knowledge does not
mirror mental or behavioural facts, but rather that psychological concepts are
produced in social interactions, so that psychological reality is “in essence
negotiable” (p. 754). Theories are seen as performative in the sense of their
constituting realities, or forms of life, the way Wittgensteinian tradition has it,
their not, as the positivists believed, being linguistic structures that mirror
reality. All seemingly objective statements of facts can (and should) be
deconstructed and unmasked as products of negotiation, power, and
manipulation, just as Kuhn unmasked the inherent sociality of scientific
paradigms.

Although Looren De Jong argues that naturalism is a middle-of-the-road
position, there are extreme positions as well that he suspects can turn into
“naturalistic fundamentalism”, views that consider “whatever scientists do” to
represent “the plain truth” (p. 753), this illustrating a major problem in
naturalism. The problem is this: if no independent criteria for sufficiency and
justification are to be found, but only those practiced in empirical work, it is
necessary to ask what will happen to “critical reflection upon presuppositions,

scope, generality, and adequacy of knowledge claims” (p. 753), in other words

"' He exemplifies with Gergen as a social constructionists, but mentions also Harré and
Searle, whose theories differ from Gergen’s on several significant points.
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those qualities that both Kukla and social constructionists highlight. This
basically means that there is a need for theorizing as an autonomous activity as
well, to put it bluntly. Thus, not even this side of Kukla’s view can be
dismissed.

Looren De Jong concludes his view on social constructionism as being
more or less the mirror image of exaggerated naturalism, whereas the latter
seems “to accept anything from mainstream Nobel Prize neuroscience, social
constructionism seems to accept just anything new and enriching” because of
their lacking criteria for legitimacy and justification. Although Looren De Jong
appears to appreciate the need of criticizing theories, he seems much less ready
to appreciate the way in which social constructionism can contribute. He
believes that deconstruction as such can indeed be destructive, meaning that it
is not clear what it leads to, despite its being claimed to lead to “emancipation”.
He argues that without independent criteria “there is no principled way of
telling where the emancipatory direction is. Unmasking traditional taken-for-
granted psychology as a construction may leave nothing behind, and yield
nothing to replace it” (p. 757).

A more reasonable view then is as Looren de Jong (2010, p. 758) states, a
naturalism that “[consider itself a continuation of science, and in principle
accepts entrenched theories—but only provisionally, for the time being, like
‘piles driven into a swamp’”. This statement also summarizes the view of
Looren De Jong and his colleagues, what could be considered to represent a
mild version of naturalism, one that seeks to avoid the dangers of a too naive
naturalism.

Summing up this section, one can note that theoretical psychology can be
many things, and can involve quite differing perspectives on both psychology
and the philosophy of science and can sometimes involve ideological issues. The
approach taken in the thesis can be seen as being situated rather close to a
naturalistic approach, above all in the sense of regarding there to be no absolute
distinction between theoretical and empirical psychology. However, Kukla has

pointed to various methods the theoretical psychologist can employ that can be
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very useful in research, regardless of whether one conceives of these as being
autonomous activities or not. We will return to these in describing the methods
employed in the thesis.

More generally speaking, whether one works entirely with theoretical or
with empirical studies is seen as representing no basic difference in terms of the
philosophy of science. This is not meant to deny vast differences being possible
in the perspective one can take, but is simply to assert that no basic differences
are necessary. Of course, a theoretical study differs from an empirical study in

many practical ways far too obvious to be in need of any specific comment.

7.2 The Theoretical Methods Employed

The aim of the thesis has been to examine different aspects of the role of
intersubjectivity for metacognitive development and social understanding.
More specifically, the thesis investigates how, within different theoretical
frameworks, specifically mentalization theory, the theory of primary
intersubjectivity, and interaction theory, the developmental role of
intersubjectivity is described, the suggestions these theories make being
evaluated. Common to all three of these theories that the dissertation takes up
is the conviction that intersubjectivity is central to, and strongly affects, social
and cognitive development from the very beginning of life.

In the first paper, the hypothesis that metacognitive abilities and skills
start to develop between 2 and 4 months of age in episodes of dyadic
interaction is investigated. To examine the basis for this hypothesis we analyse
the concept of metacognition, there being several alternative constructions for
this, developed more or less independently of one another represented in the
literature. By analogy with an extended concept of cognition, resulting from
tests of implicit cognitive capacities associated with emotion, motivation and

attention rather than with verbal competence, inferential reasoning and symbol
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processing, we find there to be support for an extended concept of
metacognition. This could be said to involve, at least to a certain extent, a
conceptual innovation in Kukla’s terms in its conceiving of metacognition in
new terms, ones consistent with, and opening it up for, our hypothesis. The
analysis carried out concerns to a considerable extent examining what the
specific conceptual construction presupposes, what it implies and how this
compares with alternative conceptions that are possible. We then define three
aspects of metacognition, one of which is the traditional one, resting on
metarepresentation, the other two depending upon an extended conception of
metacognition. Metarepresentational metacognition is frequently described in
the literature by explaining how this aspect of metacognition relates to the other
two, but we could also show how metacognition can be grounded in infancy.
Dynamic systems theory permit us to conceive of metacognition in a way
making it plausible to employ in a social, interpersonal context. In this way,
through analysing the concept and highlighting its social functions, we also find
— in examining the history of the concept of metacognition — that the social
functions involved appear already in the original definition of it by Flavell, its
thus being firmly grounded within the framework of existing research. We
construe in this way a theoretical framework in which the hypothesis can be
seen as credible, reasonable and justifiable.

Finally, in examining relevant empirical evidence, we argue that the
hypothesis is clearly supported by existing evidence. In addition, we provide a
description of the concept making it appear promising to operationalize and to
put to test.

The second paper examines the hypothesis that two aspects of social
understanding — those of primary intersubjectivity and of mentalization — can
be considered as complementary, the latter depending upon the former. The
methods employed involve first of all a critical scrutinization of existing theories
regarding this matter. Two such theories are opposed to one another in terms of
which aspects of social understanding are regarded as being primary, whereas a

third theory agrees with the proposition that the other two theories should be
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considered as being complementary to one another, although it construes the
developmental trajectory as being the opposite of that conceived of here. The
respective theories involve differing presuppositions in regard to certain central
issues, such as what the understanding of emotional expressions implies, and
what functions an adequate theoretical model of social understanding should be
expected to explain. Critically analysing these presuppositions shows that the
matter to be of theoretical rather than empirical character, an interpretation
being provided of what the evidence obtained regarding infants’ understanding
of emotional expressions implies.

By further analysing the central claims and the concepts involved in the
respective theories, showing them to agree on certain central points, despite
their presuppositions differing, it is argued that the two theories closely related
to one another can be considered as complementary in the sense of their
describing two equally important functions of social understanding which both
need to be accounted for.

A review of the empirical evidence supported the hypothesis suggested
that they be considered as complementary. In Kukla’s terms, the main part of
the study can be said to consist of a conceptual and a coherence analysis of the
theories and of their respective explanations of social understanding, as well as
of the presuppositions involved. Analysed in these terms, the result of the study
suggest that social understanding and the separate functions it performs should
be included in one and the same model, not only showing there to be two
separate functions, each in their own right, but also suggesting how they
interact.

The third study involved primarily a coherence analysis of the
mentalization theory, subjecting it to a critical analysis of how the conception
of mentalization has changed from the early formulations of the theory to the
most recent form it has been given. In addition, the theory is contrasted with
the theory of primary intersubjectivity, the latter making certain inconsistencies
in the former obvious. On the basis of a conceptual analysis, it is argued that

one of the mentalization theory’s most central concepts, that of implicit
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mentalization, lacks a proper explanation in terms of that theory, a lack which is
particularly salient in view of the centrality of this concept. Since current
empirical studies of infants’ sensitivity to false beliefs, as indicated by implicit
measures of it, speak in favour of an implicit sense of mentalization, it can be
seen as highly important to define and explain this concept more adequately.
Interestingly enough, the concept of implicit mentalization overlaps with the
concept of primary intersubjectivity, making it important indeed to decide
between the two theories. The mentalization theory denies the existence of
primary intersubjectivity, yet this denial, can be shown on both conceptual and
theoretical grounds, to reflect a misunderstanding of what primary
intersubjectivity presupposes. We argue, accordingly, in contradiction of both
theories, that primary intersubjectivity is compatible with the theory of

mentalization.
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8. Overview of the Papers

L. The Developmental Origin of Metacognition

The point of departure for the first paper was the fact that although a
number of theoretical approaches argue that intersubjectivity constitutes the
developmental foundation for awareness of other minds, for socio-cognitive
development, and for social understanding, the view that intersubjectivity also
plays a role regarding infants’ gaining an understanding of their own minds has
not been explored to the same extent, despite the fact that many persons
working within this basic areas appear to recognize the fact of the conceptions
of the self and of the other going hand-in-hand during development (cf. the
dimension of self/other mentalizing taken up above).

Our approach permits conceiving of metacognitive development as
parallel to cognitive development from early on, and for re-interpreting some of
the achievements of young infants as genuinely metacognitive. It allows the
formulation of new explanatory hypotheses about cognitive development in the
first two years, and is intended to stimulate the development of new
experimental paradigms for investigating metacognition in the form of
epistemic (inter)action between infant and adult within shared contexts.

We claim that metacognition has its developmental origin in certain
features of early intersubjectivity that permit infants to internalize and construct
rudimentary strategies for manipulating their own and others’ cognitions. More
specifically, we argue that metacognitive skills start to develop between 2 and
4months of age in episodes of dyadic interaction. The argument takes its

starting-point in the conception of metacognition as the management of
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cognition. We adopt Kirsh’s (2005) framework for operationalizing
metacognition that pictures metacognition as the management of cognitive
resources internally in the mind and externally in the task environment.
Following Kirsh and Maglio (1994), we distinguish between two kinds of
action: Pragmatic actions are needed to perform a task or solve a problem and
move the agent closer to the goal. They are physical actions that change the task
environment. Epistemic actions are used to search for a solution to the problem
or select a strategy or procedure to perform the task.

We maintain that when pragmatic, world-directed actions cannot reduce
the agent’s distance to the goal, there is a need for epistemic actions, directed at
cognition. A monitoring mechanism will alert the system that its overall
cognitive state is inadequate for reaching the goal. Once the deficiency is
identified, the control mechanism will implement a strategy for improving
performance, for instance, to re-organize available information, search for new
information, or activate memory. Thus, learning how to deal with threats such
as breakdown and inefficiency of communication fosters learning of
metacognitive strategies. Crucially, intersubjectivity provides the infant with the
necessary motivation for this kind of active learning.

We distinguish between three types of metacognition (cf. Brinck, 2006):
implicit metacognition, which concerns the monitoring and control of
hierarchical cognitive processes in activities that require purely causal strategies
for reaching goals or completing tasks; perceptual metacognition, which requires
emotional and  attention-based  strategies, and  metarepresentational
metacognition, which involves higher-order propositional or symbolic
strategies.

Three features make intersubjectivity apt for initiating early metacognitive
development: First, shared monitoring and control of cognition are integral to
it; second, it enables learning and training of actions that realize monitoring
and control functions; and third, feedback is immediate.

We maintain that intersubjectivity allows infants to internalize and

construct rudimentary strategies for the dynamic monitoring and controlling of
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their own and others’ cognitions in real time—procedurally, on an implicit
level, as well as by means of emotions and attention. The functions of initiating,
maintaining, and achieving turns make proto-conversation a productive
platform for developing metacognition. The caregiver and the infant can jointly
create shared routines for epistemic actions that facilitate learning of
metacognitive skills. The adult thus comments on and corrects the infant’s
efforts, as well as representing a cognitive resource in its own right for the
infant.

We cite empirical evidence from a variety of sources that visual attention
and facial expression of emotion are the principal means for sharing experiences
around the interaction as well as for regulating it. Attention and emotion
constitute important behavioural indicators of metacognition in both infants
and adults, and observations of gaze-related behaviour and facial, bodily, and
vocal emotion expression reveal the manner in which the infant engages with
the adult—pragmatic or epistemic.

That metacognition begins externally and later can be internalized by the
individual does not mean that metacognition will end up internalized. Rather,
metacognition continues to be inherently social but with the possibility to be
exercised as the more traditional way of conceiving metacognition has it; as an

individual operation in problem-solving and monitoring of internal cognition.

II. From Primary Intersubjectivity to Mentalization: On the
Development of Social Understanding

The second paper poses the question of how primary engagement and
interaction relate to the development of social understanding, and more
specifically of mentalization. Many discussions of this question end up
defending either ‘interactionism’ (primary intersubjectivity, direct social

perception, interaction theory) or mentalization. One interesting example is
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that of Michael (2011) suggesting that interactionism and mentalization should
be seen as complementary. However, his suggestion puts mentalization first,
and his arguing that interaction depends on some form of (implicit)
mentalizing ability. Instead, this second paper examines the hypothesis that
intersubjectivity and mentalization are complementary, in a manner such that
the latter depends on the former, but not the other way around.

In connection with a detailed comparison of primary intersubjectivity and
mentalization theory, the suggestion is made that, despite their obvious
difference in perspective and in point of departure, they have a great deal in
common, both of them calling attention to the role of affect and emotion in
social understanding, and their both treating theory of mind as being too
narrow a concept, although they differ markedly in what are regarded as the
reasons for this.

The point of this article is very simply to maintain that if one accepts both
infants being potentially capable of intersubjectivity and their possessing
capacities for achieving it, and their developing the ability to mentalize in pretty
much the way that Fonagy et al. suggest, then one should explore the
possibility, at least, of the two of them being combined, and more specifically
endeavor to explain how mentalization can develop from primary

intersubjectivity.

III. Mentalization, Intersubjectivity and Affect Mirroring: A Critical

Discussion of Some Aspects of the Development of Mentalization

The third study takes as its point of departure the concept of
mentalization as it is construed by Fonagy and his associates. Mentalization
theory provides a novel perspective for obtaining an understanding of
psychopathology, psychotherapy and child development. The study investigates
the suggestion that mentalization develops from affect mirroring and

contingency detection in attachment relations and considers specifically four

82



separate dimensions of mentalization (cognitive versus affective, implicit versus
explicit, self-oriented versus other-oriented, and externally versus internally
focused). We claim that the construal of mentalization in terms of these four
dimensions prepare for a comparison between mentalization and primary
intersubjectivity. We suggest that external and implicit mentalization lie closer
to primary intersubjectivity than one might think, and argue that there is a
partial overlap between the concepts of primary intersubjectivity and implicit
(and external) mentalization.

Consequently we conclude that mentalization theory can be combined
with the hypothesis about primary intersubjectivity despite Fonagy et al.’s
explicit dismissal of this hypothesis—and that bringing the two theories
together contributes to explain the developmental roots of social understanding.
More specifically, we submit that mentalization is seen as originally developing
within the context of primary intersubjectivity, and suggest that primary
intersubjectivity is a prerequisite for the (normal) development of

mentalization.
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9. General Discussion

The way in which we allow ourselves
to engage with others circumscribes

the way in which we can know them
Vasudevi Reddy (2008, p. 6)

We mentalize when we treat others

as persons rather than objects
Jon G. Allen (2003, p. 93)

Human beings understand one another

intimately and at many levels

Colwyn Trevarthen (1979, p. 321)

At the outset of the thesis, the aim was stated as that of examining the
relation between interactions in infancy and metacognitive development,
specifically as regards social understanding both of the self and of others. This
aim evolved on the basis of a variety of considerations, a study by Clements and
Perner (1994) suggesting the first and most perceptible, if only approximate
seeming measure of the vague notion of this that had entered my mind. This

vague notion involved the distinction, in types of understanding involved,
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between understanding things “with the body” and understanding them with
the mind or through thinking. There was, of course, a long way yet to go in
transforming such notions into researchable questions. Yet the distinction
between primary intersubjectivity and full-blown mentalization (or theory of
mind) finally became the focus of the studies undertaken. Examining these
different theoretical perspectives, with their differing assumptions and
presuppositions, led to two quite differing views on the kind of understanding
that exists alongside more conscious reflections and explanations, as well as
earlier, in infancy, before they develop. It seemed difficult to explain from these
two theoretical positions, how these differing capacities — mentalizing and
“embodied pragmatics” — can interact in one and the same person. The
challenge was to show how these quite differing aspects of social understanding
interact.

In paper I, we argue specifically that metacognition develops from
intersubjective interactions starting at an age of between 2 and 4 months. The
common assumption that the development of understanding of the self and of
others come in tandem is further elaborated on is suggesting that implicit and
perceptual metacognition is intrinsically social.

Paper II develops the view that primary intersubjectivity and interaction
can contribute to the development of mentalization, their providing a more
complete model of social understanding. Such a perspective contributes in
particular to theories emphasising social interaction (as broadly construed)
through its being argued that mentalization theory has important contributions
to make, even if some of the ideas and presuppositions involved are clearly in
conflict with how things are conceived in terms of interactionism.

Paper I1I makes a similar suggestion, only this time from the perspective
of mentalization theory and what primary intersubjectivity can add to this
theory. The two studies carried last thus approach the combining of
mentalizing theories and interactionism from two directions, arguing that since
the phenomena of primary intersubjectivity and mentalization that are

suggested to be important here appear to exist, a model of social understanding
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ought not only to include the phenomena involved but also to explain how they
interact.

The view defended in the three papers is that social understanding entails
various abilities and capacities and that these can be combined, and ought to
be, within a single theoretical model. These range from primary intersubjective
interactions in which affective and intentional attitudes are communicated and
regulated through mutual vocal, facial and bodily expressions, to the more
mature conscious reflection of oneself and others’ reasons, motives, feelings,
ambitions, actions and what these express symbolically, unconsciously, and
objectively, the perhaps most qualified ability being that of “mentalized
affectivity” (Jurist, 2005). Thus, a theoretical model ought ideally to include the
full range of these abilities and explain how they interact. The most promising
theory in this respect was seen to be mentalization theory (Fonagy et al., 2012).
The varying set of implications for development and for clinical work that are
accounted for by it is impressive. The aim of uncovering the associations
between attachment relations in infancy and metacognitive development
appeared to be a promising one of very considerable potential. However, as has
been argued in the papers, the theory also has important shortcomings as
regards how metacognitive development is imagined to start. Furthermore, it
tends to downplay the importance of non-mentalizing modes of understanding.
As the study by Ryder et al. (2008) indicates (section 6), mentalization — or the
tendency to value inner, mental experiences rather than externally oriented ones
— seems not to be the predominant and universal way that people obtain an
understanding of the reasons for things (cf. Hutto, 2008; Perner, 1991; Perner
& Roessler, 2010), despite claims to the contrary by theory of mind
proponents.

In paper III, it is argued, however, that the most significant point is
perhaps that the mentalization theory falls short of explaining its most critical
notion, namely that of implicit mentalizing (and to a certain degree external
mentalizing as well). This is understandable, given that research on children’s

and infants’ knowledge and awareness of others has developed from explicit
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measures such as obtained on the basis of answering questions, or of elicited
response tasks, to implicit measures, or spontaneous response tasks, that tend to
focus on where subjects direct their gaze, as in connection with an anticipatory-
looking or a violation-of-expectations paradigm (see e.g., Baillargeon, Scott &
He, 2010; Low & Perner, 2012; Thoermer et al., 2012). However, even if the
implicit sense of mentalizing is considered the most important aspect of
mentalization, it is not sufficiently explained in the theory. The time is thus
ripe to concentrate on an explication of implicit mentalizing, or better still to
complement a dimensional view with clear definitions of each polarity that can
be submitted to an empirical test as regards their respective developmental
history. There are already some suggestions that have been made on how to
conceptualize early forms of mentalizing, notably implicit forms, reported on in
the literature (e.g., Fogel, 2011; Shai & Belsky, 2011), though more are indeed
needed.

In papers II and III alike, Fonagy et al’s rejection of primary
intersubjectivity was found to not rest on solid ground. It appears that Fonagy
et al. (e.g., 2002) misunderstand what primary intersubjectivity entails. At the
very least, the proponents of primary intersubjectivity do not consider their
proposal mentalistic. As they explicitly dismiss the very idea of mentalization
and mentalism, it would appear strange if they simultaneously argued that
primary intersubjectivity implies such a reading.

On the other hand, proponents of non-mentalizing alternatives to social
understanding tend to downplay mentalization and to sometimes reject its
being vital for social understanding (e.g. Reddy, 2008; Gallagher, 2005).

In the second paper, a similar suggestion is presented, that of combining
the second-person approach generally, and primary intersubjectivity specifically,
with mentalization. Here, the focus is on emotional engagement. Emotional
aspects of social understanding tend to be neglected in the theory of mind
literature and, in response to this, both the second-person approach and
mentalization theory have highlighted its significance for social understanding

and the development of it. One critical topic as regards emotion concerns the
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question of how to interpret emotional expressions. What does it take to
“understand” an emotion? A closer analysis revealed that the two theories arrive
at very different interpretations regarding this issue. Fonagy et al. assume a
cognitivist reading in which understanding an emotion implies the need of a
second-order awareness of the emotional state, present in infants when they
cannot yet understand their own emotions but instead have to learn through
the process of affect mirroring. Trevarthen and other primary intersubjectivists,
on the other hand, claim that emotional expressions are intrinsically
meaningful. Trevarthen (1998b) argues that the distinction between affect,
which the infant is granted as having, and emotion, which involves
cognition/appraisal or other interpretations that come slightly later in
development, is a remnant from behaviourism, in terms of which the infant
starts with only reacting to stimuli and is granted no activity on its own.
Trevarthen argues that infants instead are biologically prepared to take part in
emotional communication: “Like colour vision, emotions in communication
are differentiated by experience, but the fundamental values and contrasts were
there from start” (Trevarthen, 1998b, p. 271). Fonagy et al. (2002) deny that
emotion in infants entail conscious emotional experience and claim there to be
no evidence to support such an assumption and claim further, with Gergely and
Watson (1999), that the question of what is felt and is not felt by infants is
probably not empirically resolvable. This is a good example of an important
issue being in need of theoretical arguments. The most obvious objection to it is
the lack of evidence to support the conclusion that infants who display
emotional expressions such as those of adults do not at the same time
experience “emotion-specific conscious feeling states” (Fonagy et al., 2002, p.
150).

Another suggestion in paper II is that intersubjectivity and mentalization
should be considered as being separate functions. In section 5 above, the
suggestion made by Cortina and Liotti (2010), that of attachment and
intersubjectivity serving separate functions was discussed. Cortina and Liotti use

the terms intersubjectivity and mentalizing to denote one and the same
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function, mentalization thus amounting to intersubjectivity. Fonagy et al.
(2002) also think that mentalization is intersubjectivity, this being why they
emphasise its being a developmental achievement, and as such its being in
opposition to innate intersubjectivity. At first appearance, this seems to involve
a contradiction. Yet the clue to its being otherwise lies in the concept of implicit
mentalizing. Note that the broader notion of mentalization entails a notion of
implicit mentalizing which in paper III is claimed to overlap with primary
intersubjectivity. In accordance with this, intersubjectivity starts in its primary
form and then gradually develops into what is known as mentalization. The
suggestion that they are separate functions would mean that explicit
mentalizing—defined initially as involving conceptual and metarepresentative
elements, reflections upon inner, covert mental states in the self and in others,
and the subject’s conceiving mental states as separate from behaviour—is
distinct from intersubjectivity; intersubjectivity in the sense of an embodied,
ongoing understanding in interaction. Or, couched in Allen’s description, we
“mentalize others implicitly when perceiving and responding to their emotional
states: we automatically mirror them to some degree, adjusting our posture,
facial expression, and vocal tone in the process” (p. 10). When we mentalize
implicitly, he says, “we do so intuitively, procedurally, automatically, and non-
consciously” (p. 10). Presumably, what Proust (2007) calls procedural
reflexivity is involved in this intersubjective, intuitive process of making sense in
and of social interaction. The remark by Fonagy et al. that mentalizing is
“predominantly implicit”, as well as the dimensional view in general,
harmonises with conceiving of intersubjectivity as a gradual process, (explicit)
mentalization constituting a “special case” of intersubjectivity. It qualifies as a
special case because of its abstracting mental states from behaviour in a way that
is distinct from how intersubjectivity works otherwise. Whether we describe
intersubjectivity as gradual, and mentalization as being a special case of it, or say
that intersubjectivity and mentalization are separate, is worthy of a moment’s

contemplation. The general idea nonetheless seems clear in both cases.
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A second alternative as to how to construe mentalization (and
intersubjectivity) is the suggestion made in section 4 above that the concept of
mentalization can be conceived of as being either a descriptive or a normative
concept. The descriptive approach, according to the suggestion made here,
permits the claim that mentalization is not developmentally primary but is a
developmental achievement, as the mentalization theory implies. As a
normative concept, mentalization appears strongly recommendable because of
the assumed benefits of reflecting on the mental states, beliefs, desires, and
emotions that may have served as reasons for others’ actions, also in terms of
self-mentalizing. The point is that the descriptive and the normative claims can
be kept apart and be dealt with in turn. One can, of course, embrace the one
and reject the other.

Paper I explores metacognition as being involved in social interaction from
the age of 2 months and onwards, not ultimately aimed at internalisation. In
accordance with the dimensional view of mentalization, metacognition (ranging
from implicit and external to explicit and internal self-mentalizing in Fonagy et
al’s terminology, and from implicit and perceptual, to metarepresentative
metacognition in ours) is not to be conceived as a phenomenon in which
internal, metarepresentative functioning is the end-state of development, or the
gem in the great chain of becoming. Rather, metacognition is inherently social,
most often implicit, procedural and automatic, as the dimensional view on self-
mentalizing would allow for.

As we have seen from the idea of theory of mind as an answer to the
question of how people’s common-sense social understanding functions, an idea
that is still generally accepted, and taking mentalization theory as well as
interactionist theories seriously, strongly suggests that the notion of social
understanding should be broadened. Although the suggestions of the two
theories vary and they emphasise different matters and even at times explicitly
dismiss each others’ theories, there nevertheless are ways to overcome these
conflicts. What can be gained by such an enterprise is to arrive at a model that

comes closer to the phenomena they aim at explaining. Human social
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understanding is hardly an easy notion to deal with; it has also to employ the
very object of study to begin with. Kelly’s (1963) notion of man-the-scientist is
also true turned backwards — when scientists engage their whole arsenal of social
understanding functions, yet in accordance with the profession risk “overly
intellectualizing” social understanding.

If the phonological merge between a perspective (a point of view) and the
meaning and significance of the second person can be excused, we can conclude
that by altering the point of you, a variety of different aspects of social
understanding will be highlighted. In other words, as the quote at the
beginning of this section has it, the manner in which the relation between the
subject and object of understanding proceeds circumscribes the way in which
we come to know the other person. How the relationship proceeds depends
upon inner, mental structures in both persons, as well as the context in which

they are situated.
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