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Introduction

“What a wee little part of a person’s life are his acts and his wokis!real life is led in his
head, and is known to none but himself.... His acts and his words arly thergisible, thin
crust of his world, with its scattered snow summits and its vagastes of water — and they

are so trifling a part of his bulk! a mere skin enveloping it. The mass of him is hidden.”

Mark Twain,Early Fragments 1870-1877

It sounds like the perfect stuff for fiction, a story that combitmesbest ingredients of an
adventure novel a laord of the fliesand intelligent science-fiction like SkinneNgalden Il
Opacity island — a beautiful tropical island in the no man’s landhef South Pacific,
surrounded by turquoise lagoons, inhabited by people who live together viitlextemnded
families in relatively small village compounds along the coastim&who never try to assess
what is in another person’s mind. They do not guess what another persorhiniglar feel
and they describe themselves as navigating through the social wrthitdit something we
would call empathy. Is there an island, hidden in the middle of thei®adifere people live
autistically together? How can they interact with each other wheaitempts to “mindread”
are missing? When nobody attempts to put him- or herself in another’'s shoes?

When running over the pages of some recent anthropological writings &leosb-called
“doctrine of the opacity of other minds” (Robbins & Rumsey, 2008), one Isadcto
consider this exotic kind of scenario to be true. Somewherdamaavay land, things seem to
be very different. At least at first glance. A closer lookhat inatter, however, suggests that
the anthropological observations might not be that exotic. However, theyteeearry the
potential to think about some very hotly debated questions in the fieddatdl cognition
from a new — a cross-cultural — perspective. The opacity doctriees ® “the assertion,
widespread in the societies of the Pacific, that it is imptessir at least extremely difficult to
know what other people think or feel” (ibid., pp. 407-408). According to Robbuds a
Rumsey,

opacity doctrines ought to force a rethinking of some fairly setibguioaches to topics
such as the nature of theories of mind, the role of intention in linguistic commanieati
social interaction more generally, and the importance of empatiyman encounters and
in anthropological method. In all of these areas, Pacific assomsptabout the

impossibility of knowing the minds of others fundamentally contradiciab@cientific
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models that assume such knowledge is possible, and that further dsatigeEning such
knowledge stands universally as a regulating ideal for human beinggagement with
their fellows. (ibid., p. 408)

Interestingly, in mentioning theory of mind, the role of intention in listticommunication
and social interaction as areas where it is assumed thatrigh@ther minds is possible,
Robbins and Rumsey seem to aim at a very special conceptoalizaiti linguistic
communication and social interaction, namely, one that appears tmbegl\stinfluenced by
the first term mentioned in the row: theory of mind (ToM). Do the asthi@am that opacity
phenomena make it questionable whether ToM really is the basisiaf snderstanding and
interaction? One could argue, however, that it is precisely theultiy to know what other
people think or feel that requires us from very early on to develop a BaMdo the authors
really refer to the same theory of mind conception as cognitieatssts and developmental
psychologists? | think they do. Schieffelin, another anthropologist contriptdithe issue on
the opacity of other minds, writes that opacity assertions have €das@mme scholars to
guestion the universality of theory of mind, to ask whether theory of nsindniate or
socialized, and to puzzle over how intersubjectivity is achieveduah sommunities”
(Schieffelin, 2008, p. 431). Robbins and Rumsey do either deliberately tdltige theory of
mind framework, or they are indeed strongly influenced by it. This is siggpby their

following questions:

Can our theories imagine that we might approach other people witlsaumiag that we
can know something about what goes on in their heads? Or that weimiégptet their
speech without explicitly making guesses about their intentions produgity ithat we
can get along with others without assuming that we can replibate thoughts and
feelings within ourselves as a way of understanding how things drehem? Could we
ever cooperate with each other without being able to mind-read dinea# levels? At
least as they talk about their lives, many people in the Pagifieaat to answer yes to
these questions. (Robbins & Rumsey, 2008, pp. 408-409)

In raising these questions, Robbins and Rumsey connect to the ongoing debateoabout
much “mindreading” is needed in order to interact socially. Fomele varieties of the first
guestion are also at the heart of the debate between cognithdstsrdoodiment theorists, the

latter arguing that social interaction runs smoothly and does not eetipgrinteractional



partners to constantly think about what is going on in the other’'s hbadsetond question is
hotly discussed within the field of pragmatics. While some schotae arguing that
interpreting speech does not require us to consider the intentions lying beleirdia speech
act (e.g. Gauker, 2001), most think that we couldn’t fully interpret teanmg of speech
without grasping the other’s intentions (cf. Grice, 1989), and sowe® suggest that
“pragmatic interpretation is ultimately an exercise in minatiregl (Sperber & Wilson, 2002,
p. 3) so that ToM becomes a necessary precondition for pragmtgipretation to be
possible. Leudar and Costall say that “Grice provided psychology withstensywhich

mentalizes communication” (2004, p. 612). ToM became so popular that éodla Grice

like Sperber and Wilson “now refer to the inference of commumgaintentions as

‘mindreading’” (ibid., p. 612). Pragmatics is therefore a good exathpteproves how theory
of mind ideas have influenced other academic disciplines. The thisfi@ueaised above is
very much inspired by simulationist accounts: within the field of thebnypind, two major
theories try to explain how people manage to explain and predict obbseetaviour in
mentalistic terms, namelyheory theoryandsimulation theory The fourth question explicitly
uses the term mindreading — again a clear reference to thg tfeorind framework (see
chapter 2).

The same questions are at the heart of a growing interdiscypfield interested in the topic
of intersubjectivity, a field that is occupied by neuroscientisisgnitive scientists,
developmental psychologists and philosophers from the analytical amdbrpéeological
tradition — anthropologists were hitherto either ignored or remained silerdehas.

The fact that the very same questions are now raised by catihsibpologists is interesting
and gives rise to various suppositions. It might indicate that #asts another, hitherto
neglected perspective that could potentially shed a differgint &in the matter. As already
mentioned, however, it might also turn out that it shows nothing more than h@spread
current cognitivist ideas about how we come to understand other aghdsly are and that
they have already influenced researchers in other disciplikescliltural anthropology.
Robbins and Rumsey might also strategically allude to this debatelén to call the other
researchers’ attention to cultural anthropology as another disciptirth lsstening to. In any
case, the alleged phenomenon of an opacity of mind turns out to be a npeating/here
different conceptions of mind, intersubjectivity, sociality and empathy convacheddlide.
The aim of this work is to clarify whether the implications of dyaeports are really as far-
reaching as suggested by Robbins and Rumsey. To clarify this istamipaince opacity
claims are more than a peculiar feature of some Pacifindsl— according to Rumsey, the



opacity claim “is in fact one of the most widely attested commaeglain the folk
psychologies of the world” (2011, p. 222). Such claims are not only common g ma
societies of the Southern Pacific, they are also pervasiveitrad America, a region that
does not have very much in common with the Southern Pacific. Kevin Gedlrkus that
“strikingly similar “opacity ideologies” have been documented amieayan-speaking
groups in highland and lowland settings throughout Southern Mexico, Belize, and Guatemala”
(2011, p. 3).

In suggesting that the opacity of other minds phenomenon might shed new ligkttbeory

of mind framework, however, Robbins and Rumsey (2008) did probably not consider that
experimental psychologists might turn the tables, stick to the ToMefrerk and interpret
the opacity phenomenon from within this framework. This would open up théios$or a
reinterpretation of the opacity phenomenon in terms of theory d,rsince representatives
of the challenged ToM might give priority to their theoreticaluagstions about the
universality of ToM and consequently interpret the opacity phenomenon ashsognlike a
theory of mind deficit. This is certainly not what Robbins and Rumsynded and maybe
they did not foresee this. Ironically, Robbins and Rumsey opened up thbeilggsr a
reductionist reinterpretation of an anthropological phenomenon — andstluiearly not
something cultural anthropologists usually aim for.

Robbins and Rumsey make things even more complicated in saying tfintlaatea of
theoretical and methodological concern to which Pacific opacity ideakevant is that of
empathy” (2008, p. 415). Claims about the opacity or unknowability of other geraords
can also be found in a recent issudtifoson empathy edited by Hollan and Throop (2008)
as well as in a recent book with the tiflae anthropology of empatledited by the same
authors (2011). The anthropological reports presented in chapter 4ithergpablished in of
the two publications just mentioned or in #ethropological Quarterlyissue on the opacity
of other minds edited by Robbins and Rumsey (2008). At the end of chaptewilit,bié
evident to the reader that it makes very much sense to discussctivggbutions together.
Finally, opacity claims are interesting with respect to thepaoh on theory of minénd
empathy. Still, it makes sense already at this point to shortlpmEnate how closely both
topics are related to each other. Kevin Groark, for example, who contribute<Ethdisessue

on empathy, focuses very much on “social opacity” among the Tzotzil MayantG 2008)
and links both empathy and opacity in the title of his artdeial opacity and the dynamics
of empathic in-sight among the Tzotzil Maya of Chiapas, MeBoth Feinberg (2011) and
Throop (2008) published their articles in the publications which focusropathy —



nevertheless, they confirm opacity claims and could easily have beeof phe issue on the
opacity of other minds as well. Talking about his contribution, Feinbayg that it “shares
with most other chapters in this collection a concern with the impenetrability ofpetbple’s
thoughts and feelings - the “opacity of other minds™ (2011, p. 152). Lepowsky, ¢ giv
another example, explicitly suggests to explore the implications oftgpdeblogies for the
concept of empathy (2011, p. 44) and ends up talking more about the scope of opacity
ideologies than about empathy. On the other hand, Robbins and Rumsey suggésted tha
opacity doctrines do also force a rethinking of the importance of am@aid that those
people who hold opacity doctrines “often describe their approaches wotlteas ones that
do not involve empathy” (Robbins & Rumsey, 2008, p. 416). Hollan and Throop are
absolutely right in saying that these reports “are quite diverserims of the methods and
analytical strategies utilized, the range of empathic behawglmssrved or reported on, their
rhetorical styles, and even their length” (2008, p. 390). More to the pdiiit.of this
complexity is daunting” (ibid., p. 391).

What needs to be done is therefore as obvious as it is difficulneéa®@ to clarify what the
phenomenon of the opacity of other minds really is. Moreover, we nxashiee the
relationship between both theory of mind and empathy and the spemifiexts in which
opacity claims were observed as well as the local theangesw@tural patterns that gave rise
to them. Such an endeavour is doomed to failure without clear-cuiitibefs of what is
meant by theory of mind, empathy, and, of course, opacity of mind. Yet we will seestirat cl
cut definitions in this research area are hard to get. Almihigequire conceptual as well as
textual work and critical analyses of existing anthropological dataight also be reasonable
to focus on a specific locale, since it is an open question whinepacity of other minds
phenomenon is the same across cultures. A clarification of whatyopea specific locale is
and how it relates to ToM requires the application of experirhantthods as well.
Therefore, the present study works with a combination of methods.

While it is the main goal of this work to use the case of Samoa for a claoificgthow ToM,
empathy and opacity doctrines interrelate, | pursue some intetmegdias on the way which
contribute to ongoing discussions in the field of ToM and empathy resedrese Sub-goals
are an important part of this work. The first sub-goal is to detraiashow the notion of
opacity automatically gives credit to the ToM framework. Theosdcwill be to provide
better conceptual tools for the ToM and mindreading debate and to brig ¢bhacepts
closer to our lifeworld. The third goal is to provide a definitafnempathy which is broad

enough to include anthropologically reported forms of empathy and narrow enough t



distinguish it from related concepts. A final goal will be totically discuss certain
interpretations of cross-cultural false belief results.

In chapter 1, | will write about the terms opacity and transparemdy how they are
commonly used. | will argue that the term opacity of other minds @sghat the mind is
hidden inside an opaque container or behind something like an opaque dadrigrat the
mere usage of the term opacity of other minds thus suggests to catsderable behaviour
and mental states as two separate things. This basic assuropticacterizes the ToM
framework, which | will critically discuss in chapter 2. The notiohsnental state attribution
and mental state inference for the purpose of behaviour predictioexatahation will be
identified as the core of ToM. | will demonstrate that the tamestal state attribution and -
inference are often used interchangeably and argue that they shouldirguidised. The
more popular term ‘mindreading’ will be identified as a term which contains #ie idaas of
ToM while suggesting that something like a direct, telepathic acte®thers’ minds is
possible. | will criticize this and contrast the ‘mindreading’ casd with ideas from the
phenomenological tradition which stress the possibility of a dipecteption of others’
mental states via their expressive behaviour. In the course otclaptwill try to develop a
‘conceptual tool kit' for a more exact description of what is goingnosocial encounters.
Chapter 2 will end with definitions for the terms “contextreadintgirect perception”,
“mental state attribution”, “mental state talk”, “mindguessirtgfiental state inference”, and
“false belief understanding”. This conceptual tool kit is, | think, bettgited for the
description of concrete social phenomena than the slippery and too bobdad of
‘mindreading’. Chapter 3 will sketch different uses of the terrmpaghy and critically discuss
some of its definitions. | will try to narrow down the use of tloeaept by distinguishing it
from the concepts that are usually associated with the ‘mindreaatingunt and by
suggesting that it is helpful to consider empathy as a primarilpassionate response that is
typically present when encountering another human being. While we camidetera direct
perception, contextreading and mental state inferard another person feels amdhy;, |
will argue that empathy helps us to assesshberaspect’ of another’'s experience. Since the
concept of empathy carries a lot of semantic shadings thagmcaltfor Western culture, |
will treat this definition as an interim result which mustdmgusted to what other cultures
have to say. Therefore, | will summarize various anthropological teporchapter 4 and
deduce how the authors use the term empathy and what they identdgahdorms of
empathy. Moreover, these contributions will be analyzed with respaghat they tell us
about ‘mindreading’ and how the authors interpret the reported opagitysclat the end of



this chapter, | will argue that these reports do not forceousethink theory of mind —
however, they help us to refine and enrich our view on empathy. One intpgosight of the
anthropological authors is that people in many locales preserdtisam like an “opaque
exterior” (Throop, 2008, p. 415) towards others, which makes mutual understandieag mor
difficult. The chapter will end with a refined definition of empathttis also valid for places
where people demonstrate opaque exteriors. Since this chapter ddala wariety of
different anthropological reports, it remains an open question whebliarhas been deduced
from different reports does also apply to a single case. Terahe rest of this work will
focus on Samoa. Chapter 5 will provide some basic information on Samaar el that
Samoa is a suitable candidate for investigating the relatphstiveen opacity claims, ToM
and empathy. After talking about social structure and childhood in Sdnvali, present
different concepts of Samoan folk psychology and focus on Samoan socializatctices.
Against this detailed background, | will then turn to ‘mindreading’ and #rgpa Samoa in
order to spell out how they relate to opacity claims in this Spdoifale. While some final
conclusions can already be drawn at this point, it remains an opeioquesy false belief
understanding — as one aspect of what is commonly associated witlieading’ — develops
in Samoa. The second, empirical part of this work will thereforeisfoon false belief
understanding among Samoan children. Finally, a synthesis of the théaeticampirical
part will summarize this work before | end with the discussion.

Before getting started, some preliminary reflections are nagesbhe present study works
with concepts from Western scientific practice (ToM, mindreaddntpathy) in places with a
very different cultural background and contrasts concepts that aiécsfrea@ certain locale
with our own. This is not without problems. Kenneth Pike (cf. 1967) dethedermsemic
and etic from the linguistic terms phonemic and phonetic. In cultural antlogppthese
terms soon became popular heuristic tools to distinguish betweeretsmeptives or stances
anthropologists might take up towards their “data”. Emic accountsildedoehaviours of
persons and cultural phenomena among certain groups in terms thatamagful to these
persons and to these groups, i.e., they try to adopt the others'opeiletv and provide an
account that is in line with the concepts of the persons observedprithary method is
participant observation, since it provides insights in how people frber gultures talk and
conceptualize phenomena. Etic accounts, on the other hand, use the vocaltLi@nycapts
of the person who observes, i.e., the cultural anthropologist. He appiiesftemn his own
background to other cultures. Etic accounts try to be culturally neutchlt@ use a
terminology that is transferable. In Pike’s words:



It proves convenient — though partially arbitrary — to describe behfagiortwo different
standpoints, which lead to results which shade into one another. Thesefpoirit studies
behavior as from outside of a particular system, and as an atsattl approach to an
alien system. The emic viewpoint results from studying behavior s inside the
system. (1967, p. 37)

There are good reasons to be careful when it comes to simp&aiiwes. Headland notes
that both terms are rather used “as a heuristic device” (1990, and®ike emphasizes “that
etic and emic data do not constitute a rigid dichotomy of bits of dataoften present the
same data from two points of view” (Pike, 1967, p. 41).

The attempt to contribute to scientific debates with an emicapprfaces a serious problem
If not a paradox. Let’s take the example of empathy. If cultural @mbtogists do not start
with a pre-given, Western concept or definition of empathy, but colleal ldata and
phenomena which have their own names (for example: the Saatafaror Anutanaropa),
how can they claim to contribute to empathy research? What ewtify jsuch a claim? How
can they even correlate, associate or contrast observed phenortietiteeWVestern notion of
empathy without any preexistent conceptions of what empathy in a sdecdiemight be?
A solution to this problem was suggested by Berry (1969), who says thed@oibgists are
first equipped with an emic concept of their own culture, whiches used as if it were etic,
SO to speak — at least, it serves as an “etic orientati®erty, 1990, p. 90). In doing so, the
researcher has a valid basis for studying a phenomenon in anothes anid judging how it
differs from one’s own emic concept. Berry referred to this appraacanmposed etione
(1969, p. 124). The paradoxical structure of anthropological research igdvievhis light,
not a problem — it is, in a sense, what makes research crasscuh Berry's words: “We
cannot be “cultural” without some notion like emic; and we cannotthess” without some
notion like etic” (1990, p. 93). Correspondingly, the anthropological accountsnfeése
this work (especially in chapter 4) try to approach opacity, middntgaand empathy from
both an emic and etic perspective. | will try to distinguish betw&e authors’ own emic
concepts which they use as imposed etics and emic concepts afttie studied. Likewise,
my own definition of empathy provided in chapter 3 will be treated asngosed etic
concept. However, in comparison with the derived emic concepts iteckdaand the derived
Samoan concepts in chapter 5, this definition will be refined and extlaptthe derived

concepts in order to develop a definition that is as cross-culturally valid siblpos



A scientific comparative approach that is interested in emic conteysisviorks as follows:

It involves setting aside one’s own cultural baggage (using imposedagtcepts and
tools) and becoming thoroughly familiar with the new culture, topiiat where valid
knowledge is attained with an emic approach (usually through observptrticipation,
and other ethnographic methods). Once this is accomplished, the rese&arertwo
conceptual systems at their disposal, and the act of comparison diethah they be
brought into touch with each other. If they remain totally mutually exaushere is no
possibility of comparison. However, if there are some feataresmmon, comparison is
possible, but only for these shared features; the common aspegthid¢br comparison
takes place were indicated by the tetenivedetic. That is, there are features that exist not

only within one culture but also outside it. (Berry, 1990, p. 91)

Finally, | have to say a few words about some terms and how thepewilsed. This work
deals with a lot of terms and expressions that are probleoratiot well defined. It is one
goal of this work to improve this situation, but for the time being, tieércannot always be
avoided. The term ‘mindreading’ will be criticized in chapteN2vertheless, | will use it in
subsequent chapters in inverted commas to refer to the diffeqtteisvhich are usually
associated with it and which | will spell out more preciselthatend of the second chapter.
Whenever | use the term “opacity claim”, | refer to clairke hose mentioned in the present
introductory chapter by Robbins and Rumsey, i.e. to “the assertionspugda in the
societies of the Pacific, that it is impossible or at leastemely difficult to know what other
people think or feel” (Robbins & Rumsey, 2008). Speaking of “opacity titexg | refer to
the different anthropological contributions which focus either on theitgpafcother minds
phenomenon, local forms of empathy in the light of this phenomenon, or sanelgerature
on Samoa, mainly the work of Alessandro Duranti, Bradd Shore, Elinor @id#jor Ruth
Gerber and Jeanette Mageo, although it is only Duranti who explisiély the term opacity.
Whenever | speak of opacity, | refer to the alleged difficulty sessing and talking about
other people’s mental states in the respective cultural environments.

Another term deserves further attention. Robbins & Rumsey (2008) ep#aidoctrine of
the opacity of other minds (2008). The word doctrine comes from the dattnina and is
used in a variety of different contexts. Robbins & Rumsey do not fudbkgfy their use of
the term, however, it usually refers to a system of beliefseawhings. Although the authors
do not explicitly say so, the fact that they use the term “deEtrsuggests that the



phenomenon observed might be deep-seated in the societies at issukataidmight
furthermore be endorsed and put forward by commonly shared values and tedeiust
stick to. The term might even suggest that people who do not stick tght be negatively
sanctioned. | do not think that this is a very felicitous term. Wesee in chapter 4 that the
opacity of other minds is asserted in many places although people do emgage
‘mindreading’-practices. Moreover, assertions of opacity are oftentext-specific.
Therefore, | think that the term exaggerates the importance of pmdaiins — at least in
some places.

Samoan terms will be introduced in italics. The Samoan tramslédr English terms or
concepts is often put in parentheses. Whenever there is no spefgfience provided for

such a translation, | bear on the well-establisBashoan DictionaryMilner,1993).

! Interestingly, Gilbert Ryle begins his famous bddie concept of mindith a chapter called “The Official
doctrine” (cf. 2009). In this chapter, Ryle crifigadiscusses Descartes’ separation between middady and

refers to this official and influential doctrine itlv deliberate abusiveness, as ‘the dogma of thesGim the

Machine™ (ibid., 2009). This is interesting, sina& will see in chapter 1 that the term ‘opacityotfer minds’

suggests precisely this: to consider of mind ardiytas separate. However, | do not know whether Rehdnd

Rumsey (2008) allude to Ryle or whether this isar@mincidence.
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1. Opacity and opacity of other minds

The aim of this chapter is to clarify the terms opacity and ibpa¢ other minds. Both
expressions are not as clearly established as ‘mindreadingty tbéonind, or empathy.
Therefore, it is not possible to provide definitions of what opacitydcpaksibly mean in a
research field where people are interested in how we comnedrstand other minds. There
are no definitions for the term opacity of other minds — unfortunatelpbiRs and Rumsey
(2008) launched this term without defining it. And many authors who conttibtite debate
on the opacity of other minds phenomenon uncritically adopted the terrmefditeerl will
start by analyzing how we commonly use terms like opacity and tramsya After doing so,
I will ask whether it makes sense to speak of an opacity of ofinelsntinally, the notion of
“referential opacity” will shortly be introduced — a notion thatl wirectly lead us to the
subsequent chapter on theory of mind.

1.1 Opacity and transparency

In optics, the term opacity refers to the degree to which Iglatlowed to travel through
matter. In everyday speech, we say that something is opaque iffftagltio see through or
perceive. We use the term when we speak of surfaces, barriemtamers. The everyday
use of the terms opacity and transparency identifies thevisaal metaphors. Surfaces and
barriers can be opaque, transparent, or something in between. Opality @ounterpart
transparency represent poles on a continuum with full opacity (siveatoor, painted black)
at one end and full transparency (a window after the window cleasejusialeft) on the
other. Let us take a cup as an example. A cup can be transpleetitolse you use for a
delicious Latte Macchiato or it can be opaque like a mug for tety ndack coffee they
provide you at your office. In the first case, there is littlalcabout the content of the cup.
You can directly perceive the white layer of milk and the layeroffee in light brown and
infer that it is probably coffee (or at least something tbhakd very much like it). In the
second case, it is not so easy. You can stick to a rule and agmtntieere is coffee in the
mug because that is what mugs are usually used for. But you cannweb&a@meone might
have run out of glasses and put his tomatoe juice inside. A closer ek @intext might be
helpful. If it is early in the morning and if the mug is in the midoflex breakfast table you
might bet that there is coffee inside. If there are, however, glasses and bowls with olives
on the same table while the full moon is shining brightly through otteeokindows, you are
probably less sure and might wonder whether there is wine in the rhigstudent’s kitchen
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might have run out of wine glasses. Importantly, opacity in this examfaes neot to the
contained (latte macchiato or coffee) but to that which contains (cup or),mug the
container This gives rise to the question whether we could use the terms opaque
transparent as well to refer to whateveiniga container. Let’s think of coffee mugs again. For
example, we could say that the liquid inside a mug is opaque insheothlack coffee and
transparent in the case of mineral water, independent of whethemthétself is opaque or
transparent. Yet if we say that the coffee inside a mug is opawelo apparently say
something that is different from saying that it is black. We ingpimnething that goes beyond
the simple statement that it is black, since we refer toctiee’s capacity to conceal
something, to the fact that it is difficult to perceive somethimgugh it. Imagine a blowfly
just drowned in one of two liquids in a transparent mug. If it drownedinenad water, you
would still see the blowfly because the glassl the liquid are transparent. If it drowned in
black coffee, however, you would probably not sealihoughthe glass, i.e. the container, is
transparent. In this example, we are in fact now dealing withcomtainers, simply because
the introduction of a drowning blowfly has transformed what wasdHike containednto a
second container: the liquid has now become a “container”, a contairistasce for the
contained blowfly. Now imagine that the blowfly drowned in mineral watet imagine that
its body parts were transparent, too. We might then be able te sgaesitic content, but this
content could be transparent as well and so on. To speak of somethingesbais being
either opaque or transparent does therefore only make sense if thmednhing can
principally contain something else, or, more precisely, if it can comce@veal something
potentially lying behind it. Of course, the same line of reasoning gcailies to a barrier
with something lying behind it. The terms opacity and transparenctharefore used for
barriers, surfaces, substances or containers that have thegddtergiveal of hide something
else in or behind them. We use them to refer to objects’ jpaitéatbecomea container or
barrier and thus specify thgintentialto reveal or hide something and implicitly treat them as

being 1) either a (potentiatpntainer foror 2) a (potentialparrier to something else.

1.2 Opacity of other minds

Let us now come to the crucial question, namely, whether it makesnsg t© speak of an
opacity of other minds. If the above analysis of the word opaquerectahen the mere use
of the term “opacity of other minds” does either imply 1) that thednaf another person is
contained in something opaque or hidden behind something opaque, or 2) thatdhe an

opaque container for other things. In this view, the mind can somehowebégtnot its
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contents, as the mind would be an opaque contéameghoughts, emotions, intentions, etc.
With regard to 1), the container or barrier would be our body and it$ b&kaviour, our
gestures, facial expressions and everything that can be perdeore the outside. The
contained would consequently be the mind. With respect to 2), the quebtimewthe mind
could be an opaque container for something else can only yield one @@sshbler, namely,
that it “contains” our mental states. Note, however, that te#ndiion between 1) and 2)
doesn’t make much sense if we do not consider the mind as a wholedméthing else than
its constitutive processes and mental states. In the context ebosiderations of how we
come to understand other minds and in current approaches to socidlocolike theory of
mind (see next chapter), “mind” is just the general term forttadt occurs “in it”, i.e.
thoughts, emotions, beliefs, intentions, etc. From this point of view, gnttomake much
sense to interpret the term “opacity of other minds” as refetoitige mind as a container for
mental states. Therefore, the use of the term “opacity of othedsincan only imply that
others’ mental states (that constitute the mind as a wh@aejoatained in something opaque
or hidden behind something opaque. This container can only be our body, yet doks it ma
sense to speak of an opacity of other bodies? It seems so. lotlg btdlogical sense, the
outer demarcations of another body are clearly not transparemnatcsee someone elses’
heart or liver as long as | am not witnessing a pretty horrddaasio. But if we move away
from the biological interior of another person to mental entitiegpuldn’t be able to see
someone elses’s thoughts, intentions and emotions even if this person’snidooheaiors
were transparent. | can, however, sometimes see the angestiers face, his intention to
grasp something in the outstretching of his arm or her sadnesshodyeposture. But rather
than saying that in these cases the body is a transparent cofdaioea transparent barrier
to the current emotions or intentions of this person, it would be much axecpate to say
that his body iexpressinghese mental states. This is an important difference. Theofdea
container or barrier, implicated in the terms opacity and transpare/ould only make sense
if the mind were something hidden behind something material, i.e. the batgirBe our
mental states are not objects that reside somewhere iready they wouldn’t become more
accessible to an outstanding observer even if the whole material vierdytransparent.
Therefore, it is wrong to think of our body as a kind of container in which our mind resides.
So if both the relationship between body and mind on the one hand and betwedeanuhi
mental states on the other are not a relationship between a coatairmething contained,

then the use of the term opacity (or transparency) of other minmsdsquate and can
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therefore only have a metaphorical meaning that cannot be fully umarathen relying
only on the primary visual meaning of the terms.

At this point, it should be obvious that the conventional meaning of thes tepacity and
transparency as illustrated above cannot be simply transferfedrtan encounters. Since the
relationship between mental states and observable behaviour igelatienship between a
container and something contained, the use of the term “opacity of other minds” boils down to
the idea that mental states of other personsa@rsideredo lie or treateds iflying behind a
barrier. Since we use the term opacity to specify an object’'s @dtemthide something, it
might for example refer to another person’s potential to hide thententé his mind and
whatever goes on inside of him. At this point, it remains an open quegtether mental
states are just treated in this way whilst they could deted differently as well, or whether
an observer or interactional partner reagnnot“see” another person’s mental states, as if
they werereally lying behind an opaque barrier. We will come back to this point in chépter
where “strong” opacity interpretations will be distinguished from “weak’sone

An important result of the above analysis is that the mere uigedkerm opacity of other
minds gives rise to the idea that mental states of othersigaden away behind an opaque
barrier, that they are invisible and not directly perceivable. Ehisne of the very basic
assumptions of the theory of mind framework that will be presentéx®inext chapter. From
a ToM point of view, mental states are unobservable from thedeutshey remain
somewhere inside and must be inferred — and here we are: as swes@sak of something
being outside in contrast to something else that is inside, thenraftia barrier or container
pops up, which automatically gives rise to the notions of opacity arepareency. Therefore,
when cultural anthropologists introduce an expression like opacity of ativals, they
automatically give credit to the theory of mind framework, whethey tare aware of it or
not. In the next chapter, | will outline this framework as weedl its critics from the
phenomenological tradition. Note, however, that although this frameworlcntaszed for
treating the mind as if lying behind an opaque barrier, many local b#or@s across the
Pacific and Central America seem to endorse a similar mod&hich private mental
thoughts are considered to be hidden behind what is publicly presentechdpéer ). In
other words, while the usage of the term opacity of other minds cattibeed for implicitly
supporting ideas a la theory of mind, the term might still acdyrasgture how people in
specific locales conceptualize the relationship between privatdal states and observable

behaviour.
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| have started from our everyday use of the term opacity. The teanityf other minds,
however, refers to the assertion that one cannot know what is in apetkens mind as well
as to ethnotheories and specific local understandings that gite gseh assertions. In order
to know what opacity in a specific locale actually is, it will soffice to analyze the term
opacity. A closer look at the different anthropological reports asdatory. In chapter 4, |
will present summaries from anthropological observations in thdidasiwell as in Central
America. Common to these reports is the observation that the opdoitther minds is
asserted. As we will see, however, the reasons lying behind thesdians differ. What
“opacity of other minds” actually means in a specific plaeest be derived from the existing

reports and can only be answered individually for each place.

1.3 Referential opacity

The link of the term opacity to the theory of mind framework doesniyt become evident
when considering its connotations and everyday use - it is also thdinkwas explicitly made
by some researchers, since the term opacity is sometimesnubedexpression “referential
opacity” (Quine, 1964) to refer to a logical property of belief repéits example, if we are
told that there is a snake in the basket, and also that the snaksush toy, it follows that
there is a plush toy in the basket. But if we are told that Sam is thinking treatsleesnake in
the basket, it does not follow from the fact that the snake isigh gby that Sam is also
thinking that there is a plush toy in the basket. The person whose meatgaksiescribed — in
this example Sam — may not share the knowledge that the snagptughaoy. Apperly and
Robinson say that it is for this reason that “the transparencyfppkstinction has been used
to illustrate what is gained as children learn to understand pedy@laviour in terms of
mental states” (2003, p. 298). For example, the transparency/opacitytidistivas used to
describe the difference between 3- and 5-year-old children in tbéamnd tasks we will get
to know in the next chapter: while others’ mental states amsgdesient for 3-year-olds who do
not yet have acquired a theory of mind, 5-year-olds understand the ityssibi
misrepresentation and therefore opacity (cf. Gopnik, 1993). In the Isamélitchell linked
an understanding of referential opacity to an understanding of the asinelpresentational
(1996). These authors suggest that children’s understanding of beliefatedrto their
understanding of linguistic substitutions in belief reports like in the example diose.a
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1.4 Summary

Summing up, we can state that the term opacity gives rigeetméa that something like an
opaque barrier or container conceals something else. To speak ofcity opather minds
amounts to suggesting that others’ minds are hidden away and not daeceiveerefore, the
term opacity invokes a model of the relationship between mind and thatig usually traced
back to Descartes and, more importantly, characteristic for tloeytloé mind framework.
Another link between the term opacity and ToM was established by aaitmers who linked
the understanding of referential opacity to the development of a thearindf Therefore, |
argue that the mere use of the term opacity gives credit toaefrmework, whether the

authors using this term are aware of it or not.
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2. ToM, its critique and the development of a ‘mindeading’ tool kit

In this chapter, | want to clarify some conceptual questions andogetlied conceptual tools
necessary for the later analyses of the anthropological sef@ntce it is one aim of this work
to clarify the relationship between opacity doctrines and ToM/madling, it will be
mandatory to have a closer look at what ToM/mindreading is supposeditotibe.course of
this analysis, | will suggest to abandon both terms and to use theicoms$itutive aspects as
well as some concepts of alternative approaches instead thiegeare more precise.
Furthermore, alternatives to the mindreading account will be destugg the end of this
chapter, we will be able to distinguish between contextreading, gieectption, mental state
attribution, mental state talk, mindguessing, mental state inferamce false belief

understanding.

2.1 Theory of mind

Maybe one of the shortest answers to the question of what psychologylmatlis that it
tries to understand the mind by scientific means — one’s owvelhsas the mind of others.
With that “in mind”, the termtheory of mind(ToM) seems to be nothing else than a
description of the very agenda of academic psychology. But the theorysmadcte it refers
to are very specific and constituted a popular field within developghesychology for the
last 30 years. According to the theory, children who have acquirdteayt of mind
understand other people as well as themselves in terms of rstated. The behaviour of
others is no longer an intransparent display of mysterious actionsviearangful expression
of their desires, beliefs, thoughts etc. For many researchersbitte @ attribute mental
states to oneself and to others is one of the main achievemerttddhood, opening up a
wider understanding of the social world and crucial in understanding auictomg the
behavior of others. Children at a certain age begin to realizethbavert actions of self and
others are the products of internal mental states such afs laglaée desires” (Wellman, 1990,
p. 1). In contrast, 3-year-old children without a fully developed theory of mind “view thoughts
and beliefs in themselves and in others as directly mirrohegréal world” (ibid.). It is
therefore a major social-cognitive achievement to understand “tbptepact on the basis of
their representations of reality rather than reality itself” (Callagtaal., 2005, p. 378).

The investigation of the development of children’s ability to undatshuman activity by the
attribution of mental states to people has become a very pojpelidrof developmental

research, labelled theory of mind research. To have a theory of neadsmgenerally

17



speaking, “to be able to think about such abstract stipulatiotisoaghts, as if they, like
physical objects, could be taken as objects of thought” (Feldman, 1988, p. h26jerm
“Theory of Mind” has first been used by Premack & Woodruff (1978) who ubked t
expression to think about the chimpanzees’ mind. The authors attempgkdviothat a
chimpanzee can interpret the goal-directed behavior of a humanHutgrdefined theory of

mind as follows:

An individual has a theory of mind if he imputes mental statdsmself and others. A
system of inferences of this kind is properly viewed as a theopubecsuch states are not
directly observable, and the system can be used to make predittorrigtee behavior of
others. As to the mental states the chimpanzees may infer, cofiiderinferred by our
own species, for example, purpose or intention, as well as knowledgp, thenking,
doubt, guessing, pretending, liking, and so forth. (ibid., p. 515)

The basic elements of Premack and Woodruff's definition are csiilistitutive of many
modern theory of mind definitions. Pring (2005), for example, defines theomyiraf as

follows:

[ Theory of mind” is] the "everyday” ability to understand other pespleliefs, thoughts
and desires in order to explain and predict their behaviour. Withahility to infer mental
states, like the true and false beliefs of oneself and otheldrethbecome more capable
of participating in a wide range of conversational and social interactions. ibg}.,

Theory of mind, therefore, is the ability to infer mental statesrder to predict and explain
behaviour. In the same issue of Premack and Woodruff's influentieleartine philosopher
Daniel C. Dennett argued that a convincing experimental theory of mshdnigst not be
based on the ascription of true, but false beliefs (1978). A predlicti another person’s
behaviour on the basis of a true belief cannot be distinguished fronfieaence on the basis
of one’s own knowledge about reality and how to deal with it. In order to desa@wn
knowledge about reality must differ from the knowledge of someoneasisejs the case in
situations where another person is holding a false belief. The denesitgd psychologists
Wimmer and Perner (1983) were the first to come up with an iexgetal paradigm. In the
following years, different varieties of the so-called falsedbdiask produced an immense
amount of experimental data. For the further reflections in thigtehat will be important to
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remark that theory of mind research was from the very beginning xlteked to the
experimental paradigms invented to measure it. | argue that one cstifidijly say that the
experimental paradigms co-constituted how theory of mind was generalBrstood, as it
was and still is almost impossible to say what a theory of nerslipposed to be without
relying on what is happening in the tasks designed for its measurdmelhtcome back to
this point later.

Although the term theory of mind implies that we have something ltke@y about others’
minds, such a view is in fact restricted to one of the two magory of mind accounts,
namely, theory theory In contrast to this accoungjmulation theorydenies that we need
something theory-like to understand others in terms of mental sfdiesdebate between
these two accounts has a long history and can only be sketched out helmsicis. For the
purpose of this work, however, the differences between these two ac@entsot as
important as what they share.

Theory theorists talk about a theory because they assume two fhrsgsmental states are
believed to be unobservable and thus theoretical. Second, ideas abmadl istates are
believed to form a coherent system from which one can predict or explain behagingw
1990). Some authors speak of a folk psychological understanding, referrimg fiact that
people act to fulfil their desires in the light of their beliefs (Jenkinsséingyton, 1996).
Proponents of the theory theory subscribe to the notion that 4- to 5-yedhialdike small
cognitive scientists (Harris, 1992). Like scientists, childrerkeneertain experiences and

change their theories about others as a consequence:

According to the theory theory, people understand others by recoursingorg about
others’ mental states and traits [...] For example, afteratedeexperience with people
acting in ways that do not match reality, one comes to realizeotih@rs can have false
beliefs. (Lillard, 1998, p. 25)

Theory theorists argue that our knowledge about the mind comprisesfarata scientific
theory but an informal, everyday theory based on conceptual knowledge: ‘K@seradata
concerning the person, consults the theoretical knowledge, and arrivesmat folk
psychological understanding” (ibid., p. 4). In the view of theory theorist$ an everyday
understanding of the mind is best understood as a succession of nafiestaed changes in

those conceptions are therefore theory changes (Gopnik & Wellman, 1994).
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Bartsch and Wellman (1995) have argued that children begin with re gsgichology, then
progress to a desire-belief psychology and finally attain a beliefedesychology typical for
adults with a full understanding of the representational characteeahind. Forguson and
Gopnik (1992) argue that compared with 3-year-olds, 4-year-olds have devedoped
representational theory of mind, a model that construes “the relagtween the mind and
external reality as mediated by mental representations: nstatak with contents that have
satisfaction conditions in the external world” (ibid., p. 236). This vieag wiade prominent
by Perner (1991), who argues that there is no understanding of falsk viadlieut an
understanding of misrepresentation. Wellman (1990) suggests that thepdesel towards a
representational theory of mind is caused by a conceptual chandhbisInview, early
psychological understanding - a naive psychology - gets slowly revised é&esacial
information leads to a new theory that replaces the old (Sodian & Thoermer, 2006).

In contrast, proponents of simulation theories believe that “childn@nove their grasp of
folk psychology by means of a simulation process” (Harris, 1992, p. 120). Heméglrstates
of others become accessible through a kind of role-taking procesandiestanding of other
minds is therefore not based on conceptual knowledge. To read someark’s mothing
else than to “re-evoke the other’'s mental state” in oneself (Lillard, 1998, p. 4).

In this view, what develops in the course of time is the abiityun more accurate and
complex simulations. Some indirect support for the simulation accounéscdrom the
discovery of the mirror neurons. These neurons discharge not only wheraemges a goal-
related movement, but also when one observes other people doing the@aneent. Some
believe that mirror neurons provide a mechanism of “embodied simylatdoch can provide

a direct access to the meaning of actions and intentions of others” (Gallese, 2007, p. 662).
Speaking about the differences between theory theory and simulagwomy,t Gordon
describes the theory theory as@l methodology: a methodology that chiefly engages our
intellectual processes, moving by inference from one set of b&diesother, and makes no
essential use of our own capacities for emotion, motivation, andqalacasoning” and the
simulation theory as ahbtt methodology, which exploits one’'s own motivational and
emotional resources and one’s own capacity for practical reasoning” (1996, p. 11).

In the same line, Gallese and Goldman characterized theory tleearidatached” theorizing
whereas from the point of view of simulation theory, people are nuobireely involved when
trying to understand others (cf. 1998, p. 497). Thompson makes an interestarg: “Given

this difference, it is not surprising that empathy figures prontipen the simulation-theory
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account of mind-reading” (2001, p. 11). The influence of simulation theory inititafs and
usages of the term empathy will become evident in the following chapter on empathy.

| have mentioned above that for the purpose of this work, the differentvesenethese two
theories are not as important as their commonalities. Accordifitndmpson, both theories
“take mind-reading to be a matter of how we infer from outward behathatiothers possess
unobservable inner mental states” (2001, p. 13). | will focus on this oliservat the
remainder of this chapter.

In recent years, theory of mind research was integrated intdrteder field of social
cognition and has become more interdisciplinary in nature, bringing togethescientists,
psychologists and philosophers. Moreover, the capacities that werabyigissociated with
the term theory of mind are now also associated with a very popudamare and more

common termmindreading

2.2 Mindreading

More than 30 years ago, the philospher Daniel C. Dennett raised #onqueshis book
Brainstorms “Is it in principle possible that brain scientists might one day know enough
about the workings of our brains to be able to “crack the cerebrdlarmbeead our minds?”
(1978, p. 39). The notion of mindreading, due to its paranormal connotations, can hardly
sound less scientific. Costall, Leudar and Reddy (2006) even presuntleetii@tm, because

of its use in magical contexts, “must have initially been invoke@heory of Mind circles
with some humorous intent, even self-irony” (ibid., p. 166) and — aftecadly discussing

the concept - conclude their paper with the following words: “Mindlreg in short, far from
being a serious theoretical option, needs to be recognized for what & joke” (ibid.). But

as a matter of fact, people use the term in very seriousptificiediscussions. In his
guestionable struggle to build a mindreading device, John-Dylan HaynesheoBernstein
Center of Computational Neuroscience in Berlin is one of the és@archers out there who
somehow understand and use the term in its original and litera, sence he really tries to
read mental states from brain states (cf. Haynes et al., 200@hwiae, however, the term
has acquired a much more common meaning which coincides with whatswally coverd

by the term theory of mind. In a sense, the term mindreading has bsoom¢hing like a
successor of the theory of mind debate, inheriting the most baag afidoth theory theory
and simulation theories while circumventing the differences and ssndisputes between
them. So when psychologists ask how we come to understand other peopledaysoveay

popular answer is to say that we engage in mindreading. It is sthkindiberally this term
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is still used. Shannon Spaulding frankly claims: “No one, to my knowledgeesd¢hat
mindreading occurs” (2010, p. 137). According to Antaki (2004), “ToM proponents put
inverted commas around 'mind-reading’, as if they mean the term onlgtifigly, but then
proceed essentially as if people do actually read minds” (pp. 667-66&mkn definitions,
the link to theory of mind is obvious and made explicit. For example,aBarKeysar (2005)
say that a “goal of research in cognitive science is to understenchature of human
“mindreading” — not, of course, mindreading in the magical or paranormsé srit, rather,
in the mundane sense of how people apply theory of mind in order to infer the mental states of
other people” (ibid., p. 271). According to the authors, mindreading ishmait anagic or
paranormal skills, but refers to how theory of mind is used to inéertathstates. Whereas the
term mindreading is considered to evoke notions of magical or pardrekithe the terms
theory of mind and mental state inference are presented hererasmmndane and left
without further explanation, as if they were self-explanatory andastigmable, not in need
of further definition. The authors themselves add that “the term “ed@uting” has been used
rather liberally to denote a broad variety of activities eelab social cognition” (2005, p.
273). Malle (2005) defines mindreading as “the human activity of infeothgr people’s
mental states” (ibid., p. 26) and seems to aim for “a unified yha&fomental state inference”
(ibid.). In this definition, Malle seems to suggest that mindreadimgunts to mental state
inference. In the literature, the terms mental state inferandemental state attribution are
often used interchangeably. Whereas Malle uses the former to dafideeading, Barr &
Keysar (2005) use both to explain what mindreading is: “The developrhenindreading
abilities throughout the lifespan can be characterized as attngjeaway from egocentrism
and toward greater and more nuanced mental attribution” (ibid., p. 272). sarie paper,
they understand mindreading as the application of theory of mind “in orddetdhe mental
states of other people” (ibid., p. 271). According to Barr and Keysar, hstata inference
and mental state attribution are either identical or both constitutive hoireaiding practices.
We can conclude, that both theory of mind and mindreading are apparentlyredmat state
inference and attribution. But what is the difference between mstaee inference and
mental state attribution? Is there a difference? Although letimns are often used
interchangeably, it might be worth asking whether this interchangeabtge is justified. |
think there are good reasons to distinguish between both. Firstséinegmtics suggest to use
them more carefully. Inference might be prior to attribution, smimcause in order to
attribute something to someone, | often need a reason that justyfiestnbution, and this
reason might be an inferred one. Second, the term mental stat&cefaeems to fit better

22



into the theory theory framework, where mental states have to beethf'om non-mental
evidence on the basis of theoretical knowledge or rules before timepecattributed to
someone else. In simulation theory, | experience the mentabs@tether person in my own
mind on the basis of a simulation process. Consequently, it seemisdasnbt have tonfer
that mental state. | only haveatiribute it to someone else after experiencing it for myself as
a result of simulation processes. If this was true, therd##of mental state inference would
have no place in simulation theory. As a consequence, it would alsoong W&o equate
mental state inference and mental state attribution or to usddrsats interchangeably. As a
matter of fact, there are many versions of simulation theory, ame £xplicitly deny the
necessity of inference (cf. Gordon, 1995). But there is evidence tlmence might be
involved in certain versions of simulation theory as well. In one ofnibset paradigmatic

descriptions of simulation theory, Goldman (1992) says:

The initial step...is to imagine being ‘in the shoes’ of the agerithis means pretending
to have the same initial desires, beliefs, or other mentalssthtg the attributer’s
background information suggests the agent has. The next step is to feedtbend
states into some inferential mechanism, or other cognitive mechaaind allow that
mechanism to generate further mental states as outputs by its | nopa@ting
procedure.... More precisely, the output should be viewed as a pretend or teustats
since presumably the simulator doesn’t feelvibily sameeffect or emotion as a real agent
would. Finally, upon noting this output, one ascribes to the agent an o@suotthis
output state. Predictions of behavior would proceed similarly.... In short, ypadebwn

psychological mechanism serve as a ‘model’ of his. (ibid., p. 21)

Goldman explicitly speaks of an “inferential mechanism here”. Mae the question arises
how the simulator knows which desires, beliefs, or other mentalsst® must pretend and
feed into this inferential mechanism. Since Goldman says thaatthluter's background
information suggests specific mental states, it seems #wesk initial mental states are
inferred as well. | do not want to discuss this issue deepdeads us to a serious problem of
this variety of the simulation account, namely, the problem timatstmulation procedure
requires what it is supposed to explain: the knowledge of anothesnjsemmental states.
Although the term mental state inference, at first glance bétser into the theory theory
framework, it seems as if inference might also be involvednnulation theory. One might
therefore argue that it would be justified to use both mental isf@tence and mental state
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attribution interchangeably if both always went hand in hand. A closeraloséame concrete
examples, however, should convince us that both terms should be distinguiskiedy A
obvious example for mental state attribution without prior inference @ases of
anthropomorphism. If people describe an ant as sad, they attributeta state to an insect
without having anything like a justified reason for doing so, sinceritie sadness is neither
perceivable nor are there any theoretical reasons for assumiragnth@&an feel sadness at all.
Or consider children’s play with dolls. A young girl might constructaarative and, on the
basis of this narrative, infer that the doll is sad. Howevergitienight also start her play
with the statement that her doll is sad. The latter casgaim @n example for mental state
attribution without prior or co-occuring inference, although the gighhof course continue
her play by providing reasons for the doll’'s sadnesspost Besides anthropomorphism,
consider the phenomenon of projection, understood in the original psychoanaigec ke
this case, | project my own innerpsychic conflicts, affectshanghts onto another person. In
other words, | attribute my own mental states to him, although nossedg consciously. |
argue that in this case, mental states are again attributatbtber person but not inferred
beforehand, since | simply project what is already there in my own mind onto another
The next example focuses on gossip, since this will also beesarete in the review of the
anthropological reports in chapter 4. If people try to make sense absent person’s
behaviour in gossip, if they speculate which motives or reasons mighidthte a certain
behaviour of that person, then gossipers use mental-state-talk antemitatively attribute
mental states to that person. Let’'s consider two cases of gos#e. first case, the gossipers
witnessed what they are gossiping about, i.e., they had direct perceptiaice. In the
second case, the gossipers were told about the same event by sormedhey have a story
but they had no direct perceptual evidericethe first case, a man — | will call him Jim -
insulted someone and hit him in the face. Jim, however, is hormally kfoswns peaceful
attitude. The gossipers were present when Jim did this. Some laten;, the gossipers meet
and talk about why Jim behaved like this and conclude that he musbéavesery angry. In
doing so, they attribute a mental state to him, but did ithfey it? Did they have to make an
inference in order to be able to attribute anger to Jim? Accordi@aliagher, inference “in
some minimal sense involves moving from some known information, whicha&ee &s a
clue or as evidence, to something that is not known” (2008, p. 537, footnote 3eeitay
someone insulting and attacking another person isxgnessionof anger that is directly
perceivable. So is Jim’s anger “something that is not known” in the mamemperceived? If

we say that anger must be inferred from observed behaviours like insulting and attacking, the
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we automatically deny that certain behaviours might be sufflgi@xpressive of a certain
mental state — we transform them into mere behaviour without hségm#icance. If we take
this example as a case of mental state inference, then we end up using theateemyibroad
sense that does not even match Gallagher’'s minimal definitior, $irscnot very convincing
to say that we move from known information (observed insult ancktia something that is
not known (anger). We immediately perceive disangry. The anger must not be inferred in
addition to that which is directly perceivalfleMoreover, the anger does not have to be
attributed to Jim while seeing him insulting and attacking, since any expression of amger is
perceived independently from the person that expresses it. | do naoydierceive anger and
must attribute it to Jim in a second step. Rather, | directlgeper his anger, angehe
expresses, the perceived anger does already belong to Jim and tlereed to figure out
via subsequent attribution whom it belongs to. Therefore, | suggeshéhétst case of the
gossip example is another example for mental state attribution without rsiteainference.

In acknowledging this, | think we are on to something very important that leésarly been
spelled out before, since the distinction between mental staterioée and mental state
attribution might help us to break down the term mindreading into twaeliffeomponents
that have been mixed up so far.

Now imagine a group of gossipers talking about the same situatiorthib time, nobody
actually witnessed the situation they are talking about — they just Abaut it from someone
else. In this case, they attribute mental states as wellhéythad no perceptual evidence. In
this case, we can say that the gossipers infer the anger, theyemove from known
information (Jim insulted and attacked someone) to something that isnawn (Jim was
angry). In speculating about the reasons for this person’s behaviour, sifgegogsonstruct a
coherent story, and anger is a possible, although not certain matgabis¢ can infer on the
basis of behaviours such as insulting and attacking. It might beapprepriate, however, to
speak oimindguessingn this case, since the notion of guessing makes clearer thakihds

of inferences are errorprone. | will come back to this point later.

Summing up, what theory theory, simulation theory, and the mindreading-adwetin
common is that in order to understand other people’s behaviour, one nferstand/or
attribute mental states to them. | argued that it makes sendistinguish between both

> Note, however, that the directly perceivable esgien of anger does noonstitutethe psychological state — at
least not fully. In arguing that anger can be peszkdirectly without the need for attribution oférence, | am
not denying that there is more to the experiencangfer than what is expressed. Nevertheless, ressed
components are usually sufficient for others toarathnd which emotional state is displayed. Thestipme is
not whether the bodily expression of anger exhaitstsexperience. According to Zahavi, the point of
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mental state inference and mental state attribution, although drotis tegularly appear in
definitions of mindreading. It was further argued that the temureading does normally not
refer to a direct perception of mental states, although therg@m® of the term suggest
precisely this. Although this would be a good reason to abandon the tesnstiit widely
used. lan Apperly2011) for example, even prefers the term mindreading to the term theory
of mind since it is an open question whether having a theory essadly involved in the
processes and abilities ToM is thought to explain. According to Appéenky, térm
mindreading is more neutral. We have seen that mindreading ref@ental state inference
and attribution, although the term, taken literally, suggests a mrdahat would precisely not
need inference or attribution since it refers to the most daecess to another person’s
mental states one could think of. In my opinion, mindreading is the mosenppéuous
choice. If mental state inference and attribution are at tteeafdooth ToM and mindreading,
why don't we simply use the former terms? In contrast to the tleory of mind,
mindreading implies — at least for laymen - the idea of a dpexteption of others’ mental
states. Such a “direct perception view” of mental states doesdre@st and has its origins in
the phenomenological tradition. Ironically, it is an approach that evalvedposition and as
a critique to the mindreading approach. Whereas mindreading, in theswibedal sense,
suggests direct perception, direct perception approaches have ewolaedery different
scientific tradition — and this is, | think, an important reason todathe term mindreading.
Finally, | think that there is another very simple reason why peoplierpto use the term
mindreading instead of mental state inference and mental stabeitetn. The reason for
doing so is precisely that mental state inference and mentlagtabution, as argued above,
shouldbe distinguished. This makes things more complicated and suggests taydaittwa
very handy term. If researchers use mindreading for a variety of ipleerag they do not have
to think about whaexactlyis going on, mental state inference, mental state attribution, or
both. The term mindreading therefore clouds the underlying processess,Thikink, the
main reason why we should abandon the term. But now, let’s turn to an@pprioare direct

perception reallyneandirect perception.

controversy is rather “whether bodily expressivilgs intrinsic psychological meaning, or whether teher
psychological meaning it has is derived” (2011549).
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2.3 Phenomenological critique and the “direct perception view”

At the bottom of the idea that other people’s mental statess e inferred lies another and in
a way deeper assumption, namely, that there is a gap betweennit® ahipersons (cf.
Leudar & Costall, 2009a). A gap that has to be bridged somehow in ordeké¢oserase of

other persons:

The supposition is precisely that the other person’s menta$ stegehidden away and are
therefore not accessible to perception. | cannot see into your h@nde | have to devise
some way of inferring what must be there, based on evidence thabugled by
perception. (Gallagher, 2008, p. 536)

Such a view, in speaking of the hiddenness and non-accessibility mirtdeis in line with
the analysis of the term opacity given in the first chapter,sagygests that there is something
indiscernable, something lying beyond the perceivable behaviours and exmessother
persons. This was confirmed by Zahavi who recently wrote that betbryt theory and
simulation theory “have been accused of presupposing the fundamentaly agaother
minds” (2011, p. 546). Assuming a gap between the minds of persons is thal logi
consequence of a specific conceptualization of the mind. Overgaart) @0des that “if we
think about the mind as constituting an inner realm of its own, segaravarious ways from
the “external” world, then something like the epistemological probleathar minds is likely
to pop up sooner or later” (ibid., p. 2). As a consequence, “one needs taogeteirother
person’s head and find out what their mental states are” (Gallagb@8, p. 536). This
conceptualization is normally traced back to Descartes. Cartdsmists would claim that
the minds of others are essentially inaccessible to directierpe. It is hard to deny that the
content of one’s own mental life is experienced in a way the content of another’s lifeergal
not. It feels intuitively wrong to assume that there is no such thingnasner realm of
experience, hidden from others, opaque for outstanding spectators. Negsrthie feels
likewise wrong to assume that the mental lives of others ampletely inaccessible for
outside spectators. Researchers in the phenomenological traditiofobased on the latter

intuition and provided alternatives to approaches where another pesstméstive life is

3 The notion of direct perception was made popujatibson and originally referred to visual percepticf.
Gibson, 1979). In the context of the present deliatevever, it refers solely to the perception dfers’ mental
states. Although Zahavi rightly says that theren'timny established view on what “direct” means012, p.
548), | will — in line with Zahavi — use the termthe sense that the perception of another’s emaltistate like
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only graspable via conclusion by analogy or inference. Common to thess csitthe
emphasis on the perceivable aspects of others’ fifithés was also a major concern to the
later Wittgenstein. His following words can be read like anyearitique of simulation

accounts:

Look into someone else’s face, and see the consciousness in itparicc@larshadeof
consciousness. You see on it, in it, joy, indifference, interest, excitetoepor, and so
on...Do you look into yourself in order to recognize the funhimface? (Wittgenstein,
1967, cited in Overgaard, 2006, p. 65)

Wittgenstein also rejects the idea that we arrive at giheple’s mental states via analogy,
deduction or inference. In this sense, the following two quotes apkea tritique of ToM

and mindreading accounts:

In general |1 do not surmise fear in him sdeit. | do not feel that | am deducing the
probable existence of something inside from something outside; raihesiif the human

face were in a way translucent and that | were seeing inneflected light but rather in

its own. (Wittgenstein, 1980, cited in Overgaard, 2006, p. 64)

“We seeemotion.” — As opposed to what? — We do not see facial contortiomaaledthe
inferencethe he is feeling joy, grief, boredom. We describe a face inatedgias sad,
radiant, bored, even when we are unable to give any other descriptiba t#atures.
Grief, one would like to say, is personified in the face. (Witsgein, 1980, cited in
Overgaard, 2006, p. 65)

Overgaard reminds us that Wittgenstein was eager “to emphasizde¢hauman body and
human behavior are full of “mental” significance” (2007, p. 24). If humdraweur and the
human body are full of “mental significance” and if they expressesiang that does not
point to a mental event hidden beyond the body and behaviour, but if exprestetf must

be thought of as mental (Overgaard, 2005; Fuchs, 2011), then mental sta&iecanfeeems

anger can be directly perceived as such withoutndsed for an intermediary step (e.g., reliance hmory,
inference).
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unnecessary for the understanding of others — superfluous, as expihesisaxgour is
perceived directly. As argued in the example above, in seeing Juttingsand attacking
someone, | perceive Jiasangry.

The direct perception view is currently endorsed by philosophers in the pheological
tradition. Shaun Gallagher, one of the most prominent opponents of theory drebry
simulation theory, criticizes that both these approaches “posit Bimmgemore than a
perceptual element as necessary for our ability to understangd”ofp@08, p. 535) and says
that “we see or more generally perceive in the other person’s bdiyements, facial
gestures, eye direction, and so on, what they intend and what they faldig{@r, 2004, p.
204). In contrast to the mindreading account, Gallagher advocateeth¢hat “we have a
direct perceptual grasp of the other person’s intentions, feelings(2&08, p. 535). He says:
“In most of our ordinary and everyday intersubjective situationbave a direct, perception-
based understanding of another person’s intentions because their intemgoasgplicitly
expressed in their embodied actions” (2004, p. 205). This idea has a dditgrr within
phenomenological philosophy. In his bodke nature of sympathyhe German philosopher

Max Scheler says:

For we certainly believe ourselves to be directly acquaintéd aviother person’s joy in
his laughter, with his sorrow and pain in his tears, with his sharhis blushing, with his
entreaty in his outstretched hands...And with the tenor of his theuglie sound of his
words. If anyone tells me that this is not ‘perception’, for i@ be so, in view of the
fact that a perception is simply a ‘complex of physical semssiti..| would beg him to
turn aside from such questionable theories and address himsedf phhé nomenological
facts. (Scheler, 1954, cited in Gallagher, 2008, pp. 260-261)

Phenomenologists argue that we do neither need theories, nor sinailati inferences to
directly perceive another person’s mental states. The exapnoléisied are mostly emotional

states that can be expressed via bodily postures, mimics and gesture. Shaun Gajlagher s

The claim here is not that direct perception (or other aspects of thissapprtohe reliance

on context, social roles, narrative, etc.) can penetrate to thefsthé other person and

* | am aware of the fact that there are many diffeend conflicting positions within phenomenologydahat
there is nobnephenomenological critique to approaches that assugmap between the minds of persons. Even
phenomenologists might focus on alterity and onftimelamental difference between self and otherl{efinas,
1969). However, those researchers in the phenomwgical tradition who critically argue against thedry of
mind framework indeed share the idea that otheesital states can be directly perceived.
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discover her innermost emotional states. Nor is the claim thagweever be misled by
what we perceive. The claim is rather that for the mog{ pamost of our encounters in
everyday life, direct perception delivers sufficient information dnderstanding others.
(Gallagher, 2008, p. 540)

Notice, that Gallagher mentions other aspects of the directgi@n approach, namely, the
reliance on context, social roles and narratives that add tordwt derception of expressed
emotional states. Within the mindreading approach, observable behaviouoraegt are
normally considered to be the bases on which we infer another'sinsésies. And on the
basis of attributed mental states we predict and explain the p#rson’s behaviour. A
guestion that naturally arises here is whether behaviour could notdietgueand explained
on the basis of observable behaviour and corafeaxte without the extra step that involves
assessing another’s mental states.

2.4 Contextreading

The possibility of direct perception might apply to expressed emotionswibat about
thoughts, inner speech, silent monologues and considerations? Of courséglungenthat
another person is thinking (cf. Overgaard, 2005). Nowhere is this truth ileeated than
in Rodin’'sLe PenseurA professional Poker player, in contrast, might not display any facial
expression at all that might lead one to the idea that he is thinkirtgis case, it is the
context of the game that justifies the assumption that he is prothédkyng. In the case of
chess, we cannot read a chess-players mind who is planning hisoextbut we can read
the context of the game and thus infer what his considerations aexisnove might be.
Imagine two chess players playing against each other. This sedrasa paradigmatic case
for mindreading: | have to infer my opponent’s thoughts, explain his past amav@redict
what my opponent’s next move will be, which strategy she is following, id¥aplans are.
From another point of view, however, | just have to think about the pattethe board. If
my chessmen are in pattern A and my opponent’s chessmen in pattbem Bettain moves
are automatically, i.e. by the rules of the game, good moves whiles dihe bad moves.
Some moves could be called “risky moves”, i.e., moves, that are goad ibrdy if my
opponent is not very attentive and that are bad moves if he is atiaitinad makes a risky
move a good move is not the fact that my opponent cannot successfullpyeathd, i.e.
infer my thoughts — it is the fact that she is not able to ihkeiirhplications of my move for

the game, that she does not consider all possible moves. Thakeshe nead my mind is, at
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least in this case, just a metaphor that points to her fadrshe might have overlooked
something on the board that | am aware of. Her uneasiness whitenglarer next move
demonstrates precisely that stemnotread the content of my mind, and in going on to think
about why | did move my queen directly in front of her king without any fughetection
she is not reading my mind, but trying to make sense of all the ch@sstoafiguration on
the board on the background that she can’t read my mind. In this exarmuleganing is just
a metaphor for contextreading. | can’t see in the mind of my opponenthehaiext move
will be, but | can try to engage in “board-reading” and ifdd¢he board successfully, | might
indeed be able to predict my opponent’s next move correctly. This ferghike successful
mindreading while it is in fact nothing more than intelligent andnatte contextreading,
based on a sufficient understanding of the rules of the gdmell therefore use the term
contextreading to refer to the ability to make sense of situativsosnstances and the course
of events without the necessity to infer mental states, for exabmplconsidering rules or
norms.

When it comes to Poker, we do not only engage in contextreading (catus game and
number of players), but in bodyreading as well, i.e., in the direcepéoa of what the other
person’s body expresses (sweat, tremor, breath, etc.). What veerggd is not the other’s
mind but the persuasiveness of his bodily expressions that mighatmdihether he is
bluffing or not on the basis of evidence we have as a consequence of attentive contextreading.
Here is another example. If | go to the bakery and ask for half afiiark bread, the woman
behind the desk will normally give it to me and my first interpretadf her behaviour would
probably not be a mentalistic one (“She is giving me the bread besfa@santsto”) but one
that refers to her social role, to what is expected from hdre(iS giving me the bread
because that's what people who work in a bakery do”) — if | need annatpla in such
situations at all. In this example, | would neither explain nor preuéct behaviour by
reference to a mental state but to her social role as a lhakeby reference to the situational
context.

Note, however, that while contextreading makes mental state indeseperfluous in many
situations, contextreading can also help to infer another's mentalistsome cases. For
example, noticing a mount of facial tissues at her bedside, aimngdhat Leonard Cohen’s
A thousand kisses debps been played again and again, | might conclude that she is sad by

way of inference. Yet with respect to most of the examples providlddrsit seems as if

® In the chess example, | wanted to demonstratectivaextreading is sufficient. If it were not, atofaagainst a
chess computer would be impossible. If we play reggahuman beings, however, contextreading cannot be
separated from other ongoing processes that migeed be aimed at what the opponent is up to.
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Gallagher is justified in saying: “In seeing the actions and expeessvements of the other
person in the context of the surrounding world, one already seesnd@ning; no inference
to a hidden set of mental states (beliefs, desires, etc.) is necessary” (2008, p. 542).

Where, one might ask, is mindreading involved at all in everyday lifge ifan make sense
of most situations via direct perception and contextreadi@gllagher's view, or, more
generally, the direct perception approach of mental states, isnoballenged, however. In

the following, | will focus on two critics, Shannon Spaulding and Mitchell Herschbach.

2.5 Critics of direct perception

Shannon Spaulding argues that the examples provided by Gallaghetidi@aecaccounts
based on mental state inference are rather examples of bodyrdadingihdreading (2010,
p. 122). According to her, Gallagher’'s account of direct perception #ateédeadeas in the
field of embodied cognition claim that in most cases, we get akwujally without
mindreading and engage in it only in rare circumstances, encounteringraegesor unusual
behaviour. In contrast, the mindreading account claims that “for thepadsmindreading is
how we get along socially” (2010, p. 124). According to Spaulding, Gallagher’s argument that
our ordinary interactions do not seem to involve mindreading, i.e. explainingradidtting
others’ mental states, “is subject to the objection that an bBppephenomenology is
unjustified in this context because much of mindreading is supposed to bernsmeas, at
the sub-personal level, and phenomenology cannot tell us what is happeiiney satb-
personal level” (ibid., p. 129). Spaulding represents the mindreading accoantveny
straightforward way as an account about sub-personal procesdes,fadotving quotations

unmistakably demonstrate:

The debate in mindreading between the Theory Theory and the SimulagonyTis a
debate about the architecture and sub-personal processes resgonsibtgal cognition.
Neither account is committed to any view on what phenomenology teksgasng on in
our ordinary interactions. With mindreading, there is a process (thpade simulating),
and there is a product (an explanation or a prediction). In genethlemie process nor
the product need be consciously accessible, let alone phenomenologeadiyarent.
(2010, p. 131)

® Note, that direct perception and contextreadintprize together in many cases. The direct perceptibn
someone’s fury can be part of my contextreadingewise, | might need to consider the context ineori
determine whether another’s facial expression @svatng disgust or anger.
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What phenomenology can tell us is that our ordinary interactions seleenbi@sed on an
immediate, pragmatic, evaluative understanding. However, since th&oqués the

mindreading literature is not about what our ordinary interactions sebmbut about the
architecture and sub-personal processes actually responsible fodimaryinteractions,

Gallagher’s argument does not refute the broad scope of mindreading claim. (ibid., 132)

Spaulding also opposes Gallagher's argument that false belief experiare designed to
test conscious metarepresentational processes (cf. Gallagher, 20€drding to her, these
tasks require a “conscious, explicit mode of thinking” (2010, p. 133) whichradesddress
the issue of what is going on at the sub-personal level. She conclifddsge debate in
mindreading is about what is happening at the sub-personal level, then atidsial
experiments involving conscious processes are of no help in determiningwizhpérsonal
processes are operative” (ibid.). Within the ToM debate, howevenotien of mental state
inference was from the very beginning closely tied to exactly thosks kif experiments (see
next chapter). To say that they are “of no help” means to neghattactually constituted the
whole debate about mindreading and established what mental statendefeis
paradigmatically supposed to be. It is true, of course, that theke ¢t not help “in
determining what sub-personal processes are operative” (ibid., p. Bi&@3how could the
mindreading claim (that we get along socially by mindreading most ofirie ever be
falsified if the actual mindreading process is supposed to go @nsob-personal level that
has nothing to do with explicit experiments? And how could we evetifiyléhese sub-
personal processes? By better fMRIs that show mental statencesn situ? How should
something like an inference, a concept born in our phenomenologically tremspaeryday
world, ever be observed and identified on a sub-personal levelXBgacbncludes that the
mindreading critique “ultimately fails because it does not estalthat mindreading occurs
only in rare circumstances” (ibid., p. 138) and demands that “it muststadlished that
mindreading does not underlie our ordinary, fully developed social understanitiiag,” {§.
138). Yet since Spaulding resorts to sub-personal realms that arenemto any
considerations and observations on the personal, consciously availablet|evetlatively
easy for representatives of direct perception accounts to tutaliles by demanding that the
mindreading account must establish that we engage in mindreadin@nly in rare

circumstances. Spaulding is right to emphasize that Gallagheotprove that mindreading
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occurs only in rare circumstances, but neither can she disprowréwtperception might be
going on most of the time.

Gallagher's examples, in refuting extra cognitive steps and detoeglra certain degree of
similarity to some of the examples cited above by Wittgensteisee my caras drivable.
This does not mean that | see my car, and then judge that it isldti¢@allagher, 2008, p.
537). ToM proponents, however, would simply respond that people see theirdraraate
because sub-personal processes provide them the necessary inforvigtsub-personal
inference. In a footnote, Gallagher (2008) explicitly deals wittemi@l objections a la
Spaulding:

Does this sub-personal activity involve inference? Inference in smmanal sense
involves moving from some known information, which one takes as a clieeewidence,
to something that is not known. First, it is important to note thatonswlo not face the
world alone. They function only as part of a large and complexly oneected system.
Even a mirror neuron that fires when | see an intentional actian (@n incomplete or
partially occluded action) is not functioning on its own — it fires ohly variety of other
neurons and neuronal systems are working in a certain way. When meiaran x fires, it
is not just because | see action A, but also because all kim#uainal activity is going
on, including, of course, activity in the visual cortex, and under conditiefised by a
host of other factors, including levels and effects of neurotranssiearthermore, it is
misleading to say that the neuron is responding to the action, si@asetiron doesn’t
observe the action. Sub-personal processes do not observe or perceieggmmbn-
conscious perception is something that the organism as a whole dogkaObasis, then,

could there be anything like sub-personal inference? (ibid., p. 537)

| cannot resolve the dispute between both parties here. Neverthdlasg, that the picture
that Spaulding draws is confusing, to say the least. ToM has besompopular and
influenced the scientific community so profoundly that it seems$ itsdritics have to prove
it wrong. What is never really acknowledged is that the burden of pesafiot with the ToM
critics who start from the phenomenal level and on that basis ddnyehaindread and infer
mental states all the time, but with the ToM representativas still have to show that
something like sub-personal or implicit inferences 1) do exist ahdl2) are the ongoing and

causally necessamyrocesses that enable us to navigate through the social word — especially in
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the light of phenomenal experiences that tell a different story, siveye are not full of
conscious inferences.

| do not want to take sides with Gallagher or Spaulding at this point. Instead, | want td sugges
a reasonable way of how to proceed, especially in the light of themgngebate between
both sides. Notice, that we can, on a phenomenal, experiential] Ewsdirm all the
competing accounts and aspects mentioned so far. We experiencdiegailgrin someone’s
face, we reasotheoretically usinginferences about how an absent person might feel or
behave given certain information, we put ourselves into another’s slessnulate in order

to understand better how this person might feel. Sometimes, wéydperceive someone in
anger and later report to a friend that this person was angryweeverbally attribute a
mental state in reported speech. We experience situations whenake sense of someone’s
behaviour because we have a look atdbetextor at thesocial role of this person. On a
phenomenal level, all this can be confirmed. On a sub-personalhevetyer, none cahSo

if the core of ToM and mindreading accounts is the idea that vee méntal states and
attribute them to others, then we can either go on arguing that tiiessnces take place on a
sub-personal level all the time, or we can leave this idiele &sr the moment. In order to
clarify the relationship between an alleged opacity of other mind&amoa and ToM, the
notion of sub-personal mental state inference does not help very fauelen if people do
not infer mental states explicitly and are not consciously ewhsometimes doing so, they
might still infer mental states on a sub-personal level. The wbek brought forward by
Robbins and Rumsey (2008), to reflect on ToM on the basis of anthropologiealailmms,
suggests to focus on how we come to understand others in phenomenadplavadys,
simply because anthropological observations are never observationsibgiersonal
processes.

We have seen that a great deal of our normal social interact@mnbe explained by direct
perception, reliance on social roles and contextreading. Even behavioutipnedg&cone of
the main functions of theory of mind can be alternatively explaimedriumber of ways, for
example by predicting others’ behaviour on the basis of personal(tfisndrews, 2008).

But according to another critic of the direct perception approadich&l Herschbach, all

" One might argue that implicit false belief meastire preverbal infants confirm that something likental

state inference is occuring at the sub-personal.léwill discuss some of these studies in théofeing chapter
on the false belief task. At this point, let metjaffer some arguments against this idea. Firss, gtill an open
question how such early false belief measures dhoeilinterpreted (cf. Perner & Ruffmann, 2005; Ru#fh &

Perner, 2005). Second, it is very questionable mdremplicit capacities should muatedwith sub-personal
processes. Third, even if sub-personal processmsded something like rules that led infants to mdke

correct inferences in these non-verbal false bédigks, it would still be an open question whethdr-personal
inferences are constantly at work in the less sjghiied and more common everyday situations.
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these alternative routes to understanding do not cover a very spas#iavhich is central to

the mindreading account. With reference to ToM-critics like &ghilér, Herschbach says that
“the phenomenological critics say little about false beliefs” (2008, p. 41), although he —in line
with many other theory of mind researchers - considers falgef b@lderstanding to be “a
paradigm case of mental state understanding” (ibid., p. 33). In higueritof the
phenomenological critics of theory theory and simulation theory accountghdach (2008)
explicitly focuses on false belief understanding. The phenomenologitiat @ropose that

we do not have to infer mental states since we perceive ematiohsitentions of others in
their expressive behaviour, i.e., directly. Herschbach agrees on that,ghat dhat their
alternative conception of social understanding does “not obviously toeetase of false
belief” (ibid., p. 41). The sadness in someone’s face is, via expnessared with an
observer. The same is true for many kinds of intentional behaviours. loatigeof false
belief, however, “a person with a false belief has an understandirg afdrld that is not
shared with the observer and cannot be perceived in their curtemtitne™ (ibid., pp. 41-

42). False beliefs “are not currently perceivable, and thus paraitgofawhy we treat
mental states as “inner’, "hidden" and distinct from observable ibetia(ibid., p. 48).
According to Herschbach, although we can adjust our behaviour depending on what we
unreflectively know about other people’s beliefs, it remains ungetgsto call this a purely
embodied practice that does not involve mental state attributionirmreading at all.

Herschbach concludes:

we do not have much empirical evidence at this point about exactlyrhpartant false-
belief understanding is to our daily lives, or how easy or difficuft éven for adults. But
acknowledging all of this does not detract from false-belief undwelisig’'s status as a

paradigm case of mental state understanding. (ibid., p. 37)

| think Herschbach is right in saying that the ToM-critics’ avoi@aont the false belief
phenomenon is at least unsatisfying. Even if mental state infeilemod how we get along
socially all the time the false belief phenomenon points to a form of understanding irl socia
situations that cannot easily be explained by the direct pesoeppiproach. If false belief
understanding is a paradigm case for mental state understandinghehiatse belief tasks
should be paradigmatic measures or operationalizations of the phenomenon at issue.

The next chapter will critically discuss the false belisktd will argue that the false belief
task will provide us with a paradigmatic case of mentaéstderence as understood by ToM
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representatives. After doing so, we will have all the necessmgeptual tools that will help

us to analyze the anthropological reports on the opacity of other minds.

2.6 False belief

The false belief tasks is said to provide an example par excells mental state attribution
and inference that allows for behaviour prediction and explanatiwould even say that the
definitions of these terms as they are used in ‘mindreading’reaolyt of mind accounts were
never verbally formulated as clearly as they warerationalizedn the varieties of this task.
False belief understanding has generally been considered to betbeehaflmarks of a full-
fledged theory of mind and “a so-callédefinitive” test of mental-state understanding”
(Wellman, Cross, & Watson, 2001, p. 655). Even though theory of mind cannot leel lionit
false belief understanding, false belief tasks have become thepaomsar tool to assess the
child’s theory of mind (Liu, Wellman, Tardif, & Sabbagh, 2008). Performamd¢bese tasks
“has come to serve as a marker for mentalistic understandipgrebns more generally”
(Wellman, Cross & Watson, 2001, p. 656). Wimmer and Perner (1983) camehupeviirst
false belief task in which children were told a story about “Maxi the chocolate”. They had
to predict where Maxi with a mistaken belief about the locatif some chocolate would look
for it, either where he put it himself before leaving the roonwloere it was moved by his
mother when Maxi was absent. While younger children said that Maxi waeitdn the new
location, children around five years of age correctly predicted tlai Mould look for the
chocolate where he himself had put it before leaving the room. idusstudies followed,
mainly replicating the original finding that 3-year-old childreih ttais task while the majority
of the 5-year-old children succeed. An influential meta-analysis bym&eland colleagues
(2001) showed that the false belief performance of children fromreiff countries similarly
increased from below- to above-chance during the preschool years.elofspg popularity,
the history of false belief research is only slightly longer than History of its critique.
Bloom and German (2000) correctly stated that there is morelTtMathan understanding
false belief and that passing the false belief task requites abilities than ToM like for
example inhibitory control (for a further recent critique see Ble Haan, Jaegher, Fuchs &
Mayer, 2011). Nevertheless, | think Herschbach is right in pointinghatithese tasks assess
something- and it is something that cannot be explained without an understandireyfatt
that other people can be misinformed, that they can have a perspeatihe world that

differs from my owrnand from what is the case in reality.
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On the following pages, | will argue that there are presently timpertant types of false
belief tasks that should be distinguished. Older false belief tagksre the child to answer
explicit questions about where another person will look for somethindpatr another person
will say, i.e., they involve making explicit verbal predictions. | wailll these classical false
belief tasksexplicit verbal predictiortasks. More recent paradigms are mainly non-v&rbal
and the role of children in these tasks is more participatory. €hilgoserve an experimenter
who acts, requires or asks for something and who is holding a faisé ibethe critical
condition. Children have to give a behavioural response that might considpinghthe
experimenter to get a desired object, for example. In these tpstdictions are not
necessary, but children have to make sense of another personid betmaviour and infer
what his intention actually is (cf. Buttelmann, Carpenter & Tott@s2009). | will call these
taks active behavioural response in interactigasks. The third type involves implicit
measures and eye measurement technology. These paradigms are noandtrtal not
require children to act, i.e. they are non-behavioural as®welill refer to these tasks as
looking behavioutasks. Whereas classi@tplicit verbal predictiortasks are usually passed
with 5 years of age (Wellman, Cross & Watson, 2001), studies thattliseother two task
types claimed false belief understanding at much younger ages, for exami® months
(Surian, Caldi & Sperber, 2007) or 18 months of age (Buttelmann et al., Z0@jifference
in performance between explicit verbal prediction tasks and the ttloetypes of tasks
suggests that the different paradigms might not measure exactlgathe ability. In
discussing the different types of false belief tasks, | wijluarthat mental state inference does
always involve mental state attribution. At the end of this chapteill try to answer the
guestion why false belief understanding is considered to be a paredsgnof mental state
understanding. Finally, | will present the conceptual tool kit develapehis chapter with

short definitions of the different terms.

8 These tasks are non-verbal in the sense thatrehildo not have to give a verbal answer. Howeves, t
experimenter might give her instructions verbafliiie might comment on her actions verbally to mélemt
more salient or in order to construct the necessaperimental narrative, and even the final prothpt is
followed by the children’s behavioural response hrhige given to children verbally. Nevertheless, ¢hédren
themselves respond by giving, pointing, helpindtiag something for the experimenter, etc. In #8ase, they
are non-verbal as compared to the classikplicit verbal predictiortasks.

® One might argue that eye movements are a kindebéviour as well. Yet since looking behaviour taakes
considered to measure implicit false belief underding, the corresponding eye movements might sit e
thought of as a kind of passive behaviour. Forpilngose of the present chapter, however, it shoaldbvious
that the kind of response necessary inattive behavioural response in interactitasks is very different from
the response children are giving in the implicgksa Therefore, | will go on calling the former heloural and
the latter non-behavioural.
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2.6.1 Explicit verbal prediction tasks

A first and most famous example for this type of false bedigi has already been described
above in the story about “Maxi and the chocolate”. Such paradigenalso referred to as
unexpected transfer or change-of-location tasks, since it is the cbilogation of an object
that induces a false belief in a story character or personewbiswing behaviour must be
predicted™® Children are consequently asked where the story character or ffessmadly
another experimenter or assistant) will look for something hénida®en when coming back
into the room. Children who pass this task correctly state thatllHeok for the thing where
he has put it before leaving the room, not where the object presermiilycs he cannot know
this. Note, however, that where the other person will look is notttirperceivable. When
children are asked the test question, the other person isbsthia Moreover, the context
does not directly provide an answer. Although we can engage in contexgreidis alone
will not suffice. Note, that in the case of chess, as arguechenptevious chapter,
boardreading is sufficient to plan the next move. In the case ¢dldeebelief task, things are
more complicated. Let’s have a look at another famous example, théesbSzdly-Anne task
(Baron-Cohen, Leslie & Frith, 1985). In this task, dolls (Sally and Aane used to enact the
false belief story. The child observes Sally put a marblebas&et and then leave the room.
While Sally is absent, Anne moves the marble from the badke&ibox which is in the same
room. Sally then comes back into the room and the child is asked where Sally will |bloé for
marble, and children who understand false beliefs will correayvar that Sally will look in
the basket since she still thinks that it is there. In élx@mple, contextreading provides us

with the following information:

1.) Sally hides a marble in the basket

2.) Sally leaves the room

3.) the marble is moved to the box while Sally is still outside
4.) Sally re-enters the room

5.) the test question provides the information that Sally is going to look for tidemar

10 Besides unexpected transfer tasksexpected contents tas#s also belong to the explicit verbal prediction
type. In these tasks, children are typically shavoontainer with a typical content and asked towshgt is
inside. After showing them the unexpected contelnitdren are asked what one of their friends vhihk is in
the box (cf. Hogrefe, Wimmer & Perner, 1986). Rk of space and because unexpected contentsdiasiat
add anything of importance for my following argurtseen will merely focus on unexpected transfer sask
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Note that the correct answer to the test question is n@iysicontained in points 1-5, since
we need some kind of understanding what “being absent while an objecvésl to another
location” actuallyimplies At the very least, we have to understand that — in the context of this
example - Sally cannot know something she hasn’t seen. Moreover, weimdesstand that
people memorize things and search for things where they remembertahém This
knowledge is not directly perceivable, it is not contained in poiis That Sally will look
under location A is not fully implied in the fact that the mareées moved from the basket to
the box in Sally’s absence. It is a behaviour that must be eafeWhen Sally re-enters the
room, children are asked where she will look for the marble. Atpihint, children must think
something like “Since Sally hasn’t seen that the marble was motedhe box, she still
thinks that it is in the basket” or “Since Sally was absentemié marble was moved, she
still remembers the marble to be in the basket”. Such amgagstructure is justifiably called
a mental state inference, since nan-observablemental state (what Sally thinks or
remembers) is inferred on the basis of a certain course ofseweatattended to. That Sally
might still believe the marble to be in the basket is somethingnfee in addition to the
perceptually giveri' On the basis of the inference that Sally still thinks thanikeble is in
the basket, they can make another inference which infers Sally’sibehthat she will look
for the marble in the basket. Passing this task would therefore require two steps:

1.) mental state inference (what does Sally think or remember)

2.) behaviour inference (where will Sally look for the marble)

Herschbach says that both theory-theory and simulation-theory tatessun such tasks “to
be the result of mental state attribution” (2008, p. 37). In the analsige, two inferences
were identified. Where is the mental state attribution considbyedderschbach to be
involved in those tasks? Does the fact that Herschbach uses thenéstal state attribution

provide us with another example of how mental state inference andutiin are

1 Although | cannot go into details here, | havedtiress two possible alternative explanationst,itsldren
might pass the Sally-Anne task without inferringnantal state by simply attributing ignorance tolySahd by
following the rule that people who are ignorant getwrong. Such a more parsimonious interpretationld
indeed be an alternative in this case, but studigish controlled for such an alternative explamatrather
supported the view that children really attributésé beliefs — and not only ignorance - to oth&wmuthgate,
Senju, & Csibra, 2007). Second, Sally might alssspihe task by sticking to the simple behavioundd that
people tend to look for things where they last #a@m. Behavioural rules can always be evoked asnaltive
explanations. They must, however, be adjustedddcsituations they have to explar postIn the case of the
false belief task, many different behavioural rukesild be required to explain the different fornfigatse belief
tasks. A mentalistic interpretation appears to lmeenparsimonious (cf. Call & Tomasello, 2008). Murer,
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confounded? Correct performance in the Sally-Anne task cannot bainexplby merely
referring to mental stat@tribution, since it remains an open question how children know that
they have to attribute a false belief to Sally. Note howeverthianferences sketched above
(“Since Sally hasn’t seen that the marble was moved into the be)stidl thinks that it is in
the basket” or “Since Sally was absent while the marble wagdj she still remembers the
marble to be in the basket”) do already contain a mental dtataigon, namely “she still
thinks that...” and “she still remembers...”. It seems as if one cahnkt of mental state
inferences without someone in miméhosemental states are inferred. If | infer that Sally
cannot know that the marble moved and that she still rememberbatin the basket, these
inferred facts do already contain the information that all higbiout Sally. | do not infer a
false belief which must subsequently be attributed to Sally ie@ndestep. One might argue,
however, that the first inference is computed on an abstract, yéeezh (“People who
haven’t seen that an object was moved to another place st tinat the object is in the
place it was before”). In the case of the Sally-Anne task, this would neshite steps:

1.) mental state inference (what people who haven’t seen something think or refnember
2.) mental state attribution (the resulting mental statdefitst general inference must now
be attributed to a concrete case, i.e. Sally)

3.) behaviour inference (where will Sally look for the marble)

Note, however, that the first inference does also already contai@ntal state attribution,
although a general one (whagoplethink or remember). Therefore, | suggest to stick to the
first analysis that only requires two steps, since menta stégrence and attribution appear
to coincide in the case of the false belief task. Notably, metatd inferences cannot be
computed without someone (a concrete person or persons in general) iwhose mental
state must be inferred. More to the point, there is mental atiaieution without inference,
but no mental state inference without attribution. This might alptam why both terms are
used interchangeably by many researchers and why some definitioaMadrimindreading
use only one of both terms. Nevertheless, there are still gosdneto distinguish between
both terms (see previous chapter).

first empirical studies that controlled for a “Pémpook for objects where they last saw them” -eruhther
support the mentalistic interpretation (TraubleriMavic & Pauen, 2010).
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2.6.2 Active behavioural response in interaction tasks

In these tasks, participants must interpret the speech or aofi@rs interactional partner,
usually the experimenter, in light of his false belief in ordegive the correct response. The
required response in these tasks is active and behavioural, i.e., ndn-Wéthaespect to
such tasks, Herschbach states:

Participants are not being asked to make reflective judgments @id@wother person’s
mental states, or to explicitly predict or explain their betavi Rather, false-belief
understanding is required to successfully navigate the interactiasgord online to the
other person’s verbal request. (2008, p. 46)

Studies that used this type of false belief task were done by @arp€all and Tomasello
(2002), Buttelmann et al. (2009) or recently by Southgate, Chevallier, abda G2D10).
Since the latter study will be of importance in the empirical phathis work, | will have a
closer look at it in the present chapter as well.

In this study, an experimenter placed two novel, unnamed objects in two dfoctéierent
colour. In the false belief condition, he leaves the room after dangrlsen, a second
experimenter appears from behind a curtain and switches thesolnjecsneaky way before
disappearing behind the curtain again. When the first experimenésters the room, he
points to one of the two closed boxes and asks the child to get thdedtebject for him.
Infants as young as 17 months seem to understand that the experimierstiér stends the
object in the non-referred box. In the true belief condition, in contiiasy, interpret his
pointing behaviour as actually referring to the referred box, sincexjperimenter has seen
the exchange of the objects in this condition.

In the true belief condition, contextreading would give us the following information:

1.) Experimenter 1 places two objects in two boxes

2.) Experimenter 2 appears and removes the objects from the boxes
3.) Experimenter 1 watches how Experimenter 2 swaps them

4.) Experimenter 2 disappears again

5.) Experimenter 1 points to one of the boxes, asking for help
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Children subsequently help the adult by giving him the object out of théndax actually
pointing at. No mental state inference is required for that. @mildee an adult pointing to a
box and give him the object inside.

In the false belief condition, contextreading would give us the following information:

1.) Experimenter 1 places two objects in two boxes

2.) Experimenter 1 leaves the room

3.) Experimenter 2 appears and swaps the objects while Experimenter 1 is absent
4.) Experimenter 2 disappears again

5.) Experimenter 1 re-enters the room

6.) Experimenter 1 points to one of the boxes, asking for help

Children subsequently help the adult by giving him the object out ofothédisnot pointing
at. For doing so, children somehow have to interpret the adults poinstgreas actually
referring to the other box, although the perceptual evidence does ndigiveny reason for
doing so. The reason for opening the other box must therefore be andirdeagechildren
have to think something like “Since he hasn’t seen that the tebjezre swapped, he still
thinks that object 1 is in the box he is pointing at”.

Again, although there is no prediction involved here, children in thisdf/fese belief task
have to infer a non-observable mental state on the basis of som#thingas directly
perceived in a very similar way than in the explicit verbal premtictask. And like in the
explicit verbal prediction task, the mental state inference diveady contain mental state
attribution. According to Southgate and colleagues, their results “demai@nttat 17-month-
old infants are able to attribute beliefs to others, and that theyszthis ability to assign
reference in a communicative context” (2010, pp. 910-911). Like Herschb#chegpect to
the explicit verbal prediction tasks, Southgate and colleagues intéhgietfindings as
involving mental state attribution and do neither say anything about therioéemwhich
makes this attribution possible nor about the underlying knowledge thasdtiowhe correct

inference (that people can hold a false belief).

2.6.3 Looking behaviour tasks

Onishi and Baillargeon (2005) used a violation-of-expectation paradigianonstrate false

belief understanding in 15-month-old infants. Infants were fanzgarivith a scene in which
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an agent hides a toy in one of two locations and later retunegrieve the object from the
location where he hid it. Infants were then shown scenes wheteytheas moved without
the agent’s knowledge. They saw one out of two situations. Either the agemt fooltee toy
where he falsely believed it to be or where the toy was lactloaated (although the agent
could not know this). The fact that infants looked longer in the latsr was interpreted by
the authors as a sign that their expectation was violated — andyhaatehat infants seemed
to expect the agent to act in accordance with his falsefbglis interpreted as an early,
implicit form of false belief understanding. However, some rebeaschave argued that the
attribution of false beliefs is not the only explanation that caowat for the longer looking
times. Children might use associations between actor, object, antbho¢Rerner &
Ruffman, 2005) or they might simply attribute ignorance to the agstaad of false belief
(cf. Southgate, Senju & Csibra, 2007).

A more convincing study using an anticipatory looking paradigm was done by r@tcare]
Perner (1994) and more recently by Southgate and colleagues (2007). flldé=e &e not
very different from traditional tasks like the Sally-Anne tadkowever, children do not have
to give a verbal answer. Instead, their anticipatory looking is eamiising eye-tracking
technology. In the study of Southgate and colleagues, infants aréafiiarized with a
video of an agent who watches how a ball is hidden by a puppet in one dioixes.
Windows through which the agent reaches for the boxes are then iltachimad the actor
reaches for the box containing the ball. The test trial consisigodhlse belief conditions. In
the first condition, the puppet initially places the ball in thebek. Then, the puppet moves
it to the right box and then goes back to the left one to close its lid. Then, the actoodachs
(i.e., from now on he cannot see what is going on) and the puppet remobed fnem the
scene. After that, the actor turns back and the windows are illediahich signals that he
will reach for one of the two boxes in order to retrieve the .bllthe second false belief
condition, the puppet again places the ball in the left box. Then, thretaais round before
the puppet moves the ball from the left box to the right one. After dointheopuppet
removes the ball from the scene. Then, the actor turns back and the wiadoiNuminated
again. While children in the first false belief condition corgecthze to the right window
significantly more often than to the left window, children in teeasnd false belief condition
gaze more often to the left window. According to the authors, thisrpattannot be
explained by the use of simpler rules, such as looking toward theffitast position of the
object, the last position the actor attended, or the last locaopuppet acted on” (ibid., pp.
590-591) and take their results as evidence “that 2-year-oldslaro atttribute false beliefs”

44



(ibid., p. 591). Again, the authors interpret their findings as involving metatd attribution
and do neither say anything about the inference which makes this aitrilpaissible nor
about the underlying knowledge that allows for the correct inferé@heé people can hold a
false belief). If the reasoning-process in this task is coatparto the one described in the
Sally-Anne task analysis, then the inference involved is also comparable.

Whether looking behaviour tasks actually measure the same astesgii@al prediction or
active behavioural response in interaction tasks, is an open qudsge for example
Buttelmann et al., 2009; Perner & Ruffman, 2005). For the purpose avdhis the first two
types of false belief tasks seem to be more interesting. Bxpéiddal prediction tasks are
usually not passed before five years of age, i.e. at an age wiilelirerc have already been
strongly influenced by cultural rules and norms as well as locakepidogies, or, in the case
of the present work, alleged opacity doctrines. Although children pas® dxthavioural
response in interaction tasks much earlier, they still havgive an active behavioural
response. Such a response is not given out of a cultural vacuumatevery young age,
children’s behavioural responses might already be guided by whaltusatly expected and
appropriate. From this point of view, the more passive looking behawisks tippear to be
less appropriate when it comes to investigating the relationshigéetthe possible influence
of opacity doctrines on the constitutive aspects of mindreading.

2.7 How properties of the false belief task influence our theorizing

After summarizing and analyzing various types of false beli&ktdst me ask the following
guestion again: Why is false belief understanding considered tpd@@digmatic example of
mental state understanding? Is it re#tlg paradigmatic example for our ability to explain and
predict behaviour by attributing and inferring mental states? If peopsgpgalsout someone
who insulted and attacked his neighbour although he is usually known for isfidea
character, they might infer that he must have been very angry anc twit probably try to
avoid meeting the neighbour in the following days. In this examplegadlssipers infer a
mental state on the basis of behaviour that is usually associdtedngeer. In doing so, they
also attribute anger, since | have argued that mental statenioéecannot be thought of
without mental state attribution. Moreover, they explain his behawbgureference to a
mental state and they also predict his probable behaviour on the bémsatiributed mental
state. So what is so special about the false belief tasd?why do ToM critics like Shaun
Gallagher (2008), Daniel Hutto (2008) or Leudar and Costall (2009a) ogpasy bf mind

when ToM is simply about this: attributing and inferring mental estafior behaviour
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explanation and prediction? After all, they would probably have a hasddenying that all
this occurs in the example just given.

Let me clarify this by making two points. First, | will argue thla¢ false belief task is
actually aboutmore than what is constitutive of theory of mind or mindreading in
corresponding definitions. Second, | will argue that theory of mindarel was tied so
closely to the false belief task that aspects of laboratory exeets in general influenced the
theories that were derived on the basis of false belief seguhill start with the first point.
Although inferential abilities are necessary for passing tise fag¢lief task, it is not primarily
measuring inferencper se Rather, the false belief task assesses whether childventia
necessary knowledgen which basighe correct inference can be made, namely, that people
who don’t see a change-of-location still think that an object is irptéeious location. It is
this knowledge that allows for the correct inference. Thereforeingatige false belief task
requires among other things (like for example inhibitory control)onbt reasoning abilities
that allow for inference in general (cf. Frye, Zelazo & Palf@R5, p. 524; Riggs & Peterson,
2000; Riggs, Peterson, Robinson & Mitchell, 1998), they require the understahding t
people in such a situation cannot know about things they haven’t seen ateyhett on the
basis of what thethink is the case. But this insight challenges the link between defisibf
theory of mind and ‘mindreading’ on the one hand and the alleged paradigesatiesigned
for its measurement on the other, since the false belief teakyctests more than the ability
to explain and predict behaviour on the basis of mental state attnb@nd inferences. What
Is additionally assessed in false belief tasks is an understawtich we only need very
rarely, and even in situations in which we have to explain and piehetviour by attributing
and inferring mental states (e.g. the peaceful guy’s outburst wd be&n gossip), it is an
understanding we mostly do not need. However, the false belief task someztedined what

it was supposed to measure. Reddy and Morris (2004) observed thatstHar@eculiar
redefinitional tendency in the process of building a scientific paradignvhich the theory
not only defines its own investigative remit but also usurps commomingsaand thus
redefines its evidence” (ibid., p. 655). Although ToM definitions speak abeutaistate
inference and mental state attribution for the purpose of behaviaictpye and explanation,
they measure all this with a task that requires more, naaelynderstanding that people can
be misinformed about the true state of affairs and that suchnfamsiation can guide
behaviour. This additional “more” subsequently put more common exampiasefreryday
life in question. What about our gossipers, who concluded that this forpealyeful guy

must have been really angry? Inferring anger in this example imegtite result of a simple
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association between specific behaviours and a mental stateaieger), and providing anger
as a reason for aggressive behaviour might be a learnt narratiyeteoice. Since such a
kind of mental state inference does not involve an understanding that pmoplee
misinformed and hold a false belief, it is not considered to ‘i@’ example of theory of
mind, although theory of mind definedas the ability to infer mental states for behaviour
explanation. This is precisely the “peculiar redefinitional tengerReddy and Morris
criticized. All of a sudden, our everyday interactions and expesemeenot good enough for
demonstrating that someone understands other minds as another perspettigeworld.
And according to Leudar and Costall (2009b), “the basic conviction hasnextiat it is
only on the basis of experimental evidence that we can determine wiaetbarticular
individual isreally able to understand other people” (ibid., p. 7).

Let's come to the second point. False belief tasks are tiathoodtory settings in which other
influencing factors are controlled. Pillow, Hill, Boyce and Stein (200@}inguish both
perceptual experience as well as guessing from inference anchtdmdt inferences “provide
knowledge of events that have not been directly perceived” (ibid., p. 170). IWHiak is
most telling is how they distinguish inference from guessing: “Infaee and guesses both
involve cognitive activities; however, inferences are based on thgration of premise
information rather than on random generation of ideas in the absenpgoohation.
Furthermore, valid deductive inferences yield certain knowledge, umgisgs are uncertain”
(ibid., p. 170). Transferred to the domain of mental stateswthigd imply that the term
mindguessing should be used for guesses that are not based on any evidghe¢ aned
uncertain while mental state inferences are based on given inkanmnaatd yield certain
knowledge. | will come back to this point in a moment.

In the experiment of Pillow and colleagues, children between 4 and & ofeage had to rate
the certainty of a puppet’s belief about a hidden toy as well agdiain the origin of this
belief. Both the puppet and the child saw two toys of different coloderwards, the toys
were hidden in two separate containers. In the first condition gjpéoa condition), the
puppet looked into one of the containers and made a statement aboubtheotohe toy
inside. In the second condition (inference condition), the puppet lookedoim@oof the
containers but made a statement about the colour of the toy imtrecontainer. In the third
condition (guess condition), the puppet made a statement about theafodotay in one of
both containers without looking into either of them before. Note, tieabperationalization of
the guess condition is not in line with the definition of guesses @iwewe. In this condition,
children see the two objects before they are hidden. Thereforeddiseof guessing correctly
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are fifty-fifty. Guessing, at least in its operationalizatipnPillow and colleagues, is therefore
far from being a “random generation of ideas in the absence of information” (iddidQ)p.

The authors “expected children to rate the puppet as highly cevtzem its statement
appeared to be based on direct perceptual experience or deductigacafbut to rate the
puppet as uncertain when the statement appeared to be a gues$’ Ifbid. second
experiment, another condition was introduced, a so-called invalid mcker&ial. In this
condition, the puppet looked into one of three cans (each containing an objiiferat
colour) and made a statement about the colour of an object in oneotiéinéwo containers.

In this condition, looking into only one can does not allow to deduce tbercol the object

in one of the other cans (cf. Pillow, Hill, Boyce & Stein, 2000). Whkanhteresting here is
how the inference condition — in contrast to the invalid inferenak-tis operationalized as
the condition where there is onlyne correct answerThe authors say that “deductive
inferences are more certain than guesses” (ibid., p. 170), but ratiopalizing a study on
inference so that there is only one correct answer, they aitaityatreate the impression
that inferences can yieldertain knowledge. And here is my argument: false belief
researchers did exactly the same and so the last thirty yefalseobelief research gave rise
to exactly such an impression. | have argued that behaviour explanatigorediction by
means of mental state attribution and infereceeoccur in everyday life. But almost never
in everyday life can we know faertain whether our inferences are correct. As soon as there
is more than one possibility, Pillow and colleagues would speak of andinwBdrence. In
these casesjindguessingvould probably be the more appropriate term.

Imagine that you are having a coffee with a friend - let's baift Michael. Michael is
obviously very sad and strikes his chin thoughtfully. Another friendytoldthe day before
that Michael's girlfriend has left him. Consequently, you might infext he is currently
thinking of his girlfriend. Now how certain are you that he is thinkahgis girlfriend? Your
inference was based on your background knowledge that his girlfriend haisnefhd on the
direct perception of his sadness and thoughtful expression. To assume that Michael is thinking
of her is therefore reasonable. However, Michael’s thinking mightot®ipied with
something else as well. Although the sad mood he is in originaties fact that his girlfriend
has left him, this mood could have started a whole bunch of other nefgdiuvgys and
thoughts. Instead of thinking of his ex-girlfriend, he might as wetlktlof another girlfriend
who left him many years ago, how his first love rejected him oa¢c he might remember
the divorce of his parents or think whether he should ask the beautiful waitress in higgavour
café to go out for a drink with him. Actually, these alternatiges not very improbable.
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Saying that we infer a mental state in such situations obsbwunesfallible they are in
everyday life and how much certainty depends on the other’s confirmationerRaan
speaking of mental state inference, we make a probable guess basadaimeaevidence. In
other words, we engage mindguessingalthough we use given information and background
knowledge to make the guess as good as possible. The term “inferesce$ Ipdace in
mathematics and the natural sciences, but not in everyday sooiaingers. The same is true
for terms like “prediction” and “explanation”. With respect to tlatter, Hutto says that
“proper reason explanations require us to desigtie@@eason for acting — as opposed to
simply offering a possible reason for acting” (2004, p. 570). Explaining, pregiand
inferring all sound as if there is one correct answer, as fidbsibility of gainingcertain and
exactknowledge about another's mental states is real. As we have Hdabesa terms are
constitutive for definitions of ‘mindreading’ — and ‘mindreading’, duégaelatedness to the
notion of telepathy, is itself a term which suggests that cekiainvledge about others’
mental states is easily possible. However, explaining somethmg the same as providing
possible reasons for a behaviour. When we move from everyday lHe trtificial world of
the laboratory, we reduce the contingency of everyday life, we redueadhess possibilities
that our mindguessing activities in everyday life face to a pisatting with one wrong and
one correct answer which can unequivocally be inferred. In doing so, weisgvéo an
illusion of inferenceanillusion of explanation and prediction. In speaking of an illusion, | do
not want to say that we do not infer, explain and predict in therddory — the illusion is
generated when we take for granted that what is at work irabeedtory is also pervasive
outside of it, when we assume that the preciseness and unambiguoughessiodratory —
reflected in a corresponding terminology that speaks of inferencenaxian and prediction
— should shape our theories of how we come to understand others.

One might ask, however, why we shouldn’t use the term mental statenoé in a weaker
sense, for example in the same way as | used it above in thelex@inthe peaceful guy who
surprisingly attacked someone. | said that people in gossip ivdehé must have been very
angry on the basis that such behaviour is usually associated with &mgeed, given
information is used to arrive at a plausible conclusion, so why totofamental state
inference? | think there is no stringent reason to avoid the termhrcases. However, | have
tried to demonstrate how researchers think of inferences asspescéhat yieldcertain
knowledge. This is why | prefer the term mindguessing. But let me suggesssible
solution. We could think of pure mindguessing and false belief understanding psles of
one continuum. On the very left, mindguessing occurs without any premissation. On
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the right pole, we have the artificial situation of a falsedbddiboratory experiment with only
two possible and only one correct answer. The more we move frolefthe the right, the
more premise information via contextreading is given, and the chanapsess correctly
become higher. As soon as there is at least some informatidabdeain which we can base
our guesses, we could also talk of mental state inference. Asowe from the left to the
right, mindguessing gradually loses its guessing character and, sin@ andr more
information is provided, we gain the impression that we might iaf@ther's mental state
with certainty, false belief situations being the extreme exaniplthis view, mental state
inference is the process which we use at all points of théncom except for cases of pure
mindguessing. But in order to avoid the illusion of inference as a tiedudlat yields certain
knowledge, | suggest to use the term mindguessing for all those dasestive inference is

not more than a probable guess based on available evidence.

2.8 Summary

Let us sum up. In this chapter, | have criticized the notion aflmeading and suggested to

use the terms mental state inference and mental stabeidini instead. | have further argued
that both terms should be distinguished although they often go hand in hand. A short
introduction to the direct perception approach of mental states gween and | have
introduced new terms like contextreading and mindguessing. Finally, | iedyéat argue that

the term mental state inference gives rise to the illusibreertainty, which is why |
introduced the term mindguessing. The first part of the conceptuakitotthat will be
necessary for the analysis of the opacity reports is therefady ror use. It will be
summarized now by presenting the corresponding definitions beforetbtthra next chapter

on empathy.

Contextreading: the ability to make sense of situations, circumstances and thee colurs
events without the necessity to infer mental states, for example by camgidées or norms
Direct perception: will be used to refer to the direct perception of certain mestéas, for
example intentions that can be read off behaviours or mood and emotionsathide
perceived in someone’s facial and corporal expression as welbastures; no inferences are
involved

Mental state attribution: ascribing silently or aloud a mental state term to eithemamate

or inanimate being, for example when labelling something which is directly pedceive
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=

Mental state talk: talk and narrative that involves mental state attribution, eithe
interactive situations or inner soliloquy

Mindguessing: guessing the content of someone’s mind, either without evidence teon t
basis of given evidence that still leaves alternative possibilities open
Mental state inference:a reasoning process in which non-observable mental states are
inferred on the basis of given information, involved in mindguessing as soon ssegaee
based on evidence as well as in false belief understanding
False belief understanding:the ability to base mental state inferences on the knowledge that

people might falsely believe something to be the case and act on the basis ofahis beli
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3. Empathy

In the introduction, | argued that the opacity of other minds phenomenbiesstas much
about empathy as it is about ‘mindreading’-practices across cultorasstepwise process, |
will start to critically review current definitions and coptgalizations of empathy and
develop a definition of empathy on theoretical grounds. This definitiinrbeiienriched by
emic concepts reported in the anthropological contributions on empathynése chapter)
and by additional aspects of Jeannette Mageo’s (2011) account on emp&thyioa. In this
chapter, | will start with a short paragraph on the history of time before | go on to outline
the conceptual difficulties of the term. After this, | wilgae that grasping the ‘how’-aspect
of another’s experience is a central aspect of empathy in my vieallyi- 1 will provide a

first definition of empathy.

3.1 Historical background of a modern concept

The term empathy was coined by Edward Titchener (1909) who introduoéal English as

a translation of the German tefanflihlung (literally: “feeling into”; Lipps, 1903, 1906). It
was originally introduced in the field of aesthetic perception (t$chér, 1927). Vischer
called the imaginary shift into another obj&afiihlung™ Lipps (1906) understood the term
in a much broader sense, although he confirmed that we anthropomorpkizis abd things
via Einfihlung** For Lipps, Einfuhlung also provides us with knowledge of other
consciousnesses (“Wissen von fremdem Bewul3tseinsleben”; 1906, p. a5jinchof inner
participation (“inneres Mitmachen”) or imitation of observed expvesbehaviour (Lipps,
1903, p. 111). Indeedinfiihlung in Lipps view,is this kind of inner participatiof: Lipps

argued that seeing a foreign gesture or expression results in adgmoleeproduce it, which

2 1n Vischer's words: “Betrachte ich einen ruhigéesten Gegenstand, so kann ich mich ganz folgsadiean
Stelle seines inneren Aufbaus, seines Schwerpumsigizen. Ich bilde mich demselben ein, vermittlenem
Umfang mit dem seinigen, strecke und erweiteregeiend beschranke mich in demselben” (1927, p.I21).
another place, Vischer says about the inner sehsghvis thereby at work that it “fiihlt an der Foauch ihre
Fulle. Er umfal3t z. B. einen Baum, versetzt sictséme holzige Triebkraft und fiihlt, zuriickkehresdinen
Formcharakter von innen heraus; starrt, sprof3tsamvankt in ihm, tastet in seinen Spitzen. Er latlighd
baumt sich in der Woge. Er ballt sich dumpf in Wéslke. Fur diese Art von Versetzung weild ich ke@isderes
Wort als: Einfiihlung” (1927, p. 63). Here, Viscliwrscribes hoviginfiihlungeven allows for feeling into a tree.

13 “DaR wir trotzdem alle diese Ausdriicke auch aufd@i anwenden, hat seinen Grund in dem gleichen
Umstande, der uns auch von Tatigkeiten der Dingechen lait, d. h. in einer Vermenschlichung oder
Beseelung der Dinge der AuRenwelt, kurz in der fifhilmng«” (Lipps, 1906, p. 28).

14«50 mache ich denn insbesondere auch das innetealén, das in einer Ausdrucksbewegung fiir mich
unmittelbar liegt, in dem MaRe innerlich mit, alasdelbe meinem eigenen Wesen gemal, oder mir selbst
Lhattrlich* ist, und als ich der Ausdrucksbeweguogd damit zugleich jenem inneren Verhalten, béted
hingegeben bin” (Lipps, 1903, p. 111). On the sapage, Lipps says: “Dies Mitmachen ist aber
Einfihlung*(ibid.).
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in turn evokes the feeling normally associated with it. Lipps’ maidiearly anticipates
simulation theory and makes it understandable that empathy has ydmerdime a central
category within the simulationist camp (see for example Stugb&e). For Lipps, “empathy

Is a resonance phenomenon or a form of inner or mental imitativated in the perceptual
encounter with another person and his activities” (Stueber, 2012, p. 55Ye3tit of this
resonance or inner participation must then be projected onto the attethus allows
understanding him. There is an important difference between Vischeg of the term
Einfuhlungand Lipps’ application of the term for human encounters. On Vischecsunt,
EinfUhlungrefers to the act of feeling something into an object or péeet that is not part

of the object or artwork itself, since neither objects, nor pajstior novels do have any
feelings. Lipps, however, uses the term to refer to processes whgrmject a feeling into
another after a kind of resonance has taken place. One could arguertsabfrart can also
make us resonate. This is certainly true. However, | think nobody would ki@nthére is a
clear difference between both kinds of resonance. Most importantly, ashete “feeling
into” a work of art adds something to it that was formerly not {hare“feeling into” another
person is supposed to tell us somethabgutthis person that is already there, it is supposed
to assess somethirgf the other, namely, that she is a minded, conscious creature having
specific mental states. Wherdamfuhlungin Vischers’s sense treats something as if it were
minded although it is not, Lipps uses the term to describe how we twruaderstand

something as minded which inddealsa mind, namely, human beings.

3.2 Empathy, ToM, and simulation: on the way to conceptual clarity

Since the times of these authors, things have become more congplicatkeir influential
article on empathy, Preston and de Waal (2002) state that the toheappathy “has had a
difficult history, marked by disagreement and discrepancy” and thaintbelisciplinary
research field that investigates empathy “suffers from a lackmdensus regarding the nature
of the phenomenon” (ibid., p. 1). Nevertheless, Decety and Ickes aa@lgeright to claim
that “empathy research is suddenly everywhere!” (2009, vii). And, in litteRveston and de
Waal, they add that the construct of empathy is “a very comglicate that, from its very
introduction, has been used by different writers in very different wapgl., vii). The
previous chapter has demonstrated that it is quite difficidetaclear-cut definitions of such
terms like theory of mind, mindreading, mental state attribution, atahstate inference.
With empathy, however, things are even more complicated, since dbwesgbody writing

in the field would declare that there is no accepted startiddingition of empathy” (Engelen
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& Rottger-Rossler, 2012, p. 3). Stueber even says that “the concepbpzithy has been
characterized by a rather shameful disregard for conceptudlyclgd012, p. 55). In an
attempt to bring some order into the field of empathy researclso®BgR009) recently
identified two major research questions that guide this resaactkight different uses of the
term empathy which refer to different phenomena. According to Batstythquestions are
1) “How do we know another’s thoughts and feelings?” and 2) “What leadserson to
respond with sensitivity and care to the suffering of another?” (2G@0%-p). Each of the
eight uses of the term empathy identified by Batson can be treated as an attenptt@aas
of these two questions. Note, however, that knowledge about what apetken thinks and
feels can also lead someone to respond with sensitivity and c&ewise, caring for
someone might provide knowledge about what they think and feel. Instead raf toyi
provide the definition for empathy, Batson suggestShe best one can do is recognize the
different phenomena, make clear the labeling scheme one is adoptingseatitat scheme
consistently” (ibid., p. 8).

The eight concepts as identified by Batson (cf. 2009, pp. 4-8) are:

Concept 1: Knowing another person’s internal state, including his or her thoughts argtfeeli
Concept 2: Adopting the posture or matching the neural responses of an observed other
Concept 3: Coming to feel as another person feels

Concept 4: Intuiting or projecting oneself into another’s situation

Concept 5: Imagining how another is thinking and feeling

Concept 6: Imagining how one would think and feel in the other’s place

Concept 7: Feeling distress at withessing another person’s suffering

Concept 8: Feeling for another person who is suffering

With respect to concepts 7 and 8, Batson says that they “are not soltcesvledge (or
belief) about another’s state; they are reactions to this knowl€¢@g69, p. 9). The concepts
of pity andsympathyare probably the ones that were most often associated with cécept
But let's start from the beginning. While concept 1 bears a strilkesgmblance to ToM,
concept 2 refers to processes such as mimicry and imitatioles&alor example, thinks of
empathy as a form of inner imitation (2003, p. 519). Batsons formulatioonaept 3 would

be a valid description for emotional contagion (cf. Hatfield, Caciogp&®apson, 1994),
while it could also be the result of what is covered by concefstérding to Batson (2009,

p. 6), concept 4 refers to the psychological state originally refésrbg Lipps (1903, 1906)

54



as Einfuhlung Concept 5 is about those imaginative abilities that focus on the wttiler
concept 6 is rather about imagining to be in the other’s placeoBaisntions the similarities
between concepts 4, 5, and 6 and goes on to suggest that simulapomegnts might

consider their approach as involving several of the concepts in this list:

A simulation theory proponent might argue that by intuiting and projecting lbmese
the other’s situation (concept 4) or by imagining how one would think eeldiri the
other’s place (concept 6), one comes to feel as the othel(dealsept 3), and knowledge
of one’s own feelings then enables one to know — or to believe one knowsthehother
feels (concept 1). (2012, p. 9)

Alternatively, matching (concept 2) might lead one to feel aother feels (concept 3) and
therefore to know his mental state (concept 1). This demorsstret@ much influence
simulationist ideas have on how empathy is currently conceptualizeghdedstood. From a
simulationist point of view, concepts 1-6 are just descriptions oéréifit aspects or steps
within a simulation process. After sketching different uses ofdlma empathy sensu Batson,
I will now critically discuss some concretgiefinitionsof empathy and try to link them to the
concepts identified by Batson. In doing so, | will try to argue foeasonable definition of
empathy in order to be able to add it to the conceptual tool kit witthvihe anthropological
reports in chapter 4 will be analyzed.

Note that there is another distinction running through some of the msnickentified by
Batson (concepts 1, 5, 6), namely, the distinction between thoughtsedingden empathic
processes. As a matter of fact, some researchers focus aiffdbive, emotional side of
empathy, others on the more cognitive aspects. This often resultse idifficulty to
distinguish empathy from the concepts analyzed in the previous cluapteeory of mind
and ‘mindreading’. Some authors even define empathy or related concéptssame way
theory of mind is usually defined. For example, William Ickes defempathic inferencas
“the everyday mind reading that people do whenever they attempt tooihier people s
thoughts and feelings. It is a concept that other writers agldmeder such headings as
‘mentalizing’ or ‘theory of mind™ (2009, p. 57Although Ickes speaks of empathic inference
and not of empathy, he still explicitly links theory of mind to an empathic process. Inspired by
Ickes, Decety and Jackson (2004) define empathy as “a complex fornmyaffofusyical
inference in which observation, memory, knowledge, and reasoning are combiyiettl to

insights into the thoughts and feelings of others” (ibid., p. 73). Remembantlysis of the
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Sally-Anne task in the previous chapter. Children have to observe the ongangs
involving Sally and Anne, they have to memorize where the marble previoashamd at
which location Sally has seen the marble. They have to know that peopldomhat see
things usually do not know any details about them and they have to reasanfarethat
Sally will still think that the marble is in the basket. | hargued that this task providdse
paradigmatic example for the term mental state inferenceiasised in the theory of mind
framework. But according to the definition of empathy provided by Decety arkban,
children’s success in the Sally-Anne task would also be a ganatic example for empathy.
Both the definitions of Ickes and Decety and Jackson can clearlgldied to concept 1 in
Batson’s list. If we accept such a usage of the term empathgndvep having two different
labels for one and the same phenomenon. Therefore, | suggest to beiticalyaf every
definition of empathy that sounds too much like mindreading and theoryndf @ne might
argue, however, that this is not problematic since cognitive andtiefeempathy are
distinguished in some definitions (Walter, 2012). Yet if cognigugpathy amounts to ToM,
then we end up with two labels for the same phenomenon again.

Cultural anthropologist Jason Throop summarizes the most importamtsaspdow some

anthropologists dealt with the concept of empathy:

Common to these views is the idea that empathetic actharacterized by at least three
distinct moments: (1) a decentering of the self from its ovetohically and culturally
situated self-experience; (2) imagining the perspective of anfstdmra quasi-first-person
perspective; and (3) approximating the feelings, emotions, motives, coneeras,
thoughts of another mind. (2008, p. 405)

The second point here is equivalent to Batson’s concept 6, the third comes close toZoncept
| have already mentioned that simulationist ideas figure prominentiyany definitions of
empathy. Throop’s second point, which sounds like an exemplary characteriaitivhat
simulation theory is all about, clearly proves that. A closer look, howeegeals that
actually all three points make reference to simulation theorgesthey belong together
logically. A decentering of the self is actually the preconditionthe ability to imagine
oneself in another’'s shoes and point three just states the geshulftion processes: we
decenter and imagine another’s perspective because we aim txiammte his feelings,
emotions, etc. Does empathy then amount to simulation? Has simulamy become our
theory of empathy? Authors like Stueber admit that their “accounmpiathy is closely
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linked to contemporary simulation theory” (2012, p. 56). Moreover, | have pointethaiut
concepts 1-6 in Batson’s list could easily be reframed as a descriptionubdtsdn processes.
The same is true for the three distinct moments of empattsisensu Throop. With regard to
simulation theory, Sharrock and Coulter (2009) say: “No one is denyingwdatan
sometimes imaginatively simulate a situation and our reaadidn but ST is advanced as a
generalized account of how we understand others and requires, thetbfireve be
simulating pretty much all the time” (2009, p. 80). Simulation theory (&6 put forward as
a theoretical account of how we understand others as having migdsenal — and | think
this is where we should be cautious, since simulation would, frompthg of view, be
necessary to know that others are minded at all. Moreover, we wordddnaimulate anger
in ourselves in order to know that another person is angry. Simulatisrconceived shares
with other ToM approaches the basic assumption that other peophels are hidden away
from each other, that there is a gap that must be bridged somehowthat expressive
behaviour alone cannot tell us something about the other's mentakstfarévious chapter).
Sharrock and Coulter critically remark: “It is sometimes satggethat ST has affinity with
the vernacular request to put ourselves in another person’s shoes, tfoiigélfSs rather
more a case of putting other people in our shoes” (2009, p. 84). So isathessibility to
think of empathy as a form of perspective taking that does not buyhmtoasic assumption
of the hiddenness of other minds?

| think the picture we have arrived at so far is unsatisfyingnipathy research is currently
experiencing a revival, then there should be more to it than thenpeesdysis suggests. Note
that we would intuitively, based on our naive everyday understanding of the riever
equate theory of mind (concept 1) with empathy, nor would we equate itnwitltkry and
imitation (concept 2), with emotional contagion (concept 3), personagsis(concept 7) or
pity and sympathy (concept 8). Moreover, we have seen that conceptd 8 and the
definitions of empathy presented above do not offer very much that goes beyorydahe
mind or what simulation theories have to offer — and simulatiooryhe its original form is
just another account within the theory of mind framework. But even dagepted to identify

empathy with simulation, we would again end up having two terms for the same phenomenon.

3.3 Grasping the ‘how’-aspect of others’ experience

Before | try to develop a conception of empathy that is hopefullyersatisfying and not
identical with simulation theory, let me start with asking a tjoesthat might sound

heretical: Do we need the concept of empathy at all? Imagine yaum ararty, it is late and
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you see someone you like but do not know very well — let us call him @ersitting on the
sofa. You want to say hello and, while approaching the sofa, you directbiyeetbe sadness
in his face. You stop in front of him and, since you don’'t know what thsore for his
sadness might be, you start to talk a bit with him. He tells youhibaiirlfried has left one
hour ago with another guy while he was spending some time on the togetskehe felt sick.
Donald shows you a photograph he secretly made with his iPhone before gointpilethi
shows his girlfriend talking with that other guy, on the photo both apgpeaave fun. You
read the context — what Donald told you and what you see on the photograglyeu infer
that Donald probably thinks that his girlfriend is cheating on him. You gotta dank and
meet someone at the bar who tells you that Donald’s girlfnedghthe had already left, that
she was angry because Donald didn't tell her and that she finallydateleave with
someone who dropped her at her home and then went on to his girlfriendnf&othat
Donald is holding a false belief and that he is sad because ély ta¢dieves his girlfriend to
cheat on him while she is probably lying in bed, angry with him bechestalksely believes
that Donald left without telling her, while he was waiting on the toilet foribisiess to pass.
In this example, you can understand a very complex social situation loy pineeption,
contextreading, mental state- and false belief inference. Dperception provides you with
an answer to thevhatquestion: Donald is sad. Contextreading helps you to infer that Donald
might think that his girlfried is cheating on him and false behé&rence answers thehy
guestion, since it lets you understand that Donald is sad because dig ffeiefs his
girlfriend to cheat on him. It seems as if we already have ewegytte need to analyze social
situations and interactions in our conceptual tool kit. But allishkisiowledge that keeps us in
the position of a distant observer, it does neither help us to unuensta Donald feels, nor
how Donald feels, as long as we are not somehow drawn ever more deeplysigerbonal
experience. In short, while the conceptual tools developed in the@psesthapter can help us
to understandvhat another person feels amdy this is so, we do still not have a real idea of
how this person feels — and this is where | think empathy comes iayo @F course, in a
minimal sense, perceiving someone’s sadness gives us dmigé¢ais person feels, since we
all now what it means to be sad. Yet as long as we dshaethe other’'s emotion, this
minimal understanding of thehowaspect’ is rather abstract and conceptually guided. It
remains ‘cold’ and does not necessarily bring us in closer damitlicthe other. Engelen and
Rottger-ROssler appear to have the same intuition: “Empathgasial feeling that consists
in feelingly grasping or retracing the present, future, or past emostatal of the other; thus,
empathy is also called a vicarious emotion” (2012, p. 4). Interestirigsiméfinition is that
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emotional states are not only the object of empathy,ptbeessof empathy itself is a
“feelingly grasping”. The definition of Bischof-Kéhler goes into the sadieection:
“Empathy is a process in which an observer vicariously sharesrtbgoa or intention of
another person and thereby understands what this other person feelsds” (2612, p. 41).
Whereas Rottger-Rossler talks of “feelingly grasping”, Bischdi&iGeven speaks of sharing
(ibid.). As argued above, | think that sharing is an important aspechpatbic processes.
Bischof-Kéhler adds that the empathic response is “primarilgraotional response” (ibid.)
and that it “may be caused by the expressive behavior of the othHey tive person’s
situation” (ibid.).

Yet one important question here is: what motivates us to feglgrglsp or even sharew
someone feels, to go beyond the mere perception of another's emotatea Ktl can
identify the emotion of another person and if | even understand why dheviisg that
emotion, why should | move on to feel foyselfhow it feels for her? Why do | needgbare
her feeling, especially if it is not a very positive one? Il later present Jeannette Mageo’s
account of empathy in Samoa that might offer an answer to theseogsesy defining
empathy as redirected attachment. If we take her idea serithetyempathy is precisely to
be distinguished from a cold understanding in the sense of ToM, sincegséarotions helps
to establish social bonds and to attach oneself to others we ideithify at least to a certain
degree.

Let me address two more questions which | think are important.ifgheme will focus on
whether empathy is only possible in real encounters between humasscdinel is about its
moral dimension. First, Batson (2009) does not explicitly mention wh#tbatifferent uses
of empathy apply to human encounters only or whether empathy does alsowdmEn
engaging with fiction, for example the characters in a story. Sesearchers think that
empathy is also active when imagining fictional scenarios and tinersfipport the view that
empathy does not require the presence of a real human being dBpeit2012; Walter,
2012). Such a view on empathy seems to be justified at least hikyof\dacher, 1927).
Batson’s concepts 5 and 6 are about imaginative capacities, anmgk suight suspect that
they can also be directed to story characters. However, Batsamsdb have identified two
major research questions that guide the field of empathy reseansblynfow one knows
another’s thoughts and feelings and what leads one to respond witiviégrmsid care to the
suffering of another (2009, pp. 8-9). With this in mind, it seems ast$oBavas actually not

thinking of fictional scenarios, but real encounters between human beings.
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A broad use of the concept of empathy that allows for it to occurtumaliencounters is, to
my view, not without problems. Despite of its origin in aesthetics,t¢he empathy is
nowadays mostly applied to the context of real human-human encounteosdiAgcto de
Waal, the “lowest common denominator of all empathic processleatisne party is affected
by another's emotional or arousal state” (2008, p. 282). Such a kind oficaffetdes
typically occur when one can directly perceive the other persomiApoint, | have to come
back to the example of Donald given above. In this example, | said thdireélat perception
of Donald’s sadness provides us with an answer tavbatquestion. Although this is true, it
is not the whole story, since direct perception is not a ‘coli kif perception. The other’s
expressionm-pressesis, we resonate with someone’s sadness or joy, or, as dendaldl
say, we are affected by his emotional or arousal state. Tdwt gierception of another person
Is therefore an important aspect for empathic processes toatdt@so an important aspect
that helps us to understahdw a specific emotion is experienced by the other. If we read a
novel and use our imagination to immerse ourselves into the storywaunaginations can
cause emotional reactions in us. We might favour a certain prosagoi literally feel with
him. Importantly, however, these feelings are caused by a narrativeuaravn imaginary
constructs. We do not understand another human being. Instead of feelingrietmepwe
feel into an imaginary scenario, and in doing so, we feel somethingwliBait we feel is
obviously different from what anothegal personreally feels. Therefore, although we might
be affected by fictive characters and their mental statbglfvwe are told in a story), it is
certainly a very different kind of affection than when another humamghipresent’ If we
apply the concept of empathy for both situations, we ignore thisetfferand end up losing
the potential power of the empathy concept for our real intersubjesin@unters as well as
the possibility to add something to what the ToM-framework has on. dféerme explain
why. The ToM account was criticized as a detached account, redsmbmg cognition to
what happens if people think about others fron3"aperson-perspectivéFuchs & De
Jaegher, 2009; De Jaegher, Di Paolo & Gallagher, 2010), i.e. fravhsamvational stance
that excludes direct interaction and mutual influence. Critics mapeatedly argued that
social cognition research should focus on direct interactions and osciiaas where people
are emotionally involved with each other (Reddy, 2008). While ToM was traditionally

associated especially with others’ beliefs and desires, empatioynismonly thought of as a

5 Jtis not by accident that we can be struck pyesentperson’s appearance and immediately fall in lovi wi
her in a way modern dating possibilities via In&troan never compensate for, although text, pistanel voice
can easily be transmitted and exchanged online. illastrates that another’s physical presence addwething
very important to the components just mentioned.
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process directed at another's emotions. Its focus on emotions, on thermguEshow
something feels like from the other’s point of view, is what readépathy different from
more detached processes associated with ToM. Against this badkgemptying empathy
for engagement with fiction amounts to throwing out the baby with the bath water.

The second question to be addressed is whether empathy is morallyepositigutral, i.e.
whether empathy can also be used to harm others. The paradigmatgeexauld be the
expert torturer who might be especially good at his job because fiempathy to torture as
effectively as possible. While some researchers think that cempasr sympathy are the
most common motivational consequences of empathy (Bischof-Kdhler, 2012, p.rdS; Ha
2007, p. 169; Preston & Hofelich, 2012), that empathy is essentially aistadtionpulse or
response (de Waal, 2009, pp. 115-117), others think that empathy is rathdy meugial
and that “some facets of empathy allow competitors to better understand and hencenende
each other” (Breithaupt, 2012). In his list, Batson doesn’t really tatand kere and does not
explicitly object to the idea that empathy might also be at work ircéise of torture, for
example. However, concepts seven and eight seem to suggest tuat Batks of empathy
as a rather compassionate state. In line with this, he considequestion of what leads one
to respond with sensitivity and care to the suffering of another (2009;9pas3one of the
major research questions in the field of empathy research.

The example of the skilled torturer is repeatedly mentioned in tovdegue that empathy can
also be used for malicious means. Note, however, that there ingtbeaoption. Instead of
thinking that empathy is either morally neutral (and therefore adpbcable in the case of
torture) or a compassionate response, | suggest that empathy Igrimdeed is a
compassionate response, but that the positive implications of thansesfor others can — as
a consequence of specific experiences in the course of life whil@ted, suppressed,
unlearned and finally turned upside down. Consider the following situation.a¥un a
hurry and rush down the pedestrian precinct. You hesitate when a baeggapiiiable
condition asks you for money. You are immediately affected by his emo&gpedssion and
feel a bit miserable, you realize that you start imagining how gatrhave ended up like this
and suddenly are in the middle of an empathic process. But you are inietcsinite you are
already late. You inhibit your empathic reaction (cf. Breithaupt, 2&i&) rationalizing, and
end up becoming cynical. Suddenly, you feel angry. You even feel, although covertly, th
tendency to insult and publicly humiliate that person for his lazisedsnability to pursue a
normal life. And somehow, you feel that you would precisely know how tatafédy insult
and shame this person. Your primary empathic reaction has changed armbryseguent
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reaction might be something like a defense mechanism that intibitprimary empathic
reaction as well as its claim for compassionate behaviourefample to donate some
money).

Some might wonder why | do not simply use the term sympathy to efynpassionate
reponses. Sympathy is derived from the Gresknpatheia meaning “feeling with”,
“compassion”, “liking”. None of the meanings of the term sympathy is akoaiving how
someone feels. Empathy, in contrast to sympathy, gives us a deeper, diyotionehed
understanding of another person, since we allow ourselves to shdrerahfeteling in order
to grasp thénow-aspect of his experience. This presupposes sympathy, and this ishiriky | t
empathy is primarily a compassionate respdfige.the course of the following chapters, |

will back up this argument with anthropological data and theories.

3.4 Summary

At this point, | have presented different usages of the tenpathy sensu Batson as well as
different definitions and argued for the pros and cons. Moreover, | hae to
(preliminarily) answer some open questions in empathy researclklen tor come closer to
my own definition. Although | argued that we should not equate empathy wvitllasion
theory, | still think that one aspect of simulation processes, gartating the other’s
perspective via imaginative processes in the sense of Batsmtepts 4-6, is an important
part of empathy as well. As a summary of this chapter, | iyllto provide a tentative
definition of empathy as it results from the analysis abovevé kréed to argue that empathy
helps us to understarftbw another person feels. Moreover, | have tried to argue that it is
reasonable to speak of empathy only in real human-human encounters,cin wehiare
somehow affected by another person’s emotional expression or afciusi Waal, 2008).
Empathy is, at least primarily, a compassionate reaction thds les to share or feelingly
grasp another’s emotion. As a consequeengathy is a primarily compassionate reaction to
another’s expressed emotional state that leads us to understand the ‘lp@et-aanother’s

experience via a combination of imaginative processes and sharing

16 As an indirect support of this view, Decety andk3an say in their influential article on empatt®f all the
sources from which one can draw insight as to thestituents of human empathy, psychotherapeutioadsh
provide the most interesting, experience-relatedwktedge” (2004, p. 74). If this is true, then “tmeost
interesting, experience-related knowledge” on empat derived from a setting where the basic cosipaate
orientation of the therapist is beyond questiorthédigh the field of psychotherapy offers interastimsights on
empathy, | will not deal with it in the present \Wwor
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With respect to cultural anthropology, | have pointed out in the intraducthat
anthropologists are especially interested in emic concepts of l@pipke phenomena. The
different anthropological reports will be presented in the next chapter. At the endefti
be able to complement Batson’s list and to readdress the questainempathy is. These
reports will help us to rethink some of the questions raised in hlister, namely, whether
we should think of empathy as something with positive motivational conseegieor
something that can be used for negative purposes as well, whethehyemgatonly occur
when someone else is present and whether we must be affected Hwr’arenotional state
or arousal. At the end of the next chapter, we will then be abilefitte the definition of

empathy just given.

63



4. Anthropological opacity and empathy reports

The aim of this chapter is to give a review of the recerttrapblogical contributions that
deal with the opacity of other minds as well as with the rolengbathy and its local shapings
in these communities. The first four contributions focus on opaather than empathy and
were part of theAnthropological Quarterlyissue on the opacity of other minds edited by
Robbins and Rumsey in 2008. Robbins and Rumsey both conducted field resdaiplian
New Guinea, and both were concerned with the relationship betweeityogaons and
practices of confession. This “co-occurrence within Melanesiagtishography of two
apparently contradictory motifs” (Rumsey, 2008, p. 455), namely, the preeabf opacity
claims and a rising prominence of confession practices, gave thetusnfor the Social
Thought and Commentary section in Anthropological Quarterly (cf. Rumsey, 2008).

The rest of the anthropological contributions reviewed here wer @ittblished in th&thos
issue on empathy edited by Hollan and Throop in 2008 or in the Bowkards an
anthropology of empathgdited by the same authors in 2011. Most reports are from Papua
New Guinea (PNG). This does not mean that the opacity phenomenon is something specific t
PNG - there are reports from Polynesia as well as fronr&ekxmerica. Rather, the debate
on the opacity of other minds was started by anthropologists specialized in PNG.

But before turning towards the different reports, some words osctiye of opacity reports
are necessary. Hollan and Throop (2011) raise the question whether tiy opather
minds phenomenon does “indicate that people really do avoid acting uporyeor e
speculating about, other people’s thoughts, feelings, and intentions” (ibid., ip.c@ses
where mental states are not directly or consciously expressedtyOgesertions give rise to
the idea that people in those places might not only assert opacitiiabtiey mightunction
differently, that other minds really might be unknowable, i.e. opaque, to fh@midea is
nourished when anthropologists say that “the relative value and disirabieven the
possibility — of social knowing can vary significantly both within and between cultural
contexts” (Groark, 2008, p. 430, emphasis added). Could it be that peopleanhbarn and
raised in such places reattannotknow other minds while people from other places without
opacity doctrines can? Such a view would remind us very much afotlieal scenario of an
‘opacity island’ sketched in the introduction. Robbins and Rumsey (2008ha&afohe can
distinguish something like a “strong reading” of opacity statememtseading that assumes
that such statements really do have an impact on how people approataskhef
understanding one another, rather than just on how they talk about howitteglibut one
another” (ibid., p. 410). Kevin Groark, in referring to the different anthompchl
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contributions and what they tell us about the possibility of knowing what goé another’s
mind, says that they are “ranging from ‘strong opacity positionsgthviassert the global
impossibility of accessing such knowledge, to ‘weak opacity positions’ mhabe an
assertion of opacity in interaction, but a recognition that such kdgelean in fact be
gained” (in press). The idea of a global impossibility of gaining such laugel is in fact a
tempting exoticism. | have demonstrated in the introduction of this workiriftwential ToM
ideas have become, and that it is precisely this influence thkesmopacity claims so
tempting. Before, the only human beings that were reported to have probigntaining
knowledge about other people’s minds are people with autism or dilreohand youngsters
(Baron-Cohen, Leslie & Frith, 1985; Peterson & Siegal, 1995). ThinkiagToM might be
our main route for understanding others and something like the segpitcondition that
allows for more complex social interactions gives rise to a yighéstionable idea, namely,
that people who claim opacity might be delayed or hampered in tersw@cafl cognition.
From a historical point of view, this comes very close to colonigdisas stressing the
superiority of the Western mind. A careful clarification of the aifyaphenomenon is
therefore an important thing to do.

Picking up the existing terminology, | will distinguish between a “strang! “weak” reading
of opacity doctrines in the analysis of the anthropological reportsnte.cowill classify an
anthropological interpretation as a strong reading if the anthropoliomgésprets opacity
reports as really referring to the impossibility of knowing the mofdsthers, be it because of
cognitive deficits or due to extreme social constraints. In cdnttawill classify any
interpretation as a weak reading if it does not deny the fundamental possibilitpiofygaich
knowledge at least in certain contexts, although opacity claims|lhasne different shaping
of mindreading practices and empathy might be reported.

It will become evident that actually nobody endorses a strong readirigntéold Throop, in
reflecting on the different contributions, draw the same concluSione support the idea
that the opacity doctrine is an actual claim about the fundamemkaowability of other
minds” (2011, p. 10).

4.1 Anthropological reports

The following reports will not only be analyzed with respect tothwretheir authors endorse
a strong or weak opacity reading - more importantly, | will try tdude how the authors use
concepts like empathy and mindreading with the conceptual tools andide§indeveloped

in the previous chapters.
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4.1.1 Ku Waru, Papua New Guinea

Rumsey argues that among the Ku Waru people in Papua New Guindanahdorms of
confession preceded the Christian ones. Ku Waru people believepkaple do not confess,
they can become physically ill or even die (cf. Rumsey, 2008). As an exaRpinsey
mentions that clansmen were gathering to confess before importaskyrmctivities, e.g.
battles. On these occasions, they had the possibility to confesdualiiansgressions and
feelings of anger and were usually forgiven. At such occasions, Ku Wapledeel an extra
pressure to confess “because people believe that those who go itgonMithttunexpressed
grievances or concealed transgressions on their minds are muelikaly to be killed in the
fighting” (Rumsey, 2008, p. 459). Practices of confession are, accordingunsey,
“designed to reveal” (ibid., p. 455) what is in another person’s mind. fbineyeso goes the
argument, they contrast with opacity claims and corresponding localebedrivhat can be
known. Another common belief among the Ku Waru people also seemsri@deatiast with
the observed opacity claims, namely, the idea that although the content of people'saynds
differ, “the way in which their minds work is similar” (ibid., p. 464)oMover, Ku Waru
people “believe that the condition of one’s skin provides a reliableatutiof one’s state of
mind” (ibid., p. 465). This is an important comment, since it points tori fof bodily
empathy, to a heightened monitoring of that which is perceptually giverwilMaear more
about this from other places where the anthropological data yield mimrmation. Other
exceptions can be found in the case of erotic love and courtship,iasditl to be possible
for each member of a couple to know what is in the other's mindubeatiis the same as
what is in their own” (ibid.).

Rumsey endorses a weak opacity reading when he concludes that “pstgitaisents about
their inability to see inside the mind of another should not be takenan that they do not,
in practice, make inferences about other people’s intentiontsstand act more-or-less
successfully on them” (ibid., p. 470, footnote 20). He says that people dqy migizvow the
practice of inferring other people’s intentional states in cadese matters of intentionality

are contentious, i.e. crimes and social transgressions (ibid.).

4.1.2 Urapmin, Papua New Guinea

Robbins’ research among the Urapmin in Papua New Guinea focused ohatiges that
occur in communities where opacity claims are prevalent whenirty@ofted” practice of

Protestant conversion suddenly requires sincere speech as welpaspbels struggle with
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these changes. Robbins deals with an important question, namely, which &thdagraphic
evidence might “demonstrate that people were not, despite theiryopladihs, mind-reading
just the same” (2008, p. 428). According to Robbins, the very fact that tleestraggles
involved in the adoption to Christian practices of confession “offemgesproof that those
involved in them were not, before conversion, in the habit of trying to bersispeakers or
to interpret other people’s utterances in terms of the intentt@bsnotivated them” (ibid., pp.

424-425). His argument goes as follows:

if, despite their ideological protestations to the contrary, peagle® in fact acting as
sincere speakers and mind-reading interpreters all along, we woulddchamagine that
the task of constituting themselves as Christian linguistic sisbjegould not be as

difficult as these accounts show it to be (ibid., p. 425).

It seems as if Robbins, in contrast to Rumsey, fancies andfeotastrong opacity reading.
However, Robbins then softens his point by mentioning the possible cangtenent that
the struggles involved in adopting Christian assumptions about the knowability of other minds
(as reflected in confession practices, for example) mightisethothing about what goes on
in people’s heads, but only about the institutions in which people tbagt social
performances” (ibid.). Robbins goes on to examine these struggles and says thatrtethpm
several stories of people who nearly committed suicide out of shtan@uablicly confessing
their own sins or having them confessed by others” (ibid.).

This suggets, that for Urapmin people, it is rath@rdrevealinghan mindguessing or mental
state inference which is negatively experienced and consideretiaasefsl. However,
Robbins reports “the reaction of almost fear or disgust Urapntén afxpress at the very
suggestion that they might know what others are thinking” (ibid., p. 426). Appartaate is
also fear or disgust involved in knowing other minds or at least messing their revelation.
When Robbins asked people about what others were thinking, he fetteahdd asked them
to peek in on someone doing something very shameful in private” (ibid.).

Among the Urapmin, Robbins tells us, women initiate marriages bimgahe name” \{in
bakamir) of the man they want to mary (cf. Robbins, 2008). Women have to firahammo
is willing to hear and officially confirm this. Robbins point out how fidiflt it is for a
woman to ask that another person hear her speech as a reflgfctien mind and how
shameful it is for a man who agrees to listen to her to treaggeech in this way” (ibid., p.
427). This practice serves, according to Robbins, “as evidence of howdnsamkere speech
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and mind-reading interpretation were (and still are) in traditidiralpmin understanding”
(ibid.). In my view, he is not using the correct term at this pofra. han agrees to hear a
woman'’s confession, there is no need for him to ‘mindread’, stnseprecisely in cases of
sincere speech where we don’'t have to think about what is going on in aothet. What
is shameful is the act akvealingthe mind as well as gathering such a direct insight into
another person’s feelings and thoughts as a hearer, to seeplosedIf listening to sincere
speech had something to do with anything like ‘mindreading’, then the quessies &hich
practice would be required in cases of insincere speech. My sieggesthat ‘mindreading’
understood as mindguessing and/or mental state inference is hatpéul in cases of
insincere speech.

With respect to confession, Robbins observed that even “pastors and deledesdistance
themselves from the sincere speech that is spoken at confesbidn’di 428). According to
Robbins, this suggests that “producing the sincere speaker has provemddsmin than
has producing the listener willing to treat speech as a windasthegr minds” (ibid.). This
comment is helpful, as it suggests that people might know very heglsincere speech is a
“window in other minds” — and this is precisely what makes thinggditfin a culture where
the exposure of individual feelings and thoughts was not part of normal everyday interactions
Rather than having difficulties with reading opaque minds, Urapmin apjpedave
difficulties with handling people whose minds have — due to practicesomfession -
suddenly become transparent.

Although Robbins’ initially appeared sympathetic to a strong reading aftgpdaims, his
own data appear to be more about problems people have in revealingitidsr If nobody
reveals his own mind, people might indeed appear opaque to each aewndr this does
not necessarily tell us anything about the strategies people nmighsstto gain insights into

other people’s mind.

4.1.3 Kaluli, Papua New Guinea

Schieffelin did field research among Kaluli, a subgroup of the BokaWi (men from
Bosavi) in Papua New Guinea. She tells us that Bosavi peopleedesmtfessing because
mental states were considered as truly private. Schieffgjimea that “in a society where
almost everything else could be known about a person, people resisted beoagl ¢otr
giving moral accounts or making explicit what they were thinking about” (2008, p. 438).
Schieffelin was mainly interested in language socialization andrided how prompting

routines socialized children into culturally preferred patterrisoof to speak, think, and feel.
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She describes how older speakers tell young children to say sometlangitd party, thus
prompting utterances that include internal states. She arguesydrptiat caregivers are not
speaking for their children “in the sense of reading their mindsd.(ip. 433). Instead,
caregivers’ “directives to their 2-3 year olds to speak arenddeto be situationally or
interactionally appropriate rather than originating with the childterest or internal state,
which Bosavi claim cannot be known” (ibid.). In other words, caregivgrosdheir children
what should be said — they do not try to interpret nonverbal behaviaunckzar utterances.
Nevertheless, since these prompted utterances include inteteal stental state attribution
does clearly occur among Bosavi. Early correlates of such promptingh@sutian be
observed in caregiver-child interactions. Bosavi caregivers “do ntaNgrexpand child
utterances, nor guess the meaning of unintelligible utterances” (ibB4)p.In line with this,
there is also no baby-talk lexicon among the Kaluli (cf. Ochs & Sehie 1994). These
early activities of language socialization teach children tooterbally guess at or express
others’ unvoiced intentions and unclear meanings” (Schieffelin, 2008, p.l483estingly,
Kaluli children are nevertheless “encouraged to verbalize thair degires and intentions”
(ibid.).

Bosavi children must learn to report what they hear withoutbating meaning and to
indicate the source of information. Therefore, Bosavi interactioresn'dreavily on indirect
speech styles which socially distribute the responsibility foriimigmMmeaning” (ibid., p. 435).
Saying something without clear justification would amount to gossiping.oBce a person
“verbally expresses his or her thought, desire, or inner state tbeandiowever, it can
circulate as a directly quoted utterance with its author nexgécit and with appropriate
evidential markings” (ibid., p. 436). In other words, the individual pesgwuld not infer
meaning and irresponsibly distribute her own interpretation — rathersisould distribute
facts in indirect speech with an exact specification of the source of intforma

Although Kaluli state that “one cannot know what another thinks or fe@&hs &
Schieffelin, 1994, p. 484), Schieffelin does not interpret these statenmea strong sense.
She says that “Kaluli obviously interpret and assess one ano#wailable behaviors and
internal states”, but “these interpretations are not culjuiaticeptable as topics of talk”
(ibid.). They do talk, however, about their own feelings (cf. Ochs & effelin, 1994).
According to Schieffelin, opacity claims among the Kaluli point tactiéural dispreference
for talking about or making claims about what another might think, what anoigbt feel,

or what another is about to do, especially if there is no exteviddree” (ibid.). Schieffelin
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tells us that Bosavi attribute mental states and that theypiateand assess available

behaviour as well as internal states.

4.1.4 Korowai, Papua New Guinea

Stasch did his field research among the Korowai in Papua New Giidreaxplains that
Korowai consider otherness of thoughts as a matter of politics aad/@isa. Stasch draws
upon the work of philosopher Richard Moran and argues that the maireddébetween
self- and other-knowledge is not an epistemological one but a difeeremrcerning the
authority over mental states (cf. Stasch, 2008). Although the epistecallagcess towards
my own mental states might be biased as well, | am still theawd who can claim authority
over them. Stasch therefore hypothesizes that opacity claims iméghhot only about
knowledge and meaning but also about authority” (2008, p. 443). Among the Korowoe pe
do not directly state that one cannot know what is in another personts but they
frequently repeat the “verbal formula yepa yexulmelun, literally Sdiérher thoughts,” or
“Himself his thoughts,” an expression closely parallel to canosiaéments about opacity
of other minds reported from many other New Guinea communitibaf. (ip. 444). Stasch
heard this formula when he asked why a third person had done a celitainoaavhether a
third person would do a certain action in the future. Informantste@day disavowing
knowledge of other people’s thoughts: “The assertion “She has her own thioisghts
argument against an opposite idea people took to be implied in my quesiiasa af mind-
reading” (ibid.). Note, however, that if Korowai people take the ideanwfdreading’ to be

implied in such questions, then they must know about its possibility. Indeed, Stasch reports

Plenty of times, though, interviewees did answer my questions aboahsefas others
actions with statements of those people’s motives, and they adsegeestions about
others’ future actions with outright predictions of what those othersdwaal It seems
also that disavowal of telepathy is topic-specific. (ibid.)

In providing motives for others’s actions, Korowai clearly engageeéntat state attribution
and mindguessing. Stasch goes on to report that Korowai readily “attdothers thoughts
of ill-regard” (ibid.) towardshemselveseven if there is no evidence for it. Apparently, it is
fine “to claim quasi-telepathic knowledge of someone else’s thougbtg ane’s own worth,
even when it is not fine to presume to know or impinge on that person’s ansgohd hopes

for him- or herself’ (ibid., pp. 444-445). Moreover, Stasch says that Konepresent other
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people’s thoughts in their speech and use a special particle foraioidg (to say) represents
“a quotation of thought, not audible speech” (ibid., p. 445). Accordingly, opaatyn<l
among the Korowai are for Stasch “a focus of sensitivity and itisgalather than asolute
embargo” (ibid.). Stasch, too, does obviously not support a strong opacity readiag. As
consequence, Stasch interprets the Korowai form of the opacity dlai as a statement
against any idea of ‘mindreading’, but as a statement that supgpertslea of personal
autonomy: “Making these statements, speakers affirm a printiptepeople’s actions are
determined by their thoughts, not something outside their thoughts. Theelepéthy
statements are assertions of the reality and consequentiality of other péoplkergt (ibid.).
We have seen in the first chapter that this idea sounds very ikach basic tenet of the
theory of mind framework. In this view, children who acquire a feltifled theory of mind
understand that behaviour is driven by mental states. From this ginvhat children
understand is almost paradigmatically expressed by Stasch: “What the otheripguing to
do will be determined by the person’s processes of thought leading totian, anot by
conditions that are already known” (ibid.).

If Korowai receive unexpected gifts, they also use the expressioStdwth considers to be
the Korowai form of the opacity claim, “himself his/herself b@m thoughts”. In Stasch’s
interpretation, “thought” serves like an “all-purpose explanation” (ipid446) of why people
do what they do, for example in cases where the reasons for an dezteviour are not
immediately evident. Stasch tells us that one “culturally-vakkiecbwai understanding of
what organizes human action is a model of persons forming specific godlsacting
deliberately to bring them about” (ibid., p. 447). The Korowai formuldsis @voked in cases
of social conflict, referring to “disparities of will” (ibiflrather than difficulties of knowing
what might be in another's mind. When Stasch asked informants whebhew#i people
think silently without speaking, they confirmed this without hesitation armshtioned
examples like “thinking of shooting somebody, of having sex with someones arfof
killing someone’s pig” (ibid., p. 448). Stasch concluded that Korowai ties®o silent
contemplation with deception, bad intentions, violation, and awareness tfeatesees are
at odds with what other people want” (ibid.). This associgtimints to a conflict that arises
not only in Korowai culture, namely, the potential difference betweesr @ppearance and
inner silent soliloquy. Since Korowai value transparent expressiometl as enactment of
social harmony, and self-determination (ibid.), these values autorhatizesh with the belief
that people are silently occupied with asocial ideas and bad intentions.

As a consequence, Korowai want to find out what others are up to:
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Often, too, Korowai would like to know what other people are thinking, bhey take
steps to find out through speech. Conversely, wary in advance what witheénger or
speculate about their own intentions, people take great pains td tleeo intentions
aloud and head off particular inferences about their thoughts that migat form.
(Stasch, 2008, p. 451)

Summing up, it seems as if the Korowai example is not very conviifaing wants to make
a case for the opacity of other minds phenomenon. The Korowai do not say¢heannot
know what is in another person’s mind. Instead, they emphasize the intg/idutnority

over own thoughts. They engage, in specific contexts, in speculations of it ate up to.
Korowai want to know what others are thinking and they even anticipateothers might

speculate or infer their own intentions.

4.1.5 Anuta, Solomon Islands

Feinberg did his fieldwork in Anuta, a Polynesian community in the Solomslamds.
According to Feinberg, Anutans “affirm the opacity of other minds ymiad statements”
(2011, p. 155). Feinberg starts with a concept that appears tostamportant to Anutans,
namely, aropa, which is commonly translated as love, sympathy, pity or compassion (cf.
Feinberg, 2011). Similar concepts can be found in any other Polynesiangangaaants
include the Samoaalofa, the Hawaiiaraloha or aroha among the Maori of New Zealand.
Aropa is enacted via economic assistance or sharing of thikeglouses, land, and food.
Aropa is also tied to the definition of kin, as Anutans define kinhaset persons who
demonstrate aropa in their interactions (cf. Feinberg, 2011). Fginlzens us, however, that
the “English glosses foaropa should be treated with caution, as they typically suggest
internal emotional states” (2011, p. 162). Althouginopa involves an inner state as well as
outward action” (ibid.), Anutans express aropa mainly through supporting behaviour.

In addition to the concept dropa Feinberg discusses other local concepts that are of
relevance in intersubjective encounters. The teraanatu“can refer to analytic thought or
having an opinion” (ibid., p. 153) and is also used for speculation or projectiordirEog
translation of “to guess”, however, nsatea The wordatamairefers to one’s own mind and
“applies to affect as well as cognition” (ibid.). An importambation among Anutans is
shamepakamaaFor Feinberg, “embarrassment or shame requires an ability & qiaself,

metaphorically, in someone else’s skin: it is a response to whahimke another thinks of
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him or her” (ibid., p. 154). In linking the experience of shame to thoughts alb@itothers
might think, Feinberg does not seem to support a strong opacity reading -oquike
contrary. According to Feinberg, Anutans “show intense concern about eacls ttbal”
intentions” (ibid., p. 156), they “are concerned with feelings and intenéensredictors of
future behavior” (ibid., p. 162), they “frequently formulate hypotheses atloat others are
thinking and feeling” (ibid., p. 157) and “they try to interpret the intentioetsind others’
speech acts” (ibid.). Moreover, Anutans “display empathy in a varietgraexts” (ibid.) and
they “readily express their emotions” (ibid., p. 163, footnote 9). Agamstikackground,
there is no reason to believe that Anutan opacity claims npghit to deeper cultural
differences concerning empathy, theory of mind or mental state tatkwBy, then, do
Anutans assert the opacity of other minds? According to Feinberg, msniniaoke the
opacity of other minds in certain cases “to give the benefit@idoubt to someone who had
made a questionable assertion” (ibid., p. 156). Further, it is usechftogn others’ honesty
or good intentions” (ibid.). Whereas opacity claims led other relserdo conclude that
people might view each others’ minds as utterly opaque and impengkalvlberg suggests
a very different interpretation for the Anutan case in statiag “their views are similar to
those of Westerners; we are just more hypocritical” (ibid.). Vifeatberg wants to say is that
nobody can really know what someone else is thinking, and whether overt uttelameaBy
mirror the thoughts of someone remains uncertain, in Anuta as walEasope or Northern

America. Therefore, Feinberg concludes:

Their view of other minds’ accessibility is fundamentally simtla that of Europeans or
Americans. They recognize that one’s ability to read another’s thoisghtsted, but that
limitation does not preempt their ability to empathize any rttwaa it does ours. (ibid., p.
157)

Nevertheless, Anutans emphasize observable behaviour. Feinberg tehlat ubely are
“primarily concerned with one another’s actions rather than their innes’s(dtiel., p. 162).
Summing up, we can say that Feinberg demonstrates the mostutmestispects of what is
commonly understood as ‘mindreading’ in Anuta. However, he does not develop a ful
fledged account of Anutan empathy. He warns us that there is no wértlian language
that could easily be translated as empathy. Nevertheless, Feprbeantsaropa as at least
overlapping with it “in several critical respects” (ibid.)ns@ the concept adropa touches
what is also associated with empathy in Western countries, yaifogke, compassion,
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sympathy, and pity. What | consider to be most interesting about hrsbation, however, is
that he presents Anutans as people that are absolutely ietenestther people’s minds in
spite of the fact that they claim the opacity of other minds. Timetak case is therefore a
clear proof that opacity claims do not necessarily force a retign&f theory of mind
(Robbins & Rumsey, 2008).

4.1.6 Asabano, Papua New Guinea

Lohmann, referring to Robbins and Rumsey (2008), repeats their viewhthaipacity of
other minds phenomenon “challenges social scientific views thatteynganecessary for
sociality” (Lohmann, 2011, p. 99). His own research among the Asabano of Repua
Guinea, however, “provides an example of how, such beliefs notwithstandipgihgnuoes
exist in such societies, though conceptualized, valued, and learneduralbuldistinctive
ways” (ibid.).

Asabano believe that one cannot directly witness other peopl@sr istates. As a
consequence, certain knowledge is impossible. Asabano people, however, gasirthaarts
can be “with others”. The bound morphesesati-can be translated as “heart-with” and is
used in a variety of expressions. In addition to this temable “refers to mentation as a
whole, inclusive of thinking, feeling, remembering, imagining, and plannibgl.( p. 100).
Mentation occurs in the heagdasab(. Consequently, thinking and feeling are not considered
as separate, Asabano refer to bothsasamabletaor “heart mentating” (ibid., p. 101).
Lohmann tells us that “Asabano trust their senses as sourcefaifely sure knowledge”
(ibid., p. 103). Asabano engage in “empathetic exercises” (ibicoughra combination of
sensory perceptions and own imagination.

Lohmann refers to sosati- as “heart-togetherness” (ibid., p.10Xagsdhat it does not imply
certain knowledge about others’ inner states. According to Lohmanathér expresses what
one knows about one’s own state of mind regarding another person (ibid., p. &#a4). H
togetherness, then, “derives from knowledge of one’s own thoughts about another,
particularly when enriched by sensory data” (ibid., p. 103). It enablesepojphaginatively
create “an experiential scenario from the perspective ofrttpathizee that is likely to be at
least partially accurate” (ibid., p. 104). In addition, a form of “boddmpathy” is
acknowledged among Asabano people. They interpret “certain bodily signsrisetllies as
indicating something about the condition of people beyond other sendagtors” (ibid., p.
103). When such sympathetic clues are discovered in or on one’'s own bodyar¢hey

interpreted and used “as a means of long-distance “perception” efatieeof other people”
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(ibid., p. 105). An example for this form of bodily empathyisissitibu, a phenomenon in
which one’s underarm sweats without exertion. This is interpretedsaypano people as
indicating that someone will soon arrive. Lohmann descrilsgsitibu, like “heart-
togetherness”, as a “culture-bound, empathy-like syndrome” (ibid., p. 106§dkat only
provide sure knowledge about oneself.

Besides his description of the Asabano, Lohmann’s contribution isirgtksieesting as he
explicitly deals with more theoretical aspects of researckeropathy. In contrast to other
anthropological contributions, Lohmann clearly positions himself and gisean idea of how
he conceptualizes empathy. Moreover, he also relates empathy tp éheoind. Lohmann
argues that in order “to empathize or even speak with others, onessume that they have
minds that are in basic respects similar to one’s own, and onehawustsome ability to
predict how they will understand and react to particular events gardntes” (ibid., p. 96).
Lohmann considers these abilities as a basis for empathy and texgliaies that empathy
depends on theory of mind (ibid.). He argues that “in order to copy behavioedtiéundes,
one must be able to represent what others think and feel” (ibid., pn@%oacludes in the
next sentence: “Empathy is thus essential for effective #gcidbr enculturation, for
linguistic communication, and for theorizing about and knowing one anothed?)(ifhe
ability what others think or feel, however, is usually associatiéid oM rather than with
empathy. Note, how theory of mind and empathy are conflated here: ishgropaheory of
mind essential for effective sociality? Lohmann argues that ythefomind is the basis for
empathy and concludes that empathy is essential for effectivdityptiat whatis empathy
according to Lohmann? Before | will try to provide an answenust be noted that some of
Lohmann’s assumptions are highly controversial. It is neither urstedtehat we need to
represent others’ mental states in order to copy or imitaen,t nor is it a common
assumption that empathy depends on ToM - rather, some researchethahi@kpathy is
prior to ToM (cf. Bischof-Kohler, 2012). With regard to empathy, Lohmanmtsstgr— | think
correctly — stating that the English folk concept of empathy assamather active, positive
regard for the person empathized with and emphasizes emotional tizheintellectual
identification with the empathizee (cf. Lohmann, 2011, pp. 107-108). Lohmann fmithis
difficulty of working with concepts from one’s own folky psychological assuomgtin other
cultural contexts, since they might “distort our desaripti of other emic realities in
unintended ways” (ibid., p. 108). As the English folk concept of empathyei$ &s emic
model, it cannot serve the purpose of cross-cultural comparisons. Intor@oid this
problem, Lohmann suggests to take etically defined definitions of tgnpa for example
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provided by Preston and de Waal (2002) as a starting point for anagéhgategorizing

deviations in the anthropological record (cf. Lohmann, 2011). The generabationhs of his

own work among the Asabano for empathy research are described by Lohmann as follows:

If Asaba models of empathy have value for etic theory, it is to maihthat empathy
provides certain knowledge only about the empathizer’s inner stateinfbnmation it
provides about the empathizee is an estimate based on reassugbéstive, but more or

less incomplete evidence. (ibid., p. 109)

Finally, Lohmann presents his view on empathy:

Empathy exists at the interface between sensory perceptions agithation. One draws
on sensed indicators of the other person’s inner state and one’s onoriess thoughts,
and feelings to build a semblance or a representation of thaseedtin one’s own mind.
This representation may be more or less accurate than one thiftksndtion about the
environment obtained by the senses, though enmeshed in cultural and siteatibeveis
and partly subjective, includes empirical facts. But empathyoisghtt to life through the
imagination’s placing oneself in the other person’s shoes, as the expression goes.
(ibid., p. 111)

Empathy, in Lohmann’s view, is a process where sensory percept®nsed as a starting
point for one’s own imagination. Similar views on empathy are quite @ymamong

anthropologists, as we will shortly see.

4.1.7 Banaban, Fiji

According to Hermann, the Banabans in Fiji “represent themselves, oonthénand, as
possessing a special capacity to show pity for others and, on thehatigras having a
special claim on others when it comes to receiving understanding apassion from them”
(Hermann, 2011, p. 35). Banabans are originally from Banaba Island ircevestt Oceania,
but they have been living in Fiji for more than half a century.ofgiog to Hermann, the term
te nanoangaomes closest to our notion of the term empathy. The literal&t@gon would be
something like “heart-giving” (ibid., p. 25), and it can be understood “isé¢imse of turning
oneself and one’s feelings-thoughts to the other, the better to démsloleher situation to be

grasped, and carrying with it the implication of a readiness lp’ {@id., pp. 29-30).

76



Corresponding feelings that make people feel inclined to helpvaie@ when people are
described askananoangaor kawa— both of which mean “pitiable” or “to be pitied™ (ibid.,
p. 30).

Hermann tells us that most Banabans tend to trarnslatanoangaas “pity”, while educated
Banabans also translate it as “sympathy” or “compassion”. It sagnfite nanoangas most
comparable to Polynesian terms like the Sanalafa, the Anutararopa or Hawaiianaloha
as it encompasses the same complex of associated conceptanhlesays about the
Banabans that “compassion is the basis for their capacity to bomdlysagsih others” (ibid.,
p. 31). The suggested link between aspects of empathy and bonding is a vesyingi®ne
that will be further developed when it comes to Jeannette Mageosunt of Samoan
empathy in chapter 5. Hermann says that “compassion and pity for anotiwvei
understanding that other and imagining onself as being in the position oh#éré (dbid., p.
25). This matches the definition of Hollan and Throop who say “that empathyfirst-
person-like perspective on another that involves an emotional, embodied, oermbgle
aspect” (Hollan & Throop, 2008, pp. 391-392). To take over the perspectiamottier is
already something children must learn. Hermann tells us of an ekprassed to chastise
children: ‘tai karoa anne, ba ngke arona ba ngkoe, ko na kdd@n't do that, because if this
[behavior] was done to you, you would deserve pity” (Hermann, 2011, p. 30). Foahkier
compassion and pity are the central components of what might be conglue®dnaban
form of empathy (cf. ibid., p. 25). Moreover, she says that in Bandbaking neither
understanding nor concern can be developed in the absence of imagination (cf. ibid., p. 30).
Summing up, Hermann’s research among the Banabans provides anoth@edga@mn emic
concept {e nanoangathat is related to such notions as love, compassion, concern, or pity and
thus at least partially overlaps with our emic model of empathy, Ake Lohmann (2011),

Hermann emphasizes the role of imagination.

4.1.8 Vanatinai, Papua New Guinea

Vanatinai is a volcanic island belonging to Papua New Guinea. Accotdih@powsky,
islanders “publicly, rhetorically deny the possibility of empathyin@ginative understanding
of and identification with the thoughts/feelings of another being” (2011, p.L4§pwsky
asks the usual question that automatically arises when facedadittal opacity claims: “Is
empathy, then — the imaginative experience of another’s state of-beuityrally envisioned
and even possible, given the Vanatinai worldview and conceptsrsdmeand in particular

the centrality of an overt denial of ever being able to imaginatigherience theenuanga
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of others?” (ibid., p. 45). Among Vanatinai people, the tegnuanga“refers to an interior,
active, although covert, state of desire or feeling” (ibid., p. 45)coAmon answer of
Vanatinai people when asked about why others behaved in a certain wayt othvenga might
be thinking is “We cannot know theienuangd (cf. p. 44). However, Lepowsky goes on to
report that in private, for example within the extended familiywith more intimate friends,
Vanatinai people “conjecture at length, in exacting detail, based upon a range of exsnal c
about what others are thinking and feeling, their renuanga, and how thiaffeat their
interactions with others in the recent past, present, or fufibil., p. 49). Obviously,
Vanatinai provide another example against strong opacity readings,tseyclearly engage
in mental-state-talk and mindguessing. However, against the backgroundnehatannot
know other persons’ true inner state of being, “speech and other formastioh are
frequently, in local perspective, either ambiguous or intentionallypdieeé (ibid., p. 45).
They are ambiguous because people suspect that more negative andirapotsals might
reside behind publicly expressed utterances and behaviour: “Greed, awgeaglausy — that
is, inner states and desires that conflict with culturallsddefharmonious sharing — ideally
remain concealed and thus do not disrupt the social fabric” (ibid.) pTHA& belief that such
negative emotions might reside behind people’s public face givesorigessip, in which
actions, thoughts and feelings of others are interpreted. Intanceense, these negative
emotionsare opaque, since they are masked by social interactions that ane defteptive”
(ibid., p. 51) and in which “the motives of others — neighbors, affieeshange partners,
spouses, and kin — are suspect” (ibid.). Vanatinai people are theezfges to compare
whether actions of other persons are congruent with social expectatiepewsky
convincingly argues that such a “kind of heightened sensitivity to, anddedtine
interpretation of, the intentions, hidden meanings, and concealedeaiatates of others”
(ibid., p. 52) is typcial for places where the opacity of other misdsssumed. This
heightened sensitivity triggers imaginative processes:

On Vanatinai it is a customary and frequent, though covert, move to imagatker’s
point of view, another’s emotional and cognitive state of being, imaginingohewnight
oneself think and feel in the other person’s psychic situatieandsks make this move of
imagination and identification not, primarily, out of compassion forrstbe a desire for,

or value on, emotional closeness, but out of concern, wariness, or outright fear. (ibid.)
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Such a description is reminiscient of Theodore Schwartz, who claimed “paranoid ethos”

is characteristic of the Melanesian region (cf. 1973). Moreover, tispeets ofenuangathat
must be concealed in public are exteriorized in various ways. Ronme, they might be
exteriorized via “reported dreams and dream analyses, reportspiaf visitations”
(Lepowsky, 2011, p. 51). On the other hand, people on Vanatinai strongly believe “in the
power to aggressively project one’s desires or wishes onto, and withiperson of another”
(ibid., p. 48). This idea reflects the belief in personal autghamong Vanatinai. Magic,
sorcery, and witchcraft, from this point of view, are ways of projecting onaisdaesires onto
another person. Interestingly, Lepowsky does interpret Vanatinai opacisdtathe light of
this focus on personal autonomy — an interpretation Stasch (2008) hadfated for the
Korowai (see above): “The philosophical principle of personal opadity,iriteriority of
others’ thoughts/feelingggnuangad, is closely bound to the islanders’ fierce insistence on
personal autonomy, both as cultural ideology and as daily social pfattepowsky, 2011,

p. 47). Another interpretation for the prevalence of opacity claimsasrathai goes into the

same direction as Feinberg’s interpretation of Anutan opacity claimsoe$eatbove:

The island philosophy of the ultimate unknowability of the inner statethefs serves as
a useful caution, because it ultimately holds true for all petesonal encounters in any
society. We may think we know. The islanders publicly claim no such omancsc
(Lepowsky, 2011, p. 59)

Summing up, Lepowsky provides another example of a Pacific place oy claims are
prevalent while people in faare concerned with others’ mental states — Vanatinai engage in
mental-state-talk and mindguessing. Vanatinai mistrust public speddiehaviour since one
cannot know what is really going on in a person and since public interscire often
deceptive. This sort of mistrust in how people present themselvéslypigalso common in

Yap (Throop, 2008, 2011) and among the Tzotzil Maya of Southern Mexico (Groark, 2008),
as we will see. Opacity claims among Vanatinai, thereforenatre@bout the limits of what

can be known. Rather, they reflect an emphasis on personal autonomy as asebmmon
caution since claims about others’ inner — potentially asecialotivations might disrupt
group harmony which is valued among Vanatinai as well as in many othdrssaia

societies.
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4.1.9 Yap, Federated States of Micronesia

Throop describes Yap as a culture “where local values tied tecgearoncealment, and
privacy place significant epistemological, communicative, and morgtisl on possibilities
for empathetic attunement between interlocutors” (2008, pp. 402-403).disciliss Throops
account in a bit more detail, since he offers a very elabaratenteresting account of opacity
in Yap. Like in many other languages of the Pacific, there is mo iterYapese that could
unproblematically be translated as “empathy”. However, Throop mentionsrtherunguy
andamiithuunas affiliated concepts (cf. 2008, p. 408). If someone is in pain farisigf, the
appropriate response in Yap is to feshguy Throop says that this term “has a broad
semantic range that at times appears to overlap with theptarfcempathy” but that | gloss
here as “concern/pity/compassion™ (ibid.). The feelingwfguyis also what binds a father
to his children (ibid., p. 409Amiithuuncan describe material causes of physical pain or pains
that go along with certain illnesses, however, it is often usedys that are similar to that of
runguy (ibid., p. 410). Throop points out the differences to empathy in sayinguhgiy
“seems to bear a somewhat closer resemblance to the consyphmdthy” (ibid.) whereas
amiithuun “seems to suggest a dual directionality of mutual feelings legtvirgterlocutors
that may not necessarily be operative in empathy as a self-daogntest-person
approximation of another’s feelings, emotions, thoughts, and concerns” (ibid.).

A socially fully competent person in Yap “is understood to be a personisviable to
sacrifice his or her individual desires, wants, wishes, feelings, amginiand thoughts to
family, village, and broader community dictates” (Throop, 2011, p. 120). Throopthsstys
Yap people endorse a “virtue of self-governance, a virtuous way of bethg-world that
idealizes a disconnect between individual expressivity and an indli@daner life” (Throop,
2008, p. 412).

This cultural logic is also encoded in a popular aphorism. The aphkeidoul ni baabaay
can literally be translated as “it ripened, a papaya” and istasdekcribe persons who cannot
effectively control their expressivity and therefore fall shorthaf ideal of self-governance
(cf. Throop, 2008, p. 414). Papayas clearly indicate the state of ripeae$eivicolor, and
such a direct — or transparent - expression of what is going on “irfaitsethe virtues of self-
governance and concealment on Yap island. Rather, people should prestgaque
exterior” (ibid., p. 415). Throop states that the contrast “betweemality and externality is
at the heart of a number of other aspects of Yapese cultural logic in whizhhoest based on
the images of surfaces and depths, the visible and the invisiblehargpparent and the
hidden are recurrently played out” (ibid., p. 414). The term opacignalyzed in the first
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chapter entails the idea that there potentially is something agipable inside an opaque
container or behind an opaque barrier. With respect to Yapese tldgicathe term opacity
seems to describe quite well how differences between intgriand exteriority are
conceptualized on Yap.

Awocheanis a Yapese term that refers to the face or front of aope(ibid., p. 415).
Moreover, the term “entails the assumption that behind the exprdsdt/ef an individual's
face lies an inner world of thought and feeling that is occluded frem”\ibid.). On Yap
island, the face and the eyes are believed to “represent thaifghe person that is most
susceptible to directly evidencing inner feeling states and thdu@itk). Therefore, people
often avert eye gaze or turn their faces in direct interactitewple who are especially skilled
at presenting a face that does not express what they might be ttonkewling have a “good
face” (feal awocheah (ibid.). Part of this aspect of Yapese folk theory is “the ithest
comprehending another’s feelings or thoughts arises from the horizon eppent (ibid.),
more specifically, the perception of facial and eye cues. Ifsopecannot maintain a “good
face” and expresses his inner feelings in front of someone lekséatter person might fesb
ulum a sensation that is referred to in English as “goose burSpstlumarises “when an
individual is put in the uncomfortable position of having to experience anotiridual
inappropriately evidencing the emotional content of his or her mindf. (ip. 417). Whereas
the sensation of goose bumps as a result of listening to a classical piec&cpfanesample,
might be pleasant, Throop tells us that the position of experiencingibent of another’s
mind is rather “uncomfortable”. Such a reaction resembles Roldessription of Urapmin
people who even react with disgust in similar situations.

But not only the face should be opaque with respect to a person’shonghts and feelings.
The same cultural logic also applies to speech. Obligue communipadietices are common
in Yap, and they are “an important means through which to produce ancimamtbiguity
in the service of secrecy and concealment” (Throop, 2011, p. 124). Differbat stategies
are used to create a communicative context in which memtisstare rendered opaque”
(ibid., p. 125). Some of the strategies mentioned by Throop are tatkiogpiosites, being
elusive, only providing the minimal amount of information necessary, denept lying,
benign and derogatory sarcasm, joking and teasing. Together with paralingalsiaour
like avoiding eye contact and averting one’s front, people on Yap have a hiegfy vh
strategies “to ensure that their interlocutors are nevertabj@rner a clear idea as to what

they are really thinking or feeling” (ibid., p. 129).
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To sum up, people on Yap island are “effectively enacting expeespacity” (Throop, 2008,
p. 413). As a consequence, it seems to be difficult or might even appesssible to gain
access to another person’s subjective life. Because dditficalty, people on Yap attend to
the perceivable effects of activity (cf. Throop, 2008, 2011) rather tbatheir inner
motivations or origins in order to judge or describe other persons’ behaviour.

But if people conceal their inner states and interact with “opatpsks”, so to speak, while
focussing at the same time on actions’ effects, is there any place lefigathey then in Yap?
Let’'s go back to the Yapese focus on perceivable behaviour and adifatds. In Yap, a
communicative norm “requires that individuals explicitly express torstheeir intended
actions prior to setting out to partake in a particular coursetadn” (Throop, 2008, p. 410).
This helps people to anticipate and predict others’ actions on tsie bé their own
announcements, without having to figure out what is going on inside of Dkiren are
taught from early on not only to consider their actions and reflethenconsequences, but
also to think of “how others might evaluate the merits of pursuinky aciton” (ibid., p. 411).
In other words, own actions are considered from very early on as betdey constant
scrutiny. Questions like “Where are you going?” or “Where are you comong?f are, from
this point of view, more than just “small-talk”. Throop arguéstt“the psychological
repercussions of having to think of an appropriate response to requestsrioation about
one’s past and future courses of action, especially in light gbdksible moral implications
arising from blatantly deceptive expressions of one’s intentiopsgu@te arguably tied to a
heightening of attention to the merits of engaging in reflectioor pio setting off to
participate in a particular activity” (ibid., p. 411).

In other words, before acting or speaking, a socially competent iad\ddp thinks of how
another might evaluate them and consequently form an opinion or judgment abaut thiat
basis. From this point of view, every action and utterance issufigactively adjusted and
performed with the other (or the others) in mind. This requiresppetive taking at least in
cases where standard rules of comportment and standard verbal formulae dficeot suf
Interestingly, the concealment of inner states and the alulityink before acting are closely
linked to each other. Not only does thoughtful deliberate action enable theaboant of
personal motivations and intentions — norms of secrecy and concealmelsod@uire
people to think before acting (Throop, 2011, p. 122).

Throop further argues that opacity on Yap makes people more sensitive to nonverbal cues:
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Because of the pervasiveness of actors seeking to conceal their trengyfeglings from
others, individuals are confronted with the necessity of having to clasetytor their
interlocutor’s expressions in the hope of achieving some glimpse, hoattseuated that
might be (i.e., a shaking leg), into the “actual” subjective sihtae person that they are
interacting with. (2008, p. 417)

But Yap people are not only sensitive to nonverbal cues, the sdapditwiards the slightest
evidence of another’s subjective life is also lexically indexed. Threpprts that salient
lexical distinctions for the emotion of anger concern the extentwtticth each variety of
anger is detectable through either indirect-nonverbal or expécitay means” (ibid., p. 416).
In other words, there are various terms in Yapese for anger, ahdte@c provides
information about how clearly it is perceivable. Therefore, Throop arghesge terms can be
understood as culturally elaborated linguistic vehicles highlightingowsridegrees of
explicitness in accessing the contents of another’s internal subjstate” (ibid., pp. 416-
417).

This heightening of sensitivity is also evident in gossip. People ona¥kpowledge “that
there is much of importance that is missed when an individual déesttampt to imagine
what the possible motives for a particular individual’'s actionghinbe” (ibid., p. 418).
Throop says that “gossip about others’ feelings, intentions, motives, anmsds a central
part of everyday talk and interaction” (ibid.). It is in the context agsip that Yap people
analyze motives for action and engage in covert speculation. Thergbssp “serves as a
privileged site for what | would like to term mitigated empathififoop, 2011, p. 137). | do
not think that the term empathy is the best suited one here. lip,gessple clearly do engage
in mental state talk, they attribute mental states to othersragatje in mindguessing. In my
view, these terms capture more adequately what is going on in gossip.

As an example, Throop presents an excerpt of two older women whdgiig tabout other
people, discuss and interpret changes in voice of someone, guess abocanaotiet person
might feel and wonder about the reasons for another’s action. Theatldigic on Yap is a
good example for how deeply values of secrecy and concealment, in otlis, wbithe
opacity of other minds, affect everyday social interactions. Nesleds, Throop does not
vote for a strong reading: “That there are such pressures to mamtaontransparent
rendering of one’s inner life is not to say, therefore, that individugsnat interested in
determining the content of others’ subjective states” (2008, p. 418). Thepmatedly
emphasizes this (cf. 2008, 2011).
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On the basis of Throop’s account of Yap people, | have tried to arguia tate of strong
cultural norms to enact “expressive opacity”, people imagine whghtnie going on in
others and speculate about it. | have tried to argue that people onaNaprezdict other
people’s actions because people should announce them. Therefore, an infpocteont of
what theory of mind is supposed to be developed for, namely, predictionffesermtiy
realized on Yap, at least in many common everyday situations. Fudigerthe constant
necessity to announce future actions and justify past ones forces pethypik thefore acting.
This necessity requires people to represent themselves 3s deiag in the minds of others,
as being under constant scrutiny. This requires not only perspedting, tevhich is part of
certain definitions of empathy (see chapter 3), it also corestitat more basic form of
intersubjectivity, since the continuous experience of others’ scrotakes them implicitly

present, so to speak, in an individuals’ own actions and speech acts.

4.1.10 Tzotzil Maya, Southern Mexico

Opacity claims were also observed in Central America. KevoafBis research among the
Tzotzil Maya in Southern Mexico is probably the most elaborate anchakigne in this
context. For this reason, | will also outline his work in more detail. Although his wasknat
published in the issue of Anthropological Quarterly on the opacity of etigils, but in
publications that focus on empathy (Groark, 2008, in press), Groark haatadgal to say
about opacity. Groark explicitly speaks of “social opacity” (cf. 2008)dekxribes both how
Tzotzil Mayanestablishsocial opacity and which countermeasures they design to provide
empathic access in the light of social opacity.

According to Groark, Tzotzil Mayan believe that how people presentsilges in public is
not congruent with what is really going on in them. This reminds us s€l8taaccount of the
Korowai and Throop’s description of Yap people. Behind people’s social paésartes “an
unknowable heart of experience that is morally ambiguous, and possibly dah@émask,
2008, p. 434). Tzotzil Mayan believe that suppressed negative emotioothditl person’s
hearts. Therefore, they think of others’ interiority as “an inner dvarf self-centered,
antisocial feelings, desires, and motivations that press for expmésibid.). This belief leads
people to the conviction that one cannot trust in what is publiclyagied| as such display
reflects nothing more than general norms of comportment. Agaissbdlckground, it is not
surprising that Tzotzil Mayans hold opacity claims and consider the ledges of what is
really going on in another person to be difficult or impossible. Mayan p&opéit a radical

interiority, a largely occluded core of deep subjectivity that resnanasked in everyday
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social life” (ibid., p. 428). According to Groark, this leads to elabositategies for
concealing inner states as well as to countermeasures designedide jpiccess to them (cf.
2008).

Let us first have a look at the strategies designed to conmusal states. Haviland and
Haviland said that living in the neighbouring Zinacantec community involeesstant
circumspect hiding” (1982, p. 336). This is exactly what Groark descftrethe Tzotzil
Maya as well. According to him, “wary yet polite concealment” (@tp&008, p. 434)
structures everyday interactions. Tzotzil Mayans occlude theiecbfy intentionally and
rely on a “conversational style of surface courtesy”, or, in other words, on a “convenédnaliz
positive politeness” (ibid., 436). In doing so, surface clues that miglgcrahner states
disappear. Like on Yap, Tzotzil Mayans demonstrate an “opaque ext@rfodop, 2008, p.
415), which results in “a heigthened sensitivity of social &ifel the relative difficulty of
triangulating in on the motives and emotional states of others baseaverh social
interactions” (ibid., p. 436). Opaque exteriors thus frustrate theldgsito directly infer
the speaker’s inner state” (ibid.). The expression “directlyrins interesting here. After the
analyses in chapter 2, it should be clear that it is more aeciratay that opaque exteriors
frustrate the diregberceptionof another’'s mental states. As they cannot be perceived directly
(or only rarely), inference based on other evidence is not frudtbateneeded. According to
Groark, such a “polarized view of social experience leads to a copstaccupation with the
degree of concordance between surface appearances and inner omstidiid., p. 435) and
therefore to a “constant monitoring” of others (ibid., 434). Moreoveraginative
speculations about what another might really feel and think are egeduda a place where
people present themselves with opaque exteriors and develomjistate frustrate any
attempt of others to know what might be going on in oneself, it sgestiied to say that
other minds appear to be opaque — they are, to use the terminology dsttbedpter, treated
as if lying behind an opaque barrier. One might expect mindguessingzpsatdi be quite
common in such a cultural environment. Indeed, Groark observes “a madaztygation
with questions of surface and depth, inner and outer, and public and private” (ibid., p. 428).
There are, however, specific domains in which transparent modeslfedisclosure are
common and even expected. For example, Groark mentions “that we seefstm most
direct expression of “honest” emotion and empathic connection” (ibid4X). in prayer. Not
only do people present themselves in transparent ways towardsities, they are also self-
disclosing with respect to family members who might be presenthisncontext is “full
empathic knowing of one’s inner states expected and experienced” (ibid.).
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Another exception to the common opaque modes of interaction can be found in the
relationship between patients and traditional curgitel j, who have privileged access to
their patients mental states and can expect them to presanprblgiems in a transparent
manner. In these encounters, “open communication and empathic knowindaede gnd
through the process of ritualized “confession,” an enhanced understandigyiohér states
and motivations of others is facilitated” (ibid.). In this relaship, it is in diagnosis and
consequent treatment where “interpersonal attunement and emiadiwg is played out
most dramatically” (ibid.). The diagnostic power of thiéol “lies in the precision and
accuracy of his social discernment” (ibid., p. 442). This becomes tadéable since many
sufferings that would, in Western contexts, be diagnosed as “psychosonhane’ their
origins in the wider social environment of a patient. Tzotzdylh presume antipathy as
characterizing a great part of the social world. Malevolent stHewever, are not merely
imagined, they are “experienced in the form of sickness, misadveatdedeath” (ibid., p.
443).

For Mayans, the heart is the respository of thought, feeling, and meifueyheart can
deliver information about these mental states via blood flow. Tdreretthe blood provides a
radically embodied communication of physical and/or social disordeptiyathe curer can
hear and understand by “listening” to the pulse. The pulse, then, @sadinvoluntary (and
unfailingly accurate) form of self-disclosure” (ibid., p. 442). Irstéining” to the pulse, the
curer can transform the illness of the patient “from a mubtepsom into a claim about the
interpersonal world” (ibid.). This is a paradigmatic example for alp&dhd of empathy. The
antipathy of others manifests in one’s own body in the form of illnessch provides
“opportunities for actual interpersonal attunement” (ibid., p. 443). Meweéin a final ironic
reversal, the curer's empathically informed diagnoses tend to moafid reinvigorate the
view that it is antipathy and ill will rather than empathy antb¥elfeeling that permeate and
structure everyday social life” (ibid.). The only felt sense opattmic attunement, then, exists
in the relationship between curer and patient itself. The tresspaand empathic exchange
between patient and curer, however, is an exception to the prevaibng,opaque forms of
social interaction. Yet what is especially interesting in G¢'saaccount is not so much his
demonstration that there are exceptions to the rule, but his atemembnstrate how even
opaque interactions are “empathically attuned” (ibid., p. 436). Groark atigaeslthough
others’ hearts and minds might be approached as opaque and occluded, thist doean
that they are unimportant and unknowable. He thus clearly denies a stroity ogeting.
This becomes also evident in a recent paper, where Groark speaksicl preferences for
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either self-disclosive or self-occlusive forms of interact{foh Groark, in press). Mayans
gossip, question motives and attend to dreams and somatic experienbéquesand more
indirect forms of intersubjectivity. Groark argues that the ex¢gteof opacity claims and
social opacity does not lead people to become disinterested in othegs’life — rather,
Tzotzil Mayan are highly occupied with the concordance or incongrueetveeen social
presentation and underlying mental states (cf. Groark, in presseelns as if the
establishment of social opacity on a societal level gu&supposesvhat opacity claims
deny, since it is precisely the acknowledgement of the potential kildwaf others’ mental
states that gives rise to their artful concealment. Groark fuatigees that empathic processes
are necessary for the everyday defenses and strategic maneuigmedés frustrate other
people’s attempts to gain access to one’s own subjective life bdtnedaries established
between people through the display of opaque exteriors are therefainsddy the very
empathic processes they seek to deny” (2008, p. 443). In this viewciimgraith other
“‘opaque exteriors”, so to speak, requires a form of empathicfectise attunement. That
Groark really considers empathic processes to be at play Beosunterintuitive, since
empathy normally involves getting a grasp of another persam®r experience.
Nevertheless, Groark (2008) repeatedly speaks of empathy-like prosesseal times, as the

following quotes demonstrate:

even in social contexts structured around privacy and the denial @&l socwing,
empathic processes are widespread and underlie the everyday defletis@sneuvers
designed to frustrate such “knowing” by others — in other words, a preoccupath
guestions of access to one’s inner states is predicated on tingpties that such access

is, in fact, possible. (ibid., p. 430)

Indeed, as we have seen, the boundaries that delimit such knowing arsusttened by
the very empathic processes they seek to deny: conversational paivh@vasion are

facilitated by felt respect for the boundaries of another’s “inner” lifiel (j p. 443)

Yet there is a sense in which these circumspect interactimmsndeed empathically
attuned, inasmuch as they reflect the reciprocal cooperative wankiofaining intact the
boundaries of another's “private” space and experience. This gameitehesd, then,

involves a mutual empathic awareness of the boundaries of anotherypriand
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therefore highlights the importance of face saving and the recippectbormance of

respect in “positive politeness”. (ibid., p. 436)

One might argue that such a usage of the term empathy pushes ndariesitoo much and
that respecting another’'s boundary requires nothing moret#sfinlness | think that this
objection is indeed justified in many cases. Smooth everyday interactiorise regulated via
general norms of comportment (tactfulness being one such normheaodrtesponding rules
might allow for social interactions without the necessity to engagempathic processes.
However, | think that Groark’s interpretation is correct in situest where norms of
comportment do not provide sufficient orientation for how to behave.rAateer of fact, we
do sometimes not know what tactful behaviour in a specific situatids lda. Imagine you
had an imporant appointment with a colleague which cannot be postpahedtwdausing
trouble. However, an uncle of that colleague surprisingly died. You meetcgteague on
the corridor and he doesn’t mention the appointment with you. What is thetfalviour in
this situation? Asking whether the appointment is still valid mighimpolite and not very
sensitive. In order to determine whether such a question is posgiblaneed to consider
former experiences with this person as well as his current rmalveues, his facial
expression and posture, you need to weigh and evaluate each word of theatamvend
check whether it reveals something about how sad your colleague ieeahd so forth.
Instead offeeling into someone in the original sense of the term empathy, respecting the
boundary of the other’s feelings requires faeting onto” this boundary, i.e., a form of
attunement. Although attunement is not the same as empathy, itpreghpposempathy in
order to determine where the demarcation of the other’s psychic bowatdaajly begins. In
the given example, you must know something about the other’s inner expeeryan must
determine how deeply he is affected by the death of his uncle intorde able to respect the
boundary of his grief. Groark also speaks of “negative empathy” th#&ctefthe
understanding that too accurate a knowing of others’ inner states In@igitperienced as
impingement or violation and argues that encounters among the Taretzibt unempathic —
at an affective level, they are experienced as highly empdyhiesiuned (personal
communication).

A final interesting aspect of Groark’s work is his attemptewedop a “multimodal” approach
to intersubjectivity that considers the whole “relational fieldf. Groark, in press). Since
others’ minds are difficult to know in Tzotzil everyday life, peopletb get access to other
people’s inner life from domains that are normally not constiéoeprovide information
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about others, namely, one’s own somatic responses as well asekparnence (cf. Groark,
in press). According to Groark, Tzotzil Mayan are hypervigilant ammatto their own body
since its sensations are considered to point into the sociall,wodicating ill will and
negative intentions directed at oneself. Let me shortly mentiorbtitatdomains are subject
to projective processes, dream experiences maybe even more thay dmushtions.
Although one’s bodily responses as well as one’s dream experienghs lme sensitive
enough to really reveal something about the other, they might also be theremelt of
projection onto others — especially in the light of a society wherepresumed
antipathy...pervades the general view of the contours of the social”wGioark, 2008, p.
443).

Groark is aware of the fact that his attempt to include “fantasies of injecsiuity” (in press)
into research on intersubjectivity might be reproached for mixing upgbr@eorocesses with
accurate assessment of what other people feel and think. Fok Groaever, the accuracy-
aspect is value-laden and does not even capture the majorityr afveryday encounters
which are just as full of projection and fantasies about the oshierather locales. Therefore,
he opts “for a minimalist position, in which intersubjectivity is wstieod asan always-
present and basic aspect of any interactive field constituted byotwmore subjects,
regardless of the accuracy of the intersubjective processes &t wothe abilities of the
parties to relate to one another as unique subjectiVi{i@soark, in press). In opting for such
a minimalist position, he manages to include projective processegaatasies about the
other into research on intersubjectivity and takes the wind out ekilseof those critics who
think that accuracy is important. Although Groark is certainly riglgmphasizing how much
our normal everyday encounters are shaped by projective processes, stienquenains
whether this adds anything to a research field which is primatdyested in how we come to
understand otheras others. | think that understanding others as others impliesaat &
certain extent of accuracy. The problem with projection is thgigears like mindreading,
since one immediately knows what the other is up to, as if telepabyat play. But the
problem is that you are actually reading your own mind. Neverthelessc{ivej processes
seem to be an influential factor in intersubjective encouiat@eng the Tzotzil as well as in
some places of the Pacific. Like Tzotzil Mayans, Asabano imegartain bodily signs as
indicating something about others (Lohmann, 2011). Stasch tells us thawad{aeadily
“attribute to others thoughts of ill-regard” (2008, p. 444) without any eceldor doing so,

and Lepowksy (2011) reports projective processes among the Vanatinai.
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Summing up, Groark reports opacity claims from a very differegione namely, the
highlands of Central America. Groark doesn’t vote for a strong op&etling and interprets
the opacity of other minds among the Tzotzil Maya as a cultural emmpvaspurposefully-
occluded selves” (in press). Importantly, Groark’s work adds twotithree potentially new
usages of the term empathy. First, Groark argues that empaticiespes are also at play
when people interact with opaque exteriors, so to speak. Second, Groark pirmteicesing
examples of bodily empathy where others’ negative intentions dranfehe’s own body
while somatic sensations are interpreted as telling sometbimgt athers. Finally, Groark
anticipates the critique that such a kind of “bodily empathy” mighhdiing more than
projection by arguing that projective processes and fantasies abeus stiould not be
dismissed since they are pervasive in many everyday interactiongnmounters across

cultures.

4.2 Summary and conclusions

In this chapter, | have tried to provide a summary of contributiondtdtwith the opacity
of other minds phenomenon as well as with local forms of empathyf Atle authors cited
above report opacity claims. However, they appear to interpret itherslightly different
way, either as a cultural dispreference for talking about wiathar might think (Schieffelin,
2008), as pro-autonomy claims (Stasch, 2008; Lepowsky, 2011) or as evidenae
pervasive suspiciousness (Groark, 2008). Importantly, all of thenpiatepacity claims in a
weak sense, which is also supported by the fact that many authorssezeghair context-

specificity.

4.2.1 Opacity claims

In his afterword to the contributions Wnthropological Quarterlyon the opacity of other
minds, Webb Keane states that the opacity claim has “commonliytieaéed as an assertion
about psychology” (2008, pp. 473-474), while the papers in the issue of Anthropological
Quarterly “make it very clear that it is perhaps not about psgghat all, or at least that it is
also about a great deal more than that” (ibid., p. 474). Contemplating hevetifterent
accounts, Keane says that the opacity claim “is surely a ngatéiic claim about the
relations between public evidence and private states” (ibid.). \Agterence to the
contributions of Alan Rumsey and Bambi Schieffelin, he specifies and speaks of a
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“metapragmatic claim”, i.e. a claim “about acts of revealind acts of concealing and how
those are or are not to be taken as evidence for private states” (ibid.).

Keane comments that opacity claims refer more to the impardgaicity to hide one’s inner
feelings. This fits well with the empirical examples provided by Rubk2008) and Rumsey
(2008), as both focus on the practice of confession. While confessing, pexpleding what
is going on in them and make themselves transparent. They deljpéoat the power to
keep hidden what is going on inside of them. The focus of these accmunist on the
knowability of inner thoughts, as an epistemological problem, but on theittapa hide
them, as a practical, moral, and even political problem” (ibid., p. 4Hg)imiportance to hide
inner feelings is also stressed among the Vanatinai (Lepowsky, 20¥Bp i(Throop, 2008,
2011) and among the Tzotzil Maya (Groark, 2008, in press). Keane (2008) concludes:

So why should it be shameful to hear people talk about their inner thoughts? In many other
cases here, it seems to be because you are not just intruding on senm@ernier or
private space but you being made witness to the embarrassmeetngf gem lose that
ability to keep hidden what they ought to have kept hidden. The problem is not
psychological, or at least not epistemological. The problem concernsanisecapacity

to hide their inner thoughts from others. It is not that inner thougletsindwerently

unknowable, but that they ought to be unspeakable. (ibid., p. 477)

Keane does not endorse the idea that the existence of opacitg thages a rethinking of

Western scientific ideas in psychology:

But in the final instance these papers do not undertake the kindrdélfrassault on
Western psychology that such an argument seems to call for. Roblansadlysproposes
this position and then in the end pulls back from it. And | think none gbdpers in fact

does make a direct challenge to familiar Western psychological claims. (2008, p. 474)

As a consequence, the question for Keane is not so much the stafedoin those
communities — it is “what people in Melanesia think one should do about dhzeseminds”
(ibid., p. 475).

| do not want to ignore a critical voice at this point. Anthropologéirence Goldman, who
was working in Papua New Guinea among the Huli, is sceptical oftpmdaims in general.
According to Goldman, what becomes clear when reading ethnographic sxiraete
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opacity claims were made, “is that the reports of reluctdangedge and speculate about
others’ ‘minds’ has not necessarily emerged from the study of Hgtupacurring
conversation, but rather seems based onréaetions of informants in the context of
anthropologists’ enquiries and interrogationd.993, p. 283). In this view, they would not be
more than a consistent pattern of how people react to an anthropotogistss questions, or
in Goldman’s words: “What is reflected is an interactional noonsequent on a particular
fieldwork methodology, not a conclusion about any orientation to ‘mind’ incthture”
(ibid.). In the same line, Duranti suspects that our “askinglpeo tell us what they imagine
that others are thinking might be like asking them to spy for us” (2008, p. 493).

So is there a reason at all to further pursue the question raigked introduction whether
opacity doctrines force a rethinking of topics such as theory of mindrapatley (Robbins &
Rumsey, 2008)? Not only are there no strong opacity readings among thepealathical
accounts presented above — it might even turn out that opacitys dagmothing more than a
mere reaction to anthropological enquiries. However, | think therélliggsod reason to
pursue the initial questions. Let me explain why. In a footnote, Staschsdes Goldman’s

criticism and finally objects to it:

But when a large sample of consultants consistently use a ceedbal formula in
response to a culturally-obtuse ethnographer, it is unlikely that thredbthis formula is
determined mainly by the exogenous interactional style of the ethnographer.
consistency of the Korowai formula as people used it in conversatibrme is evidence
that the formula is a compelling cliché in the verbal repedadfepeople | was speaking
with. (2008, p. 42)

| think, however, that there are more convincing reasons why opaaitgscEhould not be
dismissed as simple reactions to anthropological enquiry. First, @nldroritique of how
opacity claims are interpreted refers to older reporthotigh the form these opacity claims

take is similar to the ones presented above, the discussion ladéf@s evolved only recently

and it would therefore be necessary to check whether Goldmanéssamnitioes apply to the
reports presented above. Second, and more importantly, the report@inda¢ examples
presented do not only rely on situations in which an anthropologist driget tsome answers

out of his informants. For example, the observed struggles involved incpsaot confession
cannot easily be dismissed as being provoked by anthropological enquiry. The same is true for
observed interactional patterns between children and caregiveongathe Bosavi
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(Schieffelin, 2008) or for the feeling of disgust reported by Urapmin paspen witnessing
another person confessing (Robbins, 2008). The whole debate apparently imatiomtore
than the simple occurrence of those claims in the light of an anthropologist®agsest

But even if we can object to Goldman’s criticism: why should oneysuthe question
whether opacity claims force a rethinking of theory of mind or Wessgproaches to
empathy when Keane concludes that “none of the papers in fact deesrdaect challenge
to familiar Western psychological claims” (2008, p. 474) and nobody endorsasra
opacity reading? | think because it is still an open empiricadtoqprehow these phenomena
shape local forms of intersubjective understanding, including theoryiraf and forms of
empathy. The rejection of a strong opacity reading still leaves thgeuestion whether
theory of mind and empathy in these communities are developed, shaped atadl enac
differently. If Bosavi people do not speculate about mental statehefsoand even teach
children not to do so by refraining from expansions (cf. Ochs & Schieffelin, 1994; Scahjeffel
2008), if Urapmin people even feel disgusted when hearing other people Speerely
about their feelings (cf. Robbins, 2008) and if people on Yap island tntftdlyaconceal
their inner feelings, why shouldn’t this influence for example thestoo theory of mind
development or how empathy is exercised and enacted?

This leads us to an important conclusion of this summary. Having sati on opacity
claims it is important to stress that they are more than simple vetasments without
further impact’ In some of the places mentioned above, they also reflect thetéamperto
hide inner feelings. This is endorsed by a virtue of self-governartesr@acted by artful
concealment and the social presentation of an opaque eXfefiora sense, the social
presentation of an opaque exterior can be understood as a nonverbatecofréhe opacity
claim. With this in mind, it seems justified to analyse in nmaetil what these reports tell us
about mindreading and empathy. Before, however, let us have a closer tbeKratnverbal
opacity claims”: the opaque exteriors people in some locales present in public

" Note, however, that both Feinberg's and Lepowsligtsrpretation of opacity claims are different.tBo
suggest that opacity claims make something explibith is, in a very literal sense, true for eveogiety: that
one cannot know for sure what is in another pessamihd, at least in most cases. Although both Fezmland
Lepowsky provide examples concerning the differeimaping of empathy and intersubjective encounters i
Anuta and Vanatinai, they might object to my cos@ma that opacity claims are more than verbal statds
without further impact.

18 Again, there are clear exceptions. The Korowaiag&h, 2008) and the Bosmun (von Poser, 2009;
forthcoming) from Papua New Guinea as well as Amsitt)om the Solomon Islands (Feinberg, 2011) are
reported to value and engage in transparent express
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4.2.2 Opaque exteriors

In the above review of the anthropological reports, we repeatedly aeoes the observation
that people in some locales artfully conceal their inner stitasthey publicly present an
opaque exterior or a “conventionalized positive politeness” (Groark, 2008, p.G&®&nan
famously wrote about the presentation of self in everyday life (19%2)us reflect in a bit
more detail on the notion of opaque exteriors. Watzlawick and Bea®@7)YEay that “it can
be summarily stated thatl behavior, not only the use of words, is communication (which is
not the same as saying that behaviarrily communication), and since there is no such thing
as non-behavior, it is impossibf®t to communicate” (ibid., p. 5). If it is impossible not to
communicate and if it is impossible not to behave, then it seerssnaae to hypothesize
that it is also impossible not to express. In this view, the artfatealment of private mental
states and the demonstration of an opaque exterior is not simply an absence obexpr@ssi
the contrary, it expresses a cultural value laasia meaning for all members of society. It is a
communicative act that conveys the very fact that mental stedeand should be artfully
concealed. Note, however, that artfully concealed and therefore unexprageedto cite an
example, is not simply an inner experience of anger that is not egdrésdo not think that it

Is very adequate to say that we experience an inner emotiontla@desipress it or not, since
this would imply that the inner experience of an emotion is completdgpendent from its
expression. Unexpressed anger is not simply the same felt inneraanfdrwere expressed.
Unexpressed angéeelsdifferently. If you are sad and struggle to maintain your composure,
the inner experience of sadness is certainly different frdrat wou experience when you
allow yourself to burst into tears. If we take this insight sengusimight also help us to
understand the relationship between mindreading attempts and opaquerseXtem a
different angle. Assessing someone’s inner state is eithiétatec by deliberate expression
or made more difficult by self-governance, by the presentation of asuepexterior. But a
successful assessment of another’'s mental state in the datte would, if | am correct,
actually assess somethimtifferent What is important here is that the demonstration of
opaque exteriors does not only make things difficult for those whtotassess another’s
mental state. A culture that values the enactment of opacgitraiso influence how and
what thoseresentingopaque exteriors feel.

Finally, artful concealment is never perfect. A person who feslsappears to others as a
person struggling not to express sadness, an angry person as a perstmggks not to
express anger, and so forth. Both the struggle and the emotion peopteuggéng with
might be perceivable in the other’s observable attempt to cone=sa fhates. It is precisely
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the fact that humans are so good at directly perceiving what migiibg on in someone
which makes the successful concealment of one’s inner statagistic accomplishment.
Leudar and Costall put it like this way: “People can of coursarlgt occasionally hide their
feelings, beliefs and intentions. However, itiding one’s experience — keeping it private —
that is the real accomplishment, metealingit” (2009c, p. 21).

4.2.3 Opacity reports and ‘mindreading’

Although opacity claims consist in the assertion that one cannot knowisvgaing on in
another person’s mind, few anthropologists make the link to the opposite/iga stresses
the possibility of ‘mindreading’. While most of the contributions sunirear above talk
about opacity and empathy, they do sometimes use the term mindreading withading a
clear definition and without clearly distinguishing it from other feraf empathic knowing.
Feinberg, however, in line with Hollan (2011), says that empathy is heotsame as
mindreading and defines empathy as “an educated guess based on empdeaie. If one
guesses right, the other person issues signals that confirmctieaey of the initial
hypothesis” (ibid., p. 163). This definition seems to fit quite well witiat | have called
mindguessing in the previous chapter. But if Feinberg takes this tddfendion of empathy,
then what is mindreading according to him? Feinberg does not providadéatefor it, but
we can logically conclude that mindreading is not a matter of guebas®f on empirical
evidence for him.

Hollan (2011) only mentions that “empathy is so often characterizéd¢@mceptualized as
the mind reading capabilities of the empathizer alone” (ibid., p. 197¢mptiasizes that our
ability to understand others does strongly depend on whether they wanutaerstood and
whether they provide us with appropriate cues. This is an importararke But whether
Hollan thinks of empathy and mindreading as equivalent or whether hes attatewhat
distinguishes both is precisely the mutual character of empatidourters, i.e. their
dependency on the others’ willingness to be empathized with, remains agugstion. Yet
if this were his way of distinguishing both, the resulting account would still be a bit
unsatisfying, since what distinguished mindreading from empathy would onéndiem the
other’s willingness to be understood.

With regard to Urapmin people, Robbins points out how “difficult itoisa woman to ask
that another person hear her speech as a reflection of her mind arsthdnoeful it is for a
man who agrees to listen to her to treat her speech in this 2@§8,(p. 427). This practice

serves, according to Robbins, “as evidence of how marked sincere spdetind-reading
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interpretation were (and still are) in traditional Urapmin undeding” (ibid.). | have already
argued above that Robbins’ use of the term mindreading is odd, sinceadindren cases of
sincere speech is rather superfluous. On the contrary, it ghatrimindreading’ — however
one might define the term — rather comes into play in casesioténs speech. But Robbins
curiously uses the term for a situation where someone is engaggucane speech, thus
providing the impression that it needs more than taking the uttered words alizee

For Stasch, the Korowai assertion that someone has his own thowgghtsdiigument against
an opposite idea people took to be implied in my questions, an idea ofeanidg” (2008,
p. 444). This sounds odd, since mindreading is considered to be necessaglyfdreceause
people have their own thoughts. Stasch, however, interprets the Korowaigddhaupeople
have their own thoughts as a pro-autonomy claim (cf. Lepowsky, 2011). Ri®mpoaint of
view, Stasch’s words make sense, since a radical view on oth#osiomy might lead to a
dispreference for mindreading or mindguessing. In saying that his inftgneaite often
answered his questions “about reasons for others’ actions with stateof those people’s
motives” and that they “answered questions about others’ future actithsoutright
predictions of what those others would do” (Stasch, 2008, p. 444), Stasctitijnplorks
with the typical definition of mindreading/ToM, since both the exglary and predictive
aspects are constitutive for many common definitions of ToM.

Summing up, we can conclude that the anthropological use of the tereauling is rather
vague and theoretically not very elaborated. But if we apply the concépidlsabeveloped in
the second chapter to the different reports sketched in thisechagbecomes obvious that
contextreading, direct perception, mental state attribution, inetdte talk, mental state
inference and mindguessing actually occur. There is no need to argue for the universal
occurrence of contextreading, direct perception and mental stabutaiiti Contextreading,
defined as the ability to make sense of situations, circumstamzbshe course of events
without the necessity to infer mental states, for example by dennsg rules or norms, is an
important ability in all societies of the world. Emotions are esged everywhere, and if they
are not (or less), this requires artful concealment, which musiabed precisely because
emotions do press for expression, precisely because they might showngisiiace as soon
as one loses control. Therefore, emotion terms exist everywheres andraas they are used,
either publicly or silently, mental state attribution and mentakdalk occur, although the
latter might be tabooed and restricted to the domain of gossip. Murdéwy Waru “make
inferences about other people’s intentional states” (Rumsey, 2008, p. 4nd), 8bviously
interpret and assess one another’s available behaviors and isteteal (Schieffelin, 1990,
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p. 72) although they are not acceptable as topics of talk, and Korowai kabpebple think
silently without speaking (Stasch, 2008, p. 484) and are “wary in advameteothers will
infer or speculate about their own intentions” (ibid., p. 451). Anutans “sht@mse concern
about each other’'s “real” intentions” (Feinberg, 2011, p. 156), they ‘@meecned with
feelings and intentions as predictors of future behavior” (ibid., p., 162y “frequently
formulate hypotheses about what others are thinking and feeling” (ibid., pad&7)hey try
to interpret the intentions behind others’ speech acts” (ibidnataai “conjecture at length,
in exacting detail, based upon a range of external cues, about \waet ate thinking and
feeling” (Lepowsky, 2011, p. 49).

Summing up, a great deal of what is usually associated withethe ‘mindreading’ is
common in those places. Some reports even give the impression that attemgisstothess’
internal states might be hightened, since people in these localespecially concerned with
the level of congruence between outer appearance and social presentdtmormahand and
inner motivations and intentions on the other. For example, Groark saystiadaitect of
opaque exteriors among the Tzotzil: “The interlocutor’s abibtgitectly infer the speaker’s
inner state is thereby frustrated, confounding direct access and encguiagiginative
speculations about what the speaker is really feeling and thinkin8,20 436). In other
words, the constant monitoring of others’ opaque exteriors might even irefidightened
theorizing about what migheally be going onn someone.

Finally, it seems as if false belief understanding is thg el@ment of the conceptual tool kit

that cannot be proven by a closer look at the existing anthropological literature.

4.2.4 Opacity reports and empathy

At this point, let us reconsider what has been said on empathy ject& and bring it
together with the results of this chapter. The analysis of fifierett reports from Central
America and the Pacific islands makes things even more compldikéBiatson, | hope “to
reduce confusion by recognizing complexity” (Batson, 2009, p. 8). Let us Hawk again at

Batson'’s eight uses of the term empathy.

Concept 1: Knowing another person’s internal state, including his or her thoughts argtfeeli
Concept 2: Adopting the posture or matching the neural responses of an observed other
Concept 3: Coming to feel as another person feels

Concept 4: Intuiting or projecting oneself into another’s situation

Concept 5: Imagining how another is thinking and feeling
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Concept 6: Imagining how one would think and feel in the other’s place
Concept 7: Feeling distress at withessing another person’s suffering

Concept 8: Feeling for another person who is suffering

This list covers some of the usages we encountered in the anthropotegiocds above.
Interestingly, however, it does not cover all, as we will see moaent. Several of the
anthropological authors cited above say that the people they studietbvkaoiwv and come

to know others’ internal states (concept one) in spite of opaaiyngl Asabano (Lohmann,
2011) as well as Banabans (Hermann, 2011) imaginatively take the peespéothers — an
example for concept six. Groark (2008) explains how social opacity arenigbtzil Maya
gives rise to imaginative speculations about what others mighameethink (concept five).
Hermann (2011) also tells us that Banabans represent themsehagray a special capacity
to show pity, which at least fits quite well with concepts 7 and 8.

But the anthropological reports do also add some new aspects. Hollan and Throop remark:

Despite the attention recently paid to the opacity doctrines gqually important to
remember that throughout the Pacific we find a strong cultural yédiced on developing
and maintaining emotionally positive and loving ties among people, espemmating
those designated as kin. (2011, p. 10)

Indeed, many contributions from the Pacific share the observatiofpah&Pacific emotional
idiom of ‘love-compassion-concern-pity™ (Hollan & Throop, 2011, p. 11). Pickinghip t
terminology and for the sake of brevity, | will henceforth speak of th€ER-Complex, or
simply LCCP. In the reports presented above, we came acrosddoual of LCCP called
aropa in Anuta (Feinberg, 2011je nanoangamong the Banabans of Fiji (Hermann, 2011)
andrunguyon Yap island (Throop, 2008). Throop says that this term “has a broahtsem
range that at times appears to overlap with the concept of ‘eynfmit that | gloss here as
‘concern/pity/compassion™ (ibid., p. 408). With respect to the Anweopa it is worth
mentioning that very similar concepts are common in many other Polgnesmamunities
across the Pacificaloha Hawaii; aroha Maori in New Zealandalofa, Samoa, see next
chapter). Although Batson’s concepts seven and eight do cover aspectsRyfth€rdo not
fully grasp it, since LCCP means much more than feeling distrbss1 confronted with
another’'s suffering or feeling for a another person who is suffering. l[dcal concepts
belonging to the LCCP-complex are understood as active orientatiwasdtoother persons.
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They do not primarily focus on what might be going on inside the empathisenpathizee,
i.e. his feelings. Instead, they have a strong normative dimension. Holtataoop’s
observation that LCCP is especially common among kin is an importardiooe it points to
the fact that what we consider to be an effect of an individeatipathic process (caring,
giving, providing help, etc.) might also be realized via kinship ties andsmwynding norms.
Nevertheless, it seems difficult to argue that LCCP might Badiic equivalent of empathy,
since LCCP covers much of what we consider to lmrssequenc®f empathy. So why
should it not be a consequence of what we consider to be empathy in those placks as wel
Note, however, that empathic-like knowledge is also considered asialpaseans to harm,
shame or humiliate others in some places (e.g. Briggs, 2008; Gao@&). Therefore, the
anthropological reports provide examples both for positive and negative tdrempathy.
However, this does not necessarily support the view that empathy tallyaseutral. As
argued in the previous chapter, empathy might still be a primawitypassionate response
that can be inhibited and transformed in order to be used for ilgnéwill again come back
to this point in the chapter on Samoa.

Apart from the LCCP-complex, there are other original anthropabgientributions to the
research field on empathy. Groark’s (2008) idea that interactidhsotiier people who try to
conceal their inner states might require something like an empatthitement in order to
respect their psychic privacy is new and, | think, useful.

Moreover, some anthropologists report a bodily form of empathy. In kmakes, people use
their own somatic reactions and bodily resonance as a soum®mhation about the social
world and as a starting point for imaginative processes (Gr@@d8; Lohmann, 2011).
Likewise, people might attend very carefully to others’ bodily qésoop, 2008). If it is
culturally prescribed to show a ‘good face’ in public or to enaptessive opacity (Throop,
2008), people might become hypervigilant to their own as well as othersy bealtions. All
this is important, since one’s own bodily resonance and the monitoringbté sues on
another’s body might be what compensates for the lack of directssiquman places where
opaque exteriors are presented. At this point, let me present adeflmétion of empathy |
did not mention in the previous chapter. It is a definition thatjuge popular among
anthropologists (cf. Hollan & Throop, 2011), and this is not by accident. Accoraidgdi
Halpern (2001, 2003), empathy is a kind of emotional reasoning in which someone
emotionally resonates with another’'s experience while simuteshe trying to imagine the
other person’s perspective. She describes “empathy in termsstérzeli using her emotional

associations to provide a context for imagining the distinct experieicasother person”
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(2001, xv). According to Halpern, the own emotional associations or resoslaages the
way for the following process of imagination. Expressive behaviour, whictexample is an
important cause of empathic responses in the account of BischofrK80BIE2), does only
rarely tell very much about someone’s inner states in places sedf-governance is valued
and expected. This is not to say, however, that people do not affect otrenshane basic
level, i.e., on the level of bodily and emotional resonance. | think Hafpdgfinition is so
popular among anthropologists precisely because it manages to deteainaegtualize
empathy in places where people show an opaque exterior. Halpern’'s docosdily
resonances and the imaginations triggered by them allows for empatinyveen people are
faced with opaque exteriors. Very similar views on empathy can be fouhd contributions
above by Lohmann (2011) and Hermann (2011).

Another new aspect brought forward by some anthropological contributionzaeetive
processes. | have criticized this since | believe that the mggesearch on how we come to
understand other minds is explicitly about how we accurately assesber's mind.
However, it is an interesting aspect, since projection might geeto an illusory kind of
empathy. If | project hostility onto another person, | will experéehim as hostile. This gives
rise to the treacherous impression that | might have assess¢dswgoing on in the other —
from this point of view, the result of projection can falsely felif it were the result of an
empathic process. But what if the other identifies with my prigje®tin this case, the mental
state | project onto the other coincides with the mental tatether is experiencing. Melanie
Klein’s (1946) famous work on projective identification, from this pahwiew, allows to
understand projection as a form of empathic knowing if — and only if — bex mentifies
with the mental state projected onto him. We could call ghagective empathyHollan and

Throop confirm this:

Projections may sometimes coincide with the other's emotion& stad therefore
resemble empathy in certain respects. But more often they wiltaiotide and may
themselves become a major source of misunderstanding among peoplejnbtagd

interpreted as evidence of the lack of empathy. (2011, p. 3)
Since the coincidence between what one projects and what the fe#h®ris rather the

exception, Hollan and Throop think that the “concern with accuracy, thiagmiéss, indeed

the necessity, to alter one’s impression of another’'s emoticatal & one engages with the
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other and learns more about his or her perspective, is what distirgaisipathy from simple
projection” (ibid.).

A final important contribution will be Jeannette Mageo’s accourgnopathy in the chapter
on empathy in Samoa (chapter 5). Aspects of her account, howevelresady covertly
present in some of the contributions presented in this chapter. TI2@@®) (tells us that the
feeling ofrunguyalso binds a father to his children (ibid., p. 409). Hermann (2011) says about
the Banabans that “compassion is the basis for their capacity tosboiadly with others”
(ibid., p. 31). Among the Ku Waru, “it is said to be possible for eachbaewof a couple to
know what is in the other’s mind because it is the same asis/itattheir own” (Rumsey,
2008, p. 465). What these quotes have in common is the idea that there mahinke
between empathy or aspects of it and attachment. This ideales enplicit by Mageo (2011),
who thinks of empathy as “re-directed attachment” (ibid., p. 69), asa&if form of
attachment” (ibid., p. 72).

Summing up, we can say that the anthropological contributions to empa#arch offer new
and interesting perspectives — perspectives that make things evesanmgikcated, as they
broaden the scope of meanings of the term empathy even more. Astawestdn add the

five following concepts to Batson’s original list.

Concept 9: LCCP-complex

Concept 10: empathic attunement, negative empatns(Groark)
Concept 11: bodily empathy

Concept 12: projective processes and projective empathy

Concept 13: empathy as redirected attachment, as an as-if form of attachment

In the previous chapter, | have argued that we should distinguish tfgmpam
ToM/mindreading and suggested that it might be worth asking whethpatieynreally
coincides with simulation or whether there is more to it. Aspénasmight be relevant for
getting a clear notion of what constitutes empathy in contrast todfeading’ and
simulation, are the idea that the objects of empathic procasseypically emotions, that
empathy involves a sharing of these emotions, that it is triggereddny gerception and that
it gives us the possibility to understamolw another person feels.

What can we, on a more general level, learn from the five dermeckpts just mentioned?
First of all, the anthropological contributions allow for a concdjztaton of empathy in
places where opacity doctrines are common. On Yap (Throop, 2008) or higthands of
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Central America (Groark, 2008), one might wonder how people can eves assesinother
feels when people do neither talk about their feelings nor expressithémeir face or
comportment. By providing concepts 10-12, however, the anthropological contriboffiens
a solution to this conundrum. According to Bischof-Koéhler, empathic iogsct'may be
caused by the expressive behavior of the other or by the person'®sit(2012, p. 41). The
anthropological contributions refine this picture. Groark argued évam the attunement to
people who show an opaque exterior necessitates empathic-like psoteske examples of
bodily empathy, empathic processes can start without another’s exprbshiaviour and in
absence of situational cues via one’s own bodily resonance. And th@legaoh projective
processes, although they might be something very different from acguesséssing
another’'s mental state, are at least a means to shape andimt#exubjective processes
despite of opaque exteriors. Therefore, concepts 10-12 allow us to thimdwoémpathic
processes might look like in cultures where more opaque forms of interactionvarsiyeer
Concepts 11 and 12 can also help us to arrive at a more generalatebhiémpathy. Note
that bodily reactions are also subject to projective processes.aDreaee bodily reactions
even in the absence of others. Lohmann (2011) tells us that Asabampoenhsweat without
exertion as indicating that someone will soon arrigés{tibu). | would argue that it is highly
guestionable whether our own bodily reactions can tell us anything about others if they are
present. Interpreting own somatic phenomena in such a way her rptojection than
something that deserves to be called empathy. In other words, bodily erspathg to be
possible mainly in cases where the other person is present. Moreoyectipe identification
seems to depend on another’s presence. Therefore, both bodily empathysangl éiapathy
that results from projective identification support my argument tterprevious chapter that
there are good reasons to use the term empathy only for real human-human encounters.
Finally, concept 13 suggests that empathy might have something to do with bamiting,
attachment and kin, roughly speaking. The cross-cultural association othgnpth the
LCCP-complex seems to support this view, since love, concern, gdrecampassion are
paradigmatically enacted in primary attachment relationships betearegiver and children.
We will hear more about this in the next chapter on Samoaf tehakes at least partially
sense to think of empathy as an as-if form of attachment oecezgtl attachment (Mageo,
2011), then we would not expect it to be morally neutral, at least moanig. This is not to
say however, that it cannot be used for ill means as well: dhlel v& full of sad stories which
prove that caregivers can abuse their children’s attachment o 8eth attachment and
empathy can be used for malicious means — however, their origin anafuisatather tied to
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LCCP. | think that we now have at least some reasonable argthahsupport my attempt
to restrict empathy to real encounters and to consider it assiaalha compassionate
response’ The link between empathy and attachment will be discussed indatai in the
next chapter.

All this said, we still have some reason to conclude that empatimade more difficult in
places where opaque exteriors are publicly presented. At the end oércBaptdefined
empathy as primarily compassionate reaction to another’'s expressed emotionaltstdte
leads us to understand the ‘how’-aspect of another’s experience viamdbimation of
imaginative processes and sharinygainst the background of the anthropological reports
summarized in this chapter, let us now rethink and refine thigitiefi in order to give it
more cross-cultural validity. Empathy seems to be a primaoilgpassionate reaction which
normally results in behaviours associated with LCCP. It ggéred by another’'s expressed
emotional states and one’s own bodily resonances and somationeact them. Such a
bodily form of empathy is also possible in places where people demwensin opaque
exterior. These resonances give rise to imaginative procdssesdlp to understand the
other’s point of view and the ‘how’-aspect of his experience, whiakitsei® a willingness to
share the other’'s emotion. This sharing makes it very likelytitigabehavioural inclinations
towards the other at the end of such an empathic process lagstaminimally related to
LCCP. The notion of bodily empathy allows for empathy even in places wieople
deliberately conceal their mental states. Yet if theressanger emphasis on social role and
public face, then the difference between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ autoafig becomes bigger.
Such a lack of congruency between inner experience and outer presentagidnalso
enhance projective processes and speculation. Although people in such gillhcesact
towards opaque exteriors via bodily resonance and imaginative prociEses,are more
prone to projection and speculation than in places where peopletraigparent expression
and sincere speech. On the other hand, a heightened preoccupatiorhevikvel of

19 Above, | mentioned Halpern's view on empathy. Ading to her, own emotional associations start
imaginative processes. In this view, empathy sewmse rather neutral, and one might draw on Halgern
object to my understanding of empathy. Clearly,theds anger can affect me on the level of bodéiyanance
and start imaginary processes aimed at unders@mdiy the other is angry with me. Is this not aaragle for

a neutral, non-compassionate empathic reactionhnddgp is not inverted in order to harm others® hdt think

it is. If another person is angry, and if it isexrgon | do normally like, then my goal of undersgliag his anger is
aimed at reestablishing our former, more harmonreletionship. Therefore, it is compassionate. ndther
hand, if | do not care about the other person (maycause | do not know him), then understandiaghger
probably mainly serves the goal to avoid his amgets physical consequences (since he might beaipih The
fact that my body resonates with his anger andlttrgitto figure out why he is angry is not enoughyualify the
example as an example of empathy. My attempt terst@nd him is not aimed at understanding the ‘how’
aspect, | do not want harehis anger. Therefore, it is rather an example iofdguessing. Mindguessing, too,
can be triggered by my own emotions. But it mustliséinguished from empathy as long as | am noteored
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congruency between inner and outer might asbanceaspects of ‘mindreading’ like
mindguessing or mental state talk in gossip. Moreover, presenting an opaeuer end
interacting with other people who do so requires a specific fafrrampathic attunement
(Groark, 2008). Nevertheless, | argue that opaque exteriors makehgmmpate difficult, at
least if we understand it as requiring the sharing of another&gti@mand therefore the
willingness of the empathizee.

According to the above, we can now refine our definition of empathy.

Empathy

1) is a primarily compassionate reaction which normally results aeurs associated
with LCCP

2) is triggered either by resonating with another’s expressed emottatelbs by one’s own
bodily resonances and somatic reactions towards another’s opaquer extéis or her|
presence

3) involves imaginative processes and sharing in order to grasp the dspett of another’s
experience or empathic attunement in order to respect the boundargsotber’s
subjective life

| have said above that grasping how another person feels might help utetaibderstand
him and therefore to engage in behaviours associated with L@&€Rnight therefore ask
how people can show LCCP in places where people empathically attdn@aight not be
trying to grasp how it is for another to feel a certain emotion. Iméx¢ chapter, we will see
that LCCP can also be realized via redirected attachmentwilhiglp us to again refine the
definition of empathy.

At the end of this chapter, the resulting picture of the opacitthedr minds phenomenon is
still somehow unsatisfying. People are concerned with the level of wamgyr both in
cultures where opaque expression is valued (Yap, Tzotzil) andturesiwhere transparent
expression is valued (Korowai). An emphasis and focus on the effeatwotifer’s activities
and actions instead of the underlying intentions can be found both in plhees emotions
are concealed (Yap) and in places where they are openly expf@ssea). Opacity claims
are reported both in cultures where mental states are notablsubbject for speculation
(Kaluli) and in places where people seem to engage in mindguessntgl retate talk and
inferences like in Western cultures (Anuta). The resultant piatght leave one helpless. To
come to grips with the complex picture of the opacity of otherdmiphenomenon as it

emerged in this chapter, it might be helpful to focus on a singtare. Apart from the

with the how-aspect of the other’s experience anlbiag as there is no willingness to share it.
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prevalent opacity claims, it seems difficult to capture ancsgeopacity which is common
to all the locales described above. If the opacity of other minds cannotibeddgénerally,
then the aim must be a more modest one, namely, to clarify opamityts relationship to
ToM and empathy in one specific locale. In the remainder of this waevi, therefore focus

on a single locale: the Independent State of Samoa.
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5. Samoa

“How much of ourselves do we hide? From the rest of the world? Braselves even? The
silent unspoken. The ghost-words that flutter around us like invisiliterflies. How much of
our past do we reveal to loved ones? How much of the present dueat teeloved ones? To

ourselves even? | don’t know.”

Sia Figiel,They who do not grieve

A lot has been said in the previous chapters on opacity, mindreading, anthyenhgeave
used anthropological reports from very different places in ordemrtohe— and complicate —
our notion of empathy. By considering emically derived concepts and antbgayalusages
of the term, | came up with an account of empathy that might have enose-cultural
validity than the concepts common in Western places and sciatifimunities (cf. Batson,
2009). Although many aspects of opacity and empathy as reported by aitinralpologists
are specific for a certain region or locale, it still beeawident that some aspects are shared
by a variety of locales and cultures, for example the striking aitnd)s of the asserted
opacity claims or the importance to conceal and control private mental stattessemotions
in order to present an appropriate public face that is in line euitturally valued norms of
comportment. With respect to empathy, a focus on what we considercambequences of
empathy (LCCP) is typical for many places. Yet while all themmmonalities have been
derived from different locales, the resulting model or aspects dfitgpeannot easily be
transferred to a new place. Such an imposition might be inapprommiaespecific place. For
the rest of this work, | will therefore focus on one specificale, namely, Samoa. In the
course of the following chapters, it will become evident that Samaa interesting place for
doing research on the relationship between opacity doctrines on the onandafatms of
‘mindreading’ and empathy on the other. Cultural anthropologists haveitieeested in
Samoa since Margaret Mead®ming of Age in Samdavhich was first published in 1928)
and so there is a great amount of anthropological literature deadatSamoa. Moreover, to
my knowledge, there are only two locales discussed in the context ofyopacirines where
theory of mind research was done. Oberle conducted false beliedsstudithe Micronesian
islands of Fais and Yap (2009), and Callaghan et al. (2005) presemsiedétief data from
five different places including Samoa. Samoa therefore seqrasiaky suited when it comes
to answering the question whether opacity doctrines force a rethirdingommon

assumptions like theory of mind (cf. Robbins & Rumsey, 2008). Focusingsimgla locale
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will not only help us to develop a richer and more detailed account of egaeity in a
specific place amounts to, it will also help us to spell outesainthe more general and
theoretical aspects which have already been mentioned in previousrshapimore detail.
While the anthropological reports sketched in the previous chapterpsesente@n blog |
will now proceed in a more structured way. After providing somg besic information on
the Samoan islands, including some words on the history and sootalist | will focus on
childhood in Samoa, on Samoan folk psychology and socialization pradtitele the
subchapter on childhood in Samoa will outline some basic or, in a,gaose structural
characteristics of Samoan childhood, the chapter on Samoan folk psychall introduce
Samoan concepts of person, inner experience and behaviour. The subchaptéthoodhi
socialization draws on both what has been said in the chapter dhoddl in Samoa and
Samoan folk psychology — it is, in a sense, a synthesis of thesesitwe, socialization
practices are both a fundamental part of what children experiedca @ansmitter as well as
a reflection of Samoan folk psychology.

But first of all, Samoa must be identified as a culture thsirfio the debate about the opacity
of other minds. The most obvious criterion that would make Samoa alswtaididate in
this context would be the prevalence of opacity claims which, asawe seen, are reported
from many different places across the Pacific. Charadtefest these claims is the assertion
that one cannot know what is in another person’s mind. As this cHapteres on Samoa, |
will first have to identify Samoa as a suitable candidate in ¢bigtext. Ochs says that
“Samoans generally display a strong dispreference for guessirgaatsagoing on in another
person’s mind” (1988, p. 143). Duranti observed that “Samoans often segmnote the
speaker’s alleged intentions” (1986, p. 240) and cites his own work ingSasnan example
that documents the opacity doctrine phenomenon (2008, p. 485). Shore observed a “reluctance
to discuss or pursue purely private experience” (1982, p. 149) in Samgao Maid that
Samoans “assert the opacity of others’ minds and hearts” (2011, gnd &at “Samoans are
generally indefinite about their own interior life and forswear pbssibility of fathoming
anyone else’s” (1998, p. 64). Gerber stated that “Samoans frequently thathenull core of
self-evident conventional wisdom, ‘we cannot know what is in anotheoperdepth,” or
‘we cannot tell what another person is thinking™ (1985, p. 133). These ppaandentify
Samoa as a culture where opacity claims apparently do exist &editn@asuitable candidate
for a more detailed analysis on how opacity doctrines, ToM and empaghy Ib@ related to
each other. Against this background, | will begin this chapter dseditabove with a short
introduction to the Samoan islands.
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5.1 The Samoan islands

Samoa is located in the South West Pacific and divided irdstates by the 171st meridian.
To the West is Independent Samoa and to the East lies theriti@yesf American Samoa.
Independent Saméais comprised of two main islands, Upolu with the capital Apia and
Savai'i. Both islands are volcanic and mountainous with rain fomaring the inner parts of
the islands (see Figures 1-3). Two smaller islands are inhahgedell, Manono and
Apolima?

According to the preliminary count of the Samoan population on'tred Movember in 2011

by theSamoan Bureau of Statisti(S8amoa Bureau of Statistics [SBS], 2012a), Samoa has a
total population of 186.340 people, with 36.853 people living in the urban arka oapital
Apia on Upolu and only 44.387 people living on the biggest island of Savai'i (ibid.).

Over a quarter of the population live in Apia. The vast majority of gbpulation is
concentrated in villages along the coastline. Savai'i is bigger thaolu and the biggest
island of all Samoas, but only about a quarter of the total population of Samoa is Inéng he
In the course of Samoan history, the islands were profoundly influencedesieMV contact.
Contact topalagi (white people/Europeans) intensified after the arrival of missly John
Williams of the London Missionary Society in 1830 (Meleisea ¢t18i87, pp. 43-46; Va'a,
2001, p. 48). The missionary activites were so “successful” thairip@al Samoan religion
was virtually buried in oblivion. Nowadays, Christianity — represented agyndifferent
denominations across and within villages — plays an important ppeoiple’s everyday life

as well as in public life.

In 1899, Great Britain, the United States of America and Germeitiiecs their rivalry and
territorial claims by signing a treaty which left the westestands of Savai’'i and Upolu as a
German colony while the eastern part (Tutuila and the Manu‘a grcag)ut under control

of the USA (Hiery, 1995, pp. 102-103; Liuaana, 2004, p.37). Till the outbreak of Wand

I, Samoa was under German rule. After the end of German colalgaltrwas put under full
control by New Zealand as a League of Nations C class mandaleigbh & Schoeffel,
1983, p. 85; Hiery, 1995, p. 107; Ward & Ashcroft, 1998, p. 1; Liuaana, 2004, pp. 119-120).
The Western part of Samoa finally became independent as the “Indep&tate of Western
Samoa” in 1962. In 1997, the word “Western” was dropped (Hiery, 1995, p. 109s&ele

20" Although the name Samoa historically refers tmfthe islands that now belong to Independent $eamal
American Samoa, | will henceforth use the term Satoaefer to the Independent State of Samoa. éaan
Samoa is meant, | will say so.

1 Unfortunately, | cannot present one of the ratéebenaps of Samoa due to copyright reasons. Thitiqno

and shape of the Samoan islands, however, arellsitated in Mageo (2011).
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1987; Meleisea & Schoeffel, 1983, p. 86; Ward & Ascroft, 1998, p. 1). Up untprésent,
the eastern part of the archipelago (American Samoa) is cedtioyl the United States of
America as an unincorporated territory (Kreisel, 2004, p. 181; Va'a, 2001, p. 50, p. 60).
In the second half of the ®@entury, many Samoans migrated overseas. As a consequence of
Western influence, the mere reliance on subsistence economy ira $acame less and less
attractive. Nevertheless, subsistence economy is still impoMast. Samoans who migrated
overseas live in New Zealand (with a majority living in the om@tiitan area of Auckland) —
however, the US and Australia are further common destinations. Nowadbmyg half of all
Samoans live outside Samoa (Gough, 2006, p. 88; Ward & Ashcroft, 1998, p. 43).
Although Samoa was deeply influenced in the course of its history byekiNestlture, it still
managed to maintain its own local variety of Polynesian culturehwisidknown asfa‘a
Simoa(literally meaning “the Samoan way”) aganu’'u @moa(Va'a, 2001, p. 47, 2006, pp.
119-120).

Figure 1: Southeastern Savar’i

Figure 2: Northern Savai'i, volcanic soil
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Figure 3: Beach on the southern coast of Upolu.

5.2 Social structure

Like other Polynesian cultures, Samoa is highly stratified andrhakborate chiefly system
(fa’amatai) According to Ochs, rank in Samoa “is assessed in terms ofcpblitle (e.g.
chief, orator, and positions within each of these statuses), chtiecfpastor, deacon, etc.),
age, and generation, among other variables” (1988, p. 137). Correspondingly, respect
(fa’aaloalo) for socially higher ranking persons as well as obedience andes¢autug to

the community are core Samoan values.

The central unit of Samoan society is the extended fandiigd), which can span up to four
generations and consist of up to 30 persons (cf. Kroeber-Wolf, 1998, pp. 249-25¢). Ever
‘aiga is headed by mnatai (titled person). There are two main categoriesafat the higher
rankingali'i (sacred or high chiefs who claim ultimate descent from tret@rgodTagaloa-
a-lagi) andtulafale (orators or talking chiefs who act as spokespersons and execuittezoff

of theali'i). Several aziga make up a villagenu’u). Samoan villages are associated with a
section of land and sea. They stretch from the mountain ridges isldhds’ interiors down

to the coast and the lagoons. Beyond the villages and more inland atartta¢ions, where
cocoa, coconuts and taro are cultivated. Eaifa can use a certain proportion of these areas
for subsistence and residential use. mb& as a whole is governed by the councitratai of

the village fono a le nu'y which traditionally combines executive, legislative and judlicia
powers. Still today, many issues are settled on this level.

In contrast to closed houses, traditional open-iaid (Samoan house) with thatched roofs

have neither exterior nor interior walls (see Figures 4 and 5).
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Figure 4: Traditional open-built fale (Samoan house)

Figure 5: View from the inside of an open-builtfale, photographs of ancestors on top of the columns

Family households are spatially organized together in a single compoundgnBer offale
for different members of the extended family and for differenttfanal uses (e.g. kitchen)
constitute the aiga’'s traditional residential site. In recent times, howeversadoWestern
style houses with walls and corrugated iron roofs have become morecaaccommon. In
comparison to Western Europe or North America, the average numbaidoéic per family
is relatively high: in 2006, a Samoan woman gave birth to 4.2 chittreaverage during her
life (Samoa Bureau of Statistics [SBS], 2012b).

Thus, children in Samoa grow up with many brothers and sisters ange#rsraround them
(cf. Kroeber-Wolf, 1998, pp. 248-250). As a result of more than fifty yeamsast migration
to overseas, Samoan social structure has become more complexhsirBamodaiga now
extends far beyond the traditional village setting. Nowadays, it ysomnmon that Samoans
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receive remittances from their relatives living overse&ss imoney constitutes a significant

source of income for many families in Samoa (Gough, 2006, p. 91).

5.3 Childhood in Samoa

Children in Samoa are growing up in the middle of theiga , i.e. the greater family
including uncles, aunts, cousins etc. Samoan children can use thémniofishother) for all
female relatives in the mother’s generation and the erd for all male relatives in the
father’'s generation. Moreover, Samoan language does not differemtateen siblings and
cousins of the same sex, since all are referred tesadt is relatively common that some
children do not sleep in the same house with their biological pabemtsn the house of
someone else who belongs to tliga. Mageo even tells us that in pre-Christian times,
children often grew up in households other than those of their biologicatpareen another
tamaor tina of the extended family wanted a particular child or because athités own
preferences (2010, p. 129). This suggests that the central unit of tle@arbaatial structure

in which a child is raised is the extended family rather thamtiodear family. These and
other factors like the relatively high number of children per fansileate a populated
environment and Samoan children learn to interact with several meofitee greater family
early on in life (Ochs, 1988). Apart from their extended family, @Gachildren are part of
the village communityr(u’'u) and engage in communal activities as well as play with peers
belonging to otheétiga.

The structure of Samoan villages and the traditional open-built ectinié enhance social
interaction and make privacy almost impossible. In a sense, one coedd g an
architectural transparency in Samoa which is interesting gherfact that Samoa was also
mentioned in the context of the debate on the opacity of other mindsmimaSandividuals

are under constant scrutiny. With respect to children, we can cortblaidboth infants and
children are almost always under the observation of someone (Kroeber-Wolf, 1998, p. 250).
The large number of children in Samoa and their early involvemeeitended family
networks as well as wider village communities does not meathiéaare attributed a central
position in social life, however. As a matter of fact, childrenraot given any high degree of
attention. On the contrary, children in Samoa have “a status raoklpgust above that of
the family dogs” (Shore, 1982, p. 188), or, more neutrally put, their ositi the Samoan
social hiearchy is “at the bottom of the ladder” (Va'a, 2006, p. 121). dteeRamoan values

of respect f@’aaloalo) for socially higher ranking persons as well as obedience andeservic

(tautug to the community are taught to children from very early on (Kroeber-Wolf, 1998).
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Kroeber-Wolf (1998, pp. 252-258) distinguishes between different main siagése
socialization of Samoan children. In the first months of lifeantd are the focus of attention
and have strong ties to their biological mother. Babies are wartimghbaraccepted by the
entire‘aiga and this period is characterised by the demonstration of stroragi@fféibid., p.
253). Early care is sensitive (cf. Mageo, 2011, p. 74). From very early antipaod is
distributed among the other members of thiga and children learn to accept that these
others might soothe and help them as well. This period is folldwyed dramatic shift
(Kroeber-Wolf, 1998, p. 253) regarding the attention and affection dfteréhe child. From
18 months of age onwards, children are distanced by those caregivers ofdnih&hey are
left alone more often and often not comforted when they cry. Insteadrdheiwve harsh
commands to stop cryindA(a le pisa) and are made to perform small tasks and duties. In
Samoa, care is delegated from higher-ranking members ofiitieeto lower-ranking ones.
Adult caregivers might tell an older sister to take cardefybung one. But as soon as there
is another sibling available, the older sister will tell her leotor sister to take care of the
young one. Samoan children thus grow up in a group of siblings and the resgrisigivien

to children that themselves often are not older than five or sis.yAambout the age of ten,
children work almost as much as adults do. They have to deliver gessaly small things
in a village’s shop, help in the family plantation, clean up, fetchrwatel look after younger
ones.

Summing up, we can say that childhood in Samoa is characteriselidgly @egree of social
interaction with peers and all other age groups from early on. QOhildeen to attach to
various members of the extended family and are cared for by silWgrgs as soon as the
biological caregiver's primary care is no longer necessary andramiare able to attend
others’ orders and instructions. Moreover, Samoan children have variogsationls and

duties towards family members from early on in their lives.

5.4 Samoan folk psychology

In this subchapter, | will introduce and describe different concéyails dre important to
Samoan thought and for the purpose of this work. After saying something abcohtiept
of person, | will talk about the role of individual intentions beforen&an concepts of inner
experience and behaviour are introduced. [bh®eis where Samoans localize individual will.
Two different kinds of behaviour are described by the Samoan nmsandaga Finally, |

will talk about Samoans’ relational orientation and the concegltoéd.
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5.4.1 The concept of person

Bradd Shore conjectured that there is perhaps “no more powerful b@arramr accurate
perception of Samoan culture than a complex set of assumptiomadbsaiVesterners (and
perhaps especially contemporary Americans) hold about the nattlve pérson” (1982, p.
133). This set of assumptions has famously been described by the anthrogolifigisi
Geertz:

The Western conception of the person as a bounded, unique, more or lgsstddte
motivational and cognitive universe, a dynamic center of awarenestipenjudgment,
and action organized into a distinctive whole and set contrastigelins other such
wholes and against other social and natural background is, howevergindert might

seem to us, a rather peculiar idea within the context of the world’s cultures. (198p, p.

A detailed depiction of the Samoan conception of person is therefongpartant part when
trying to provide an account of Samoan folk psychology.

Ochs (1982) observed that Samoan children do not try to get out of trouldgiby 4 did
not do it on purpose” as in Western cultures. Instead, they deny having dafeethat all.
One explanation for such behaviour is given by Ochs (1982):

From a Samoan perspective, people have little control over thengacBersons are not
conceptualized as integrated beings; they do not have a central coatioanism that
organizes and directs human actions and states. Bodily actions andrfsnatie

associated with particular body parts and not with a focal governing source. (ibid., p. 89)

The lack of a “focal governing source” seems to be echoed in Saamgguabe. Samoan, in
contrast to English, is an example of an “anti-person-oriented langstgsel, 1991).
Samoans often use expressions where the perceiving subject is naineenia lavea le
lima (literally: the hand was cut) instead of “I cut mysetyamafa le isylit.: the nose is
heavy) instead of “| have a cold.” This omission of the perceiuvigest is extended to third
person expressions as wdlkaga le ulu(lit.: the head is bad) instead of “he/she is crazy,”
vave le lima(lit.: the hand is fast) instead of “he/she is a thief’, Ak these examples show,
“Samoan language does not have a reflexive pronoun and there are no sudiomspass'|
hurt myself’ or ‘he cut himself” (Duranti, 1985, p. 48). Ochs (1982) suppbusanti’s
linguistic observations: “All of these linguistic facts suggastoncept of person that is
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fragmented and not strongly in control of actions and states” (ibid.)pS@6h a fragmented
concept of person is also supported by Shore’s observations, addhenfpltwo quotations

demonstrate:

When speaking of themselves or others, Samoans often characterize ipgephas of
specific “sides” (iti) or “parts” (pito) or particular “characteristics” (&) No attempt is

made to provide a summary characterization of a whole integrated person. (1982, p. 137)

Samoans commonly talk about actions and feelings as if the body vdereeatralized

agglomeration of discrete parts, each imbued with its own will. Thue$, sonstructions

” 7

as “my thoughts are angry,” “my feelings are happy,” “my eyes cridds’ feelings are
pained,” “the desire to sleep/eat/go has come,” “his hand touchedtple), the money,”
and “the sadness has sprung up” are all common ways of relating artoaatdions or

feelings. (ibid., p. 173)

According to Shore, there are no terms in Samoan like the Engliskotyadity”, “self” or
“character” (ibid., p. 136). Mosel (1991) acknowledges that lingutstierences correspond
to cultural differences. She mentions several examples demangsttiadit it is possible in
Samoan language to make statements about actions without mentionaggttieat all and
says that in Samoan “there is a clear tendency to avoid expresgiais foreground the
person” (ibid., p. 299). However, she says that it might be very difficuigtiimpossible, to
say “whether or not a certain way of expression says anything abous@n’peway of
thinking” (ibid., p. 302).

5.4.2 Intentions

Alessandro Duranti did his research in the village of Falefa onuJlranti was mainly
interested in linguistic anthropology and, more specifically, in the obléententions in
interpreting speech. He criticized speech act theorists who edsiiiat meaning is already
fully defined in a speaker’s mind before the act of speaking (cf. 1988})by providing
examples from his study of the Samdana. A fonois a particularly important social event in
Samoa where important, high-ranking people meet. Duranti’'s examplésorrea special
convocation where Samoan title holders — chieiat&) and oratorestylafale) — meet to
function both as a high court for matai crimes and as a legistadishe for village affairs (cf.

Duranti, 1988, p. 16). His observations led him to the following conclusRather than
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taking words as representations of privately owned meanings, Samaatisepinterpretation
as a way of publically controlling social relationships rather th&ra way of figuring out
what a given person ‘meant to say” (1988, p. 15). In a social contexthé&éno, the

individual intentions of a speaker are of minor importance, as fibighe individual actor
but his dramatis persona that is to be considered as the referemtéaianti, 1988, p. 15).
In other words, Samoans seem to focus on someone’s social rolethathen his individual
intentions. As a conseqguence, it is the words themselves that thabke judged and

interpreted:

Samoans often seem to ignore the speaker’s alleged intentionerax@hizate instead on
the consequences of someone’s words. Rather than going back to spenulsket
someone ‘meant to say’ ... participants in the speech event reéheatynamics between
the speaker's words and the ensuing circumstances (audiencedssespcluded) to
assign interpretation. (Duranti, 1986, p. 240)

A speaker in a Samoan fono has no privileged position with respeut tmaaning of his
words. Interpretation, consequently, “is based on the ability (and ptva¢rthers may have
to invoke certain conventions, to establish links between differentaactslifferent social
personae” (ibid., p. 241). Meaning is jointly negotiated, or, in other words,'seen as the
product of an interaction (words included) and not necessarily ashinogétat is contained
in someone’s mind” (Duranti, 1988, p. 27).

In Samoa, it is usually the orator who speaks on behalf of a matai. Orators can d@je pses
well as material gratification for doing so, but they can alsarggbuble and get blamed if
something in an interaction or transaction goes wrong (cf. Duranti, 1988gx&omple, “an
orator can be held responsible for having announced something on behhlgbéaranking
matai. Retaliation may take place against him if people cannot dieet access to the
original ‘addressor’ of the message” (ibid., p. 16).

The following example is taken from Duranti (1988). An orator called isoaccused for
announcing the coming of the district's Member of Parliament (M@®hjefs and other
important people from seven subvillages gathered together and waitede BtR. did not
come. Since the orator Loa announced the M.P. and because he &attsbto him, Loa is
accused and luli, one of the two highest ranking orators, suggests/ily fira Loa. Duranti

comments:
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No one challenges luli’'s accusations by introducing the issue of bmatisations or his
possible intentions. The consequences of the orator’s words aradidsteassed, more
specifically, the fact that his words are seen as having cabsethd¢onvenience of

important people and contributed to their public loss of face. (1988, pp. 19-20)

Nobody stands up for Loa and refers to his good intentions because t&adwaot evoke
‘good will” (Duranti, 1988, p. 16). In another example, the orator Fa‘aonamours the
decision of chief Savea to go to court to confront the M.P. with whorhaldea dispute.
Savea, however, later changes his mind under pressure from importani cocembers.
Consequently, Fa‘aonu‘u is reprimanded by the higher-ranking senior oratwaviolg said
something that was contradicted by the chief Savea - althoumlhatdr point. This suggests
that the practice of having orators speak on behalf of a chief prozigessibility for the
chief “to change his opinion without loss of face” (ibid., p. 22).

Duranti’s study of the Samodono led him to conclude that individual intentions are of
minor importance in interpreting speech. This does, however, not nelgessply that
Samoans generally stick to a doctrine of the opacity of other mindanDwbserved that
orators often speak in the first person plural form, since they spebkhalf of a matai and
his extended family giga) or even on behalf of a subvillage, village or a whole district. In his
study, however, Duranti said that “the two highest ranking orators, Moawehaduli, usually
speak in the first person singular: They are clearly the leddinegs of the local polity and
people are concerned with whestch of thenthinks” (1988, p. 25).

Apparently, high-ranking people can afford to have their own mind. Their indlvidua
intentions and thoughts are of interest and they have the authority hevendaning of
whatever they have in mind. Whether intentions are considered or Bamoa is therefore

something that seems to depend on rank.

5.4.3 The “loto”

Against the background of a “decentralized” or “fragmented” conceptrebpeand Samoans
de-emphasis of individual intentions, it might come to a surprigeStirmoans clearly localize
the personal side of the self in tloéo. Mageo dramatically states: “The unknowalol® is a
pool of darkness that one cannot fathom” (2011, p. 76). According to Mili&a8)Samoan
Dictionary, the word loto basically has three meanings. First, loto cantceéetpool, stretch
of deep (or deeper) water” (ibid., p. 112). Second, it means “healinggas opposed to
mind and soul)” (ibid.). Third, it can refer to the will (ibid.).
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In line with this, Mageo (1998) says that the word loto “is derivedhfthe word loloto.
Loloto is the word used for depths in general and in particulahéodepths of the sea; a loto
is a small deep, such as one finds in a river, a lagoon, or a peisdn’d. 64) Moreover, the
term loto “denotes the subjective dimension of experience” (ibid., p. 188) d@es
particularly refer to individual will (ibid., p. 145). Mageo argues tb#d,lused as a verb, can
be translated differently as “to will”, “to feel”, or “to thinkMageo, 2010, pp. 123-124). The
term thus “conflates what we consider subjectivity’s distincéiegvities: willing, thinking,
feeling, and desiring” (ibid., p. 124). Although the term can be transtffedently, Mageo

repeatedly argues that personal willfulness is one of its most important geshanlings:

Willing is the most salient activity of the loto. When one addsofédto — literally “to do
loto” — one does not get “to think,” “to feel,” “to desire,” or “@member,” but “willful,”

a word that implies judgment and hence a moral problem. (ibid., p. 124)

Other Samoan terms partly overlap with the concept of lofdaiau used as a verb, can be
translated as “consider, reflect” or “think out, devise” (Milner, 1993, p. 119). As a noun, it can
be translated either as “mind”, “brain”, or “memory” (ibid.). Anotlcérsely related term is
manaty which is mainly translated as “to think” (ibid., p. 128). Nevertheldss term loto
seems to be the more important concept. This is reflected ifa¢héhat a huge variety of
Samoan mental state terms (mainly emotion terms) are bailndrthe word loto. Some
examples from Gerber’'s work (1985) on Samoan emotion termistafaatiaifo (voluntary
choice), lotomaualalo (humility), lotomana (absence of angry thoughtddtotele (brave),
lotomaualugalarrogant) Jotoleaga(jealousy) fa’alotolotolua (indecision) and so forth (ibid.,

p. 140). In her research on Samoan emotion terms, Gerber (1985) adds anptn&nt

piece of information:

The kind of thoughts most closely associated with the loto are thoughtsariba
spontaneously. A person may, for example, suddenly think of going to vigind:fthe

desire, the thought, and the plan of action are all believed to arise in thebioto p(i 136)
Interestingly, while mental states such as spontaneously arisitgsjehoughts, and plans of

action are considered to cause and guide behaviour in the ToM-frakpesamnoans often

consider behaviour driven by these states as either childish or inappropki mature
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Samoan should precisely not act on the basis of his spontaneously arisires @dad

thoughts, but on the basis of his social role. This leads us to Samoan concepts of behaviour.

5.4.4 “4mio” and “aga”

Whereadoto denotes the origin of personal impuls@sio denotes the behaviour that stems
from it and represents “the socially unconditioned aspects of belhabpoint away from
social norms, toward personal drives or desires as the conditioningsfa(&hore, 1982, p.
154), it denotes behaviour originating in a person’s own will (Mad€98, p. 145) and “is
best understood as a derivative of that part of the self whitlo&ss call théoto and which
we call subjectivity” (Mageo, 1989, p. 181). Another teaga, refers both to the essential
nature of persons and things and to “characteristic sociaVioelznd to the roles one plays”
(Mageo, 2002, p. 341). It is “prescriptive, suggesting categories of a@hiséfaavioral styles
appropriate to certain socially defined statuses” (Shore, 1982, p. 154)yAlluarinating

explanation was given by one of Shore’s informants:

The wordamio means the things you do that originate from yourself. It's your own choice;
your amio is your option. But the wordga that’s the view of the other people as they
observe youféitauina '08. That's the considered judgmemditau ma) of others about
you.... Whereas you can say to yourself “amgio,” you can never say “mggad’ referring

to yourself. That's an expression used by others when they judge you.ilciE&abre,
1982, p. 154)

The Samoan word for “bad” Isaga which literally means “no or withowaiga' (Shore, 1977,

cited in Ochs, 1982). Good behaviour is consequently behaviour that others rcasside
appropriate. Since children act with@ga, it is not surprising that Samoans think of children

as being “naughty, willful, easily angered, and cheeky, that is, genéidyto control”

(Ochs, 1988, p. 159). Therefore, “social control is understood by Samoans as public constraint
over private impulses or, in other words, as the imposition of agaamet (Shore, 1982, p.

186). If Samoans meet or see someone on the road, the first questan‘ltow are you
doing?”, like in many Western cultures. The common questitD fea e te alu ai?”(Where

are you going?). Throop (2008) tells us that people on Yap have to think ppeopaate
response to the same question in the light of possible moral evaluationthe side of the

guestioners. Duranti’s interpretation of the question in Samoa is quitarsimil
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To ask “Where are you going?” is a request for an account, whichntlagé the reasons
for being away from one’s home, on someone else’s territory, or on emtipdy
dangerous path. To answer such a greeting may imply that one commit$ ooesaly
to the truthfulness of one’s assertion but also to the appropriatehess’s actions. It is
not by accident, then, that in some cases speakers might tryat® dxasive as possible.
(Duranti, 1997, p. 84)

Learning to act with aga does presuppose to consider the other’s pidgipoeit oneself in
one’s own behaviour. Behaving appropriately, then, becomes only possibleohyiraicus
reflection of what others might possibly think of oneself. A precawifor such a

continuous reflecting, however, is that one must care about what others think.

5.4.5 Relational orientation and “alofa”

For Samoans, relationships and the mutual dependency must be of gretanogdor an
“imposition of aga oveamio” (Shore, 1982, p. 186) to occur. Such a relational orientation is

part of Shore’s account of Samoa:

A clue to the Samoan notion of person is found in the popular Samoan tayileg\a
(take care of the relationship). Contrasted with the Greel dihow thyself” or “To
thine own self be true”, this saying suggests something of the difesrelbetween
Occidental and Samoan orientations. Lacking any epistemologicathaiasvould lead
them to focus on “things in themselves” or the essential qualigxpérience, Samoans
instead focus on things in their relationships, and the contextual groundimgesfence.
(1982, p. 136)

Social relationships in Samoa are generally knowmwzaslageo (2011) argues that socially
oriented cultures consider the group as the main social actoeaghéfestern cultures focus

more on the individuaf® In traditonal Samoan society, a single person acted as the

2 Although Mageo argues for a multidimensional mazfehe self (Mageo, 2002) and speaks of the “irfas
division of cultures into egocentric and sociocefitf2002, p. 339), she still makes heuristic ussuxh binary
distinctions as “more individually oriented placestid “more socially oriented locales” (2011, p..76his
distinction is a commonly used one in the fieldcobss-cultural psychology and yielded a varietystfdies
which relate different measures to it. Hofstede9@)9distinguishes between individualism and coiNésin,
Markus and Kitayama (1991) between independent iatetdependent self-construals, and Keller (2007)
between a focus on autonomy vs. relatedness irgigars’ socialization practices. According to Kagiasi,
“there is evidence supporting the view that thesecepts do not necessarily form opposite poles raag
coexist in individuals or groups in different sitioms or with different target groups” (1994, p.)56
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representative of the whole group. An impressive exampfedgsa, a ceremonial request for

forgiveness:

It was not the individual who redressed crimes, but his orch&f in a ceremony of
apology to the offended family. The chief and his retinue would sit isuhebefore the
offended family, bearing with them baskets of stones and wood. Stone and thwod,
materials for an earth oven, symbolized that if the offended yachibse not to forgive,
they could cook and eat the supplicants. This offer was not Jitefatourse, but
symbolized abject regret. (Mageo, 2011, p. 72)

An individual who commited a crime was thus protected by his groupakieodare of one’s
relationships teu le ) means to engage in corresponding acts. This brings us to another
important concept of Samoan thought, namely, the conceptotd, which is commonly
translated as “love” (Milner, 1993Alofa is another example of LCCP and clearly related to
what Anutans calbropa (Feinberg, 2011), conceptually as well as in terms of etymology.
Gerber says: “This is a major way in which Samoan values abouthhdlp and giving are
expressed. The idea of giving is the concept most commonly associ#tethaevfeeling”
(1985, p. 145). According to Gerber, Samoans invoke typcial scenarios to tdusises of
alofa, and he concludes that “the feeling of alofa approaches the ckersenpassion,
empathy, or pity” (ibid.), with giving and helping being the most important beteali
correlates.

A fragmented concept of person on the one hand and the developmentgefiya reliational
identity that stresses the social role rather than persorahmdl valuesalofa on the other,
must have its origin in very specific experiences Samoans make,iesxesr that are
transmitted from one generation to the next via specific soaiaiz practices. If it were not
only Samoan language that does not foreground the individual person, but Saihaanirc
general, then one would expect Samoan socialization practices loctelren exactly what

is reflected in language: not to foreground individual persons and to iragaseeramio.

To sum up this chapter, no better words could be found than the following remarks by Shore:

Nevertheless, | will use these distinctions in teenainder of this work and locate Samoans on theemo
interdependent, socially oriented side where pedplus on relatedness. Against the background ef th
anthropological reports on Samoa in this chaptéhjrik that this is justified. However, this is not say that
more individually centered motives and orientatidosiot exist in Samoans.
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To assert as | have that Samoans do not clearly formulate a conocafppersonality or
focus on “the self’ is not to say that no personal feelings and ohemands exist for
Samoans. On the contrary...Samoans have a very lively conception of pripatéence,
but it is a conception of forces that are understood as an ineradiealalue of destructive
energy, or will, against which social life is set. Samoans ligetraf their lives in a very
public arena. The more private aspects of experience are strosghuidiged by the
absence of walls in a Samoan house, and by powerful norms of siecialHich keep

people in almost constant social interaction. (1982, p. 148)

5.5 Learning how to be Samoan: Socialization practices

“For she was simply fed up with the layers people clothed theesséitv The layers of
clothes. But more particularly the fagades people wore on their fackbam they passed on
such facades to their children. For that is how she was raised.”

Sia Figiel,They who do not grieve

According to Elinor Ochs (1988), mental states of others are nottablguiobject for
speculation in Samoa (cf. Schieffelin, 2008). Ochs — like Duranti - dididgddwork in the
village of Falefa on the island of Upolu and was mainly intereisiéanguage socialization.
She observed that Samoan children do not only grow up in a highly straiivironment,
but that child care, too, is organized by rank (cf. Ochs, 1988). Thitsés interactions
between children and caregivers that are “strikingly differemhfthose described in Western
societies” (Ochs, 1982, p. 86). Ochs was especially interested uislicginteractions that
differed from those prevalent between mothers and children in westddle class societies.
She observed that Samoan caregivers do not engage with theierchildrerbal exchanges
which are typical in Western cultures, where caregivers expand whathhdien say and try
to interpret vocalizations as well as gaze or gestures andrar tiese interpretations to the
child. Ochs detected differences in the use of expansions and claviiEats well as explicit
guessing and speculation. In Samoa, Ochs observed an absence of exparBHnsg71P
Caregivers in middle-class Western societies typically expaedantes of a child. In doing

S0, a caregiver is:
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1) assuming or acting as if the child has performethtamtional social act, i.e., as if the
child directs his action towards a social goal;

2) providing an interpretation of amclearintention (i.e., making an hypothesis); and

3) adopting, in part, the perspective of the chdddgenteriny, so that the intent may be
assessed; in so doing, the caregiver adjusts tchiltes egocentrism

(Ochs, 1982, p. 88)

According to Ochs, expansions are themselves an “act of interpnét§ti982, p. 92), as
infants’ unclear utterances are treatsl if they conveyed meanin@gs if there was an
intention behind every expression of the infant. In so doing, the carégvdmonstrating
that intentions are important” (ibid., p. 99). In using expansions, mdtieatsthe infant “as a
social being and as an addressee” (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1994, p. 480) dmelsriake the
perspective of their child in order to interpret what the chilghntto say. In doing so, a
certain aspect of Western folk psychology is transmitted: “imgeosf transmission of culture,
the caregiver is demonstrating that intentions are import@@ths, 1982, p. 99). Ochs
believes that such behaviour is culturally constructed and tisainterest in intention is not
matched in Samoa. Expansions are very much comparable to explicgegué&xpressed
guesses of caregivers give “the child a role in the assignmeneafing; the child is given
veto power, so to speak, over the caregiver's understanding. In the erpgesss, then,
meaning is negotiated before it is assigned” (Ochs, 1988, p. 136). The amitmbiefirm or
reject the guess of the caregiver. In Samoa, one finds a ‘astecto make guesses” (Ochs,
1982, p. 94). Since caregiving in Samoa is socially stratified (bshieffelin, 1994; Ochs,
1988), “high status persons tend not to evidence an awareness of imtehestctivities of
lower status persons immediately around them” (Ochs, 1982, pp. 81-82)kulthial rule
also characterizes adult-child interactions in Samoa. ThereSammoans think that “the
burden of intelligibility rests with the child (as lower siatparty) rather than with more
mature members of the society” (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1994, p. 497). &dkamothers in
Western middle-class societies are considered to be good mothersheieassist the child
in clarifying and expressing ideas” (ibid., p. 492) by decentahrgselvesgood mothering

in Samoa is almost the reverse:

A young child is encouraged to develop an ability to take the perspettmgher ranking
persons in order to assist them and facilitate their well-b&img.ability to do so is part of
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showing fa’aaloalo (respect), a most necessary demeanor in social life. (Ochs &
Schieffelin, 1994, p. 492)

In Samoa, it is not the mother, but the child that has to dedargeder to attend to and serve
higher-ranking persons. This explains caregivers’ reluctance to gire¢ésa child meant to
say. Expanding, guessing and ascertaining the meaning of an utterancecackines for
clarification, and “the burden of clarification” (ibid., p. 491) tenolsdst with lower-ranking
hearers in Samoa. Corresponding lessons are already taught to childreth@heatterances
are not expanded. Moreover, learning to decenter in Samoa is alsgpéisheththrough the
process of elicited imitation, which “in at least one way isrtherse process of caregiver

expansion” (Ochs, 1982, p. 99). Ochs explains the difference between the two as follows:

In expanding, the caregiver attempts to repeat what the chileéxXpasssed. In elicited
imitation, the child attempts to repeat what the caregiveekessed. In expansions, the
caregiver engages in some degree of decentering. In imitationshitdeengages in
limited decentering. We find in traditional Samoan society, a hediance on the latter

and minimization of the former. (1982, p. 99)

Caregivers in Samoa want their children to repeat utterancesxancise this with children
from very young age. Samoan children soon become apt at delivering melssagese
household to the other, and children “at the age of 3 are expected tor deliatim
messages on behalf of more mature members of the family” (@@shieffelin, 1994, p.
491).

Ochs draws an important distinction between paths to knowledge and lirkitsvoliedge and
concludes with respect to Samoa: “As paths for knowledge, tradit®ewaloan speakers
prefer to elicit repetitions of utterances rather than to efgliguess at the intended meaning
of utterances....As for limits of knowledge, generally Samoans dispgefessing at the
unclear thoughts of others” (1988, p. 144).

In line with the above said, Samoan caregivers do generally notifgirth@ir speech in
addressing small children. Neither do they break down propositiamshetorical questions
and answers, nor do they express propositions with children through tssbosier answers
and sentence completions. Furthermore, they do not engage in labellinggowitin small
children because Samoan caregivers “do not ask children questiamsch they know the
answers” (Duranti & Ochs, 1986, p. 226). In contrast, such practiceggreommon among
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caregivers in Europe and North America. These differing pracimest be seen against the
background of socialization goals in Samoa. According to Ochs (1982), one wofajbe
socialization messages to the child is not to draw attentibimtself or herself and not to talk
about the ego. Instead, the focus lies on properties and actions of btbeesver, since
caregivers do not guess what a child might intend because chaldrdmnerarchically lower-
ranking, one might suspect that mental states arparatean unsuitable object for guessing
and clarification. Although mental states of others are generallyafavoured object of
speculation and although explicit guessing focuses on the “nature ofesteneal event or
state of affairs rather than some internal psychological eversgtabe” (ibid., p. 140),
mindguessing still occurs, especially when it might help to followdttker of a higher-

ranking person:

when a higher-ranking person orders a lower-ranking person to carsproetaction, the
personal intentions of the speaker are also of primary importahedower-ranking party
cannot assign his own interpretation but rather must grasp teatled by the higher-
ranking speaker. (Ochs, 1988, p. 142)

Therefore, lower-ranking persons may clarify by guessing when a higihlang person
directs them to do something. In such a case, “the explicit gu@sstiof serving the higher-
ranking party” (ibid., p. 139).

At this point, we are able to better contextualize one of theitypelaims mentioned in the
beginning of this chapter. Ochs said that “Samoans generally ds@apng dispreference
for guessing at what is going on in another person’s mind” (1988, p*148ave described
how this dispreference is transmitted via socialization —elvew it became also evident that
such a dispreference is especially salient when a highemmapkirson should guess what is
in a lower-ranking person’s mind and that people might engage in mindguedsamgitw
comes to grasping what a higher-ranking person has in mind. Ochs doés¢heoé endorse
a strong opacity reading.

Jeannette Mageo highlights another aspect of Samoan socializatidicegtaShe lived in

Samoa for several years and was interested in a variety esfrceésquestions, among them

%3 1n line with this is the behaviour of Samoan cteld when they have done something wrong. As meedion
before, children might try to avoid punishment lo\efiying that they did that culpable act, but theyndt try to
worm out of it by saying, ‘I didn’t mean it', ‘It @s just an accident’, ‘I did it by mistake’, ‘I dil do it on
purpose™, etc. (Ochs, 1988, pp. 141-142). | hausdd this example when | was talking about the $amo
concept of person and the belief that people hittlee ¢dontrol over their actions, but the examppallustrates
that caregivers might not be willing to excusedtah’s misdeeds by considering what they intendestbt
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self-psychology, socialization practices, gender issues and dreamataggor. According to
Mageo (1998), one important aspect of Samoan socializationga®i to teach children to
hide their inner feelings and desires and to restrain their &sipre This is tantamount to
teaching children to be strong and brawtotele. Comparing Samoa with US culture, Mageo

says:

In Samoa, by way of contrast, one never shows or shares persoingistelelen upon the
death or departure of a loved one, a person of character expressegmolyriate
sentiments — they do not cry or carry on: theylat@ele Neither does one console when

others display personal feelings. (2011, p. 85)

Different practices like shaming and teasing serve the functicload this personal side of
the self. Mageo argues from a psychoanalytic point of view. The clié$se for individual
attention is labelled with negatively connotafesdterms. The Samoan woffch designates
desire and can be translated with the English t@idvant There are a number of terms that
negatively label children’s desire for individual attention, for examiglpoto (want to be
smart),fiasili (want to be the best), ariidfaalialia/fiasio (want to make a show, to show
off). Considering these terms, what children desire is not simggtetn, it is the desire to be
perceived as being different, unique, or better than others. This desweonly negatively
labelled, it is also transformed into something undesirable through dlc&cpr of teasing,
since teasing “gives the child attention in an unpalatable féktageo, 1998, p. 63). In this
way, the desire for individual attention is also linked with a negatmotional experience.
As a consequence, children learn that individual attention can bilpa special kind of
this practice is calledaipong which is “directed either at personal shortcomings and
deformities or at the private side of experience” (ibid., p. 64). Althaegking in Samoa is
generally a playful style of relating with children, it is more thiast. Teasing focuses on
personal things and the private aspects of the self. The observed Stendancy to cloak
the personal side of the self is also the effect of teasibgl’,(p. 67). Being teased, therefore,
results in specific feelings likematamuli(lit. eyes behind, shy) armda (embarassed) (ibid., p.
98). These feelings might be the first felt contact with what rstlmave called opacity
doctrine (Robbins & Rumsey, 2008), and teasing might precisely be anlesstn that
implicitly teaches this doctrine:

The child who is ra resolutely conceals inner thoughts and feelings. This habit of hiding
an aspect of the self from others leads to hiding it from ohe&Saoans are generally
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indefinite about their own interior life and forswear the possyhdf fathoming anyone
else’s. (Mageo, 1998, p. 64)

Being indefinite about one’s own inner life and forswearing the posgilfi fathoming
anyone else’s are not two different results of Samoan sociatizatthey belong together in
Mageo’s view: “What one cannot fathom in oneself cannot be sharedmather” (1998, p.
64). Forswearing the possibility of fathoming anyone else’s inneridiftantamount to
expressing opacity claims. Mageo does therefore not only confirm theredsbf opacity
claims in Samoa, she also provides an explanatory account of how ldiesemight arise as
a consequence of specific experiences and she offers a detadagdtaesof how caregivers
imposeaga overamio, to use Shore’s terminology again (1982, p. 186).

Derek Freeman, the famous anthropologist who challelgdiaret Mead’s account of

adolescent sexuality in Samoa, arrived at a conclusion that fits quite well to glageount:

The child learns early to comply overtly with parental and chieflgtatits while
concealing its true feelings and intentions. As a result, Samoangwehatay be their
real feelings about a social situation, soon become adept at agsami outward
demeanor pleasing to those in authority (...) it is usual, espeamrtiemanding social
situations, for Samoans to display an affable demeanor which iisality, a defensive
cover for their true feelings. (1983, pp. 216-217)

If Samoans assume an “outward demeanor pleasing to those in autlibey&ngage in a
concealing strategy which makes it difficult for others to reatme true feelings and thoughts
of someone. This is also confirmed by Mageo (1989): “As with pritradaghts, however,
one controls and conceals personal feelings in order to play the api@repaal part” (ibid.,
p. 192). Since Samoans appear to assume an outward demeanor which querseals!
feelings, they can also be said to publicly present an “opaque ext€Flmop, 2008, p.
415).

But why is it so important that Samoan children learn to cloak the personal sigesetf?
Samoans “tend to regard the loto as morally suspect” (Mageo, 1998, p. 1d&). Emnore
concluded on the basis of interviews with approximately 50 informaatsirt the Samoan
conception, “human nature appears to be selfish, impulsive, and destruGvbes, 1982, p.
158). This aspect of human nature, residing in the loto, is most actoheldren who have
not yet learned to suppress it. The loto “impels children to be cheeky, challenging thefstatus
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elders” (Mageo, 1998, p. 86). Children who challenge the status of eléessigposed to
learn where their position is, and so “the most common reproach mat#édren is that they
aretautalaitiiti, which literally means “to talk above one’s age” and referhézky behavior
through which a person presumes to be above his or her station” (Mageo, 1998, p. 72).
The loss of the caregiver’s exclusive attention towards onasdlits replacement by forms
of negative attention (teasing, shaming) should, from a psychoanadyrticgb view, result in
feelings of anger. Samoan socialization practices teach childréskeéotheir appropriate
position in the social hierarchy. Consequently, “there is literadl socially acceptable way of
directly expressing anger against one’s parents” (Gerber, 1985, p. A3§mloan language,
several terms exist which indicate covert responses of angerdntgademands. Gerber
mentions “augatz, ‘laziness’, '0 'ono, ‘suppressed angerfiu, ‘fed up’, and musy
‘reluctance™ (ibid.) and says that what these terms hawemmon is “not only semantic
similarity but also the fact that they express resistangeatentally assigned work” (ibid.).
The most common and broadly accepted term in this respect iotdenusuwhich parents
use to characterize their resistant children and which carrdoslated as “be utterly
uncooperative, sullen and obdurate” or simply with “to refuse” (Milner, 1993).

Gerber gives a very lively description homwusumight show up among a group of young
people who:

will talk together, play guitars and sing quietly, the girls ncaynb each other’s hair.
When a call comes from the front room, all this pleasant ictieraceases; the look of
annoyance can be plainly read on all faces. Typically, the girlaunsk clumsily with an

exaggerated show of exhaustion, and sometimes they will whispes.™Banuine anger
may flash briefly as the servitors grimace and quietly mitmécwords of the command.
(Gerber, 1975, cited in Mageo, 2010, p. 126)

Since the direct expression of anger is not acceptable, Gerbess cmmthe following

conclusion:

To the extent they can, people will channel their anger into tmége less disruptive
feelings. To the extent they are successful, they may be unawaoevafeep their anger
is. It is likely, however, that they will continue to experiencsidees of socially
unacceptable rage which they are unable to express, and of whichahaeytbe aware.
(1985, p. 154)
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The consequences of the early experiences described in this subcaapbe far-reaching.
Gerber explains that most Samoans say of themselves “thatrtheyvare of no particular
bodily feeling that accompanies emotions, yet it is apparent ibgtundergo many of the
same physiological disturbances that have been investigated Ihologysts” (1985, p. 128).
Her informants “almost never mentioned proprioception of bodily sensaimtaeously”,
nor did they “tend to describe the subjective quality of affective reequee” (ibid., p. 137).
Gerber believes that “Samoans experience these physiologicalsaspaftfective arousal on
some level, but their explicit verbal emotion system does not ddigma &s particularly
relevant or memorable” (ibid., p. 128). Therefore, although they expeligeceal sensation
associated with certain emotions, “they are generally unable tessxjirverbally” (ibid., p.
138). However, Gerber found some informants “who were particularly ablsupply
descriptions of proprioceptions” (ibid.). Otherwise, Gerber would probaiilyrave been able
to cluster Samoan emotion terms at all. The fact that many&smcould not provide
adequate descriptions of how certain specific emotions feel tineninside is, according to
Gerber, due to “Samoans’ concentration on the social pole of emotiwhtharefore “a
matter of relative attention” (ibid.). When her informants edlkabout emotions, they
described them “in terms of the actions the feelings calle, five stereotyped scenarios in
which the feelings would be an appropriate response, and the spaeificnships with close
associates (e.g., parents, siblings, and friends) common to those séeitsidgsp. 137).
This suggests that Samoans orient “toward social or situatiefeakents rather than internal
sensations” (ibid., p. 135). This again, resonates with Shore’s ac¢semter suggests that
we might “think of body cues as available for notice, but genergtigred, while social and
external cues have been highly elaborated” (ibid., p. 141). Mageo (230&)ntrast, cannot
confirm this. Referring to her teaching experiences in the 1980sasfsethat this focus on
external aspects of emotion might have shifted more into thetidimeof its internal aspects
(ibid., p. 347).

Nevertheless, the general picture we have arrived at depictea® socialization practices as
a repression of personal impulses and individualistic motives. Eldars (1988) also
described control strategies of Samoan caregivers and mentionsetted bald imperatives
and the arousal of affects like shame and fear. The lattethéwwe the function to stop
children from behaving in unwanted ways, with shame being elicitedr ditheshaming
practices or challenging children. Although this partially confirmsgéeeral picture, Ochs
also mentions that caregivers invoke positive feelings to influehddren’s behaviour.
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According to Ochs, caregivers “often try to evoke empathy or love imall schild,
particularly when they want the child to behave in a certain way.eTieesings are referred
to generally by the termalofa’ (1988, p. 149). In Ochs’ view, Samoan children are not
completely powerless. Somewhat surprisingly, she mentions carediwdisigness to let
young children be sassy and assertive in family contexts (i.e. wigjuesis present)” (1988,
pp. 157-158). For example, a caregiver “often giggles behind the palm batidewhen a
two-year-old acts defiantly — swears, talks back, threatens, and s@b@h; p. 160) and
caregivers “often say that their young chargesusaeale ‘naughty’ andtautalaititi ‘cheeky’
with grins on their faces” (ibid., p. 161). She says that withianaily, “it is the incorrigible
child, the troublemaker, who is often the darling and the favorite of the pareids}. (ib
These observations contrast with the picture that evolved above, sduiaibzation appeared
purely authoritarian and repressive. Ochs’ contribution is therefioramportant corrective
and she helps us to make sense of what Mageo describes whensstteasagregivers “do
indeed approve of boldness and assertiveness in small children. ®haars children need
to learn is the set of contexts in which this behavior is desiratdl when it is not” (ibid.).
Mageo’s account of socialization in Samoa is therefore stildyvdlowever, it does not
provide the whole picture. Interestingly, the mere fact that Galssus about the invocation
of alofain children in order to positively influence their behaviour can hetp sse what has
been said so far in a new light. Teasing and shaming are, fropoihisof view, not merely
practices that are meant to inhibit impulses arising fromdtee Their aim is not simply to
repress such impulses for the sake of repressing, but to pavetherwhildren to be able to
show alofa, sincealofa implies an active attitude of giving and helping others - and such
prosocial behaviours are often rather at odds with the pursuit of pemswisies and
preferences. This brings us closer to an answer to the question winar®ateach opacity
doctrines — understood as described above — at all. Shore said tfratubence to discuss
or pursue purely private experience is understandable in lighheoflargely relational
identities that Samoans develop” (1982, p. 149). In this view, opacity sclamcome
understandable in the light of Samoans’ focus on relationships. Mages pto the same
direction: “In societies where most people experience thenssgvienarily as group
members, subjectivity tends to be obscure. To the degree that pepeteerese themselves
primarily as individuals, connectedness to others becomes obscure” (2002, p. 342).

In Samoa, a focus on the group and on relatedness appears to be inttredted the
enactment oflofa. Thatalofa might be as important as the repression of personal impulses
and resulting anger was also noticed by Gerber. The focus in helow@kmoan emotions
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was both on anger aradofa. She argues that “the available cultural expressions of anger do
not permit Samoans to channel effectively all their hostilerfgg| particularly when the
objects of these feelings are social superiors” (1985, p. 122) anithéheonsideration of the
conflict between anger on the one side aluda (love) andfa’aaloalo (respect) on the other
side might help to explain the contradictory accounts that sontdepict Samoans as
gentle, warm, unaggressive and full of respect (Mead, 2001) and sometarinpulsive,
aggressive and full of suppressed anger (Freeman, 1983).

At this point, some readers might wonder why a chapter on Samoafizedion practices
does not (or only casually) include the work of the most famous Samdamo@oiogists,
namely, Margaret Mead and Derek Freeman. Mead’s study in 1928 axteitsive criticism
by Derek Freeman in the early 1980s were followed by a academic and gebdéte that
brought adolescence in Samoa as well as Samoan socializatidicgsrao a worldwide
public audience (Mead, 2001 [1928]; Freeman, 1983; cf. Kroeber-Wolf & MesenHiO8,
pp. 16-20). Although Gerber (1985) values Freeman’'s observation of the ambeval
between outward appearance and inner experience among Samoans, Ghesdnitin for
giving “more weight to the feelings of anger than to the feelings ofdaderespect” (ibid., p.
156) which are, according to Gerber, at least as important for Sanaoa which are also
valued individually among Samoans. Freeman, in contrast, “gives little credence to the
subjective reality of the generous, agreeable, and submissive @esie(, 1985, p. 157). |
agree with Gerber’'s conclusion: “Rejecting the importance ddettfeelings is a mistake
equally as great as, and directly opposite to, Mead’s inabilityetdhgepotential for anger in
the Samoan character” (ibid.).

The argument between Mead and Freeman and the critighetlofaccounts have a long
history, much too long for the present work to delve into it. Both accounts,veoware
considered by many anthropologists not to represent truthfully Samoaty nealits
complexity and remain by and large merely of interest to the historgntifropology.
However, | think that Freeman’s description of the negativenigelexistent in Samoa is,
although exaggerated, at least supporting Mageo’s more careful and subtle description
At this point, it is not clear whether what has been describéar $eads to a real desinterest
in others’ mental states, or, on the contrary, to a heightened pretooupdh them, since
we have seen in other places (e.g. among the Tzotzil Maya; Groark, @@08)paque
exteriors might pique people’s curiosity to explore what is beyond thHacsuof others’
apparent behaviour. Moreover, shouldn’'t we expect people to be especallyieat with
others’ mental states in a place where it is an explicit gbabcialization practices to focus
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on others, on social interactions and relationships? Wouldn't weciegspeh people to be
especially skilled in ‘mindreading’-practices and empathy?Wwtet, then, do they assert the
opacity of other minds?

Let me try to answer these questions. | argue that the quegigingised are just another
example of how influential ToM and corresponding ideas about how we memageract
with each other presently are. As long as we think that a heightened 6n others and
relationships must necessarily go hand in hand with more ‘mindreadinggmpathic
knowing, we will not be able to find a way out of this dilemma. The onlyisolutould be to
provide a theoretical account which allows to think of a hightened focusthmns and
relationships as independent from ideas associated with ‘raghidgg. | think that Victoria
McGeer’s (2001, 2007) account is of much help here. It is an account ithgé bs much
closer to what we can actually learn from case studies farealwhere the opacity of other
minds is asserted. Victoria McGeer recently proposed allmlcaegulative conception of
folk psychology” (2007). She argues that folk psychology is not simply about explaming a

predicting behaviour — in her view, it is a normative practice:

our folk-psychological competence consists in our aptitude for making owgselve
understandable to one another, as much as on our aptitude for understandingtbee
And we do this by making (self and other) regulative use of the ndratsgbvern

appropriate attributions of a range of psychological states. (2007, p. 148)

McGeer prefers to talk of “psycho-practical know-how” or “psycho-jprattexpertise”
(2001, p. 110). Instead of heaving to know how behaviours interact with pmeaii@l states,
interactions succeed if one knows how behaviours interact with sated, norms of
comportment and rules. Based on this knowledge, people adjust theibehamiour and
interpret the behaviour of others. This of course also impactgpbople predict and explain
each others’ behaviour. A constant reference to individual mentes stacomes superfluous
— instead, people refer to social roles and how shmuld behave according to the shared
norms. The consequences of McGeer’s view are radical since th&jogube importance of
ToM and ‘mindreading’-practices in our everyday life:

much of the work of understanding one another in day-to-day interactiamst ireally

done by us at all, explicitly or implicitly. The work is done atlgand carried by the
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world, embedded in the norms and routines that structure such intesagtitcGeer,
2001, p. 119)

| have described above how socialization in Samoa can be summasized‘imposition of
aga overamio” (Shore, 1982, p. 186). This actually confirms McGeer’s theoftedmzount,
since “skilled psycho-practioners are not just able to read p#wple in accord with shared
norms; they also work to make themselves readable in accord with #amse norms”
(McGeer, 2001, p. 118). And this is precisely what Samoans, accordimg aathropological
accounts presented above, do. They learn via socialization to re@ppdses arising from
theloto in order to behave in line witliga At the same time, they learn that others behave in
accordance with their social role rather than with their privatgeteand motivations.

Note, that all this is not about an “either-or”, but a matterophasis. In applying McGeer to
the Samoan case, | do not want to suggest that Samoans stick tonfolense Westerners
are mindreading all the time. On the contrary, the Samoan casé Imeighus to detect a
blind-spot in our own theorizing, which is heavily influenced by ToM ideas and often neglects
the role of shared norms. Sticking to shared norms and mindreading ihisgnb®th weand
Samoans do — however, each culture might emphasize different asfetctaich different
emphases do not force a rethinking of theories of mind and empatisg— they only force a
rethinking of the explanatory power we ascribe to such theories. Hsaidghis, let us now

have a look at the status of ‘mindreading’ and empathy in Samoa.

5.6 ‘Mindreading’ in Samoa

First of all, it is necessary to say that the Samoan concépe twito and resultant behaviour
(amio), although disavowed, is a clear indicator that Samalanknow about the private
aspects and individual drives of other persons. As a matter qf tfeefoto is never
“socialized away” completely. Repressed impulses do never comgpthsappear. On the
contrary, a society will either have to cope with occasional outbarststablish culturally
legitimate forms of how these repressed aspects can be @xpfémsmore information see
Mageo, 1998). In gossip, for example, people talk about absent persons in a m@nner
appropriate for conversations in public. According to Mageo (1998), to satalk#s gossip
“is also to infer that it is motivated by personalistic animwaher than proper moral
concerns” (ibid., p. 72). So the awareness of such personalistic imthdsesise in théoto
seems to persist. This becomes also obvious when considering thigafaSamoan’s often

accept children’s reluctant behaviounysy. When labelling children’s resistance rasisy
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Samoans are at the same time aware of the private intimatioms and feelings that lead to

this kind of resistance. Gerber explains this as follows:

the existence of the cultural definition of musu can assist Sanmaesaining unaware
of their own conflicts, or at least in masking them. The terrmsde function as much to

conceal the nature of a particular inner experience as it serves to 35, p. 129)

The ongoing existence of personalistic impulses is also acknowledgeohsdmationally
accepted by the Samoan figure of the doubte)( The double comes into play in situations
of courtship. The Samoan terfa’asoa can be translated as “to mediate in love affairs”
(Shore, 1982, p. 164). The double is allowed to speak about the personal serdimiegtalf

of the absent lover. In doing so, “a double also personifies the pessdmaf the self, oloto

— repressed or channeled in all former discourses — now virtually free* (Mageo, 1998, p. 107).
The institutionalization of the double can be seen as an exampldeofSamoan
acknowledgement that theage inner feelings, thoughts, motivations and desires. The double
“embodies doto throroughly trained to act in the service of sociocentric val(iegd.) and
thus mediates between individual will and sociocentric values.

Another important argument brought forward by Kevin Groark (2008) waadirmentioned

in the previous chapter. Groark (2008) argued that the establishmsaotiaf opacity on a
societal level presupposes knowledge of others’ inner states. Thiaeetlyat private mental
states must be artfully concealed via the presentation of opadesoes and various
manoeuvres designed to frustrate others’ ‘mindreading’-attempts aslkanowledgment that
people know about the possibility to gain insight in others’ mentaMifdle direct exchange
about personal impulses and feelings is frustrated by opaque exseribssrategies of active
occlusion among the Tzotzil, imaginative speculations about what theistieally thinking
and feeling become more important (Groark, 2008).

From all the anthropological studies that deal with the opacity of otieds phenomenon,
the contribution of Alessandro Duranti (2008) in the Anthropological Quaiis=ue on the
opacity of other minds is probably the most straightforward and condgptlaborate
attempt to clarify whether opacity doctrines have an impact on eaddrg. According to
Duranti, “conscious and explicit reading of other minds is one of the h@ssiutes to
understanding a situation retrospectively and prospectively” (2008, p. 492j)efEnence to
the theory of mind framework is obvious. Interestingly, mindreading e®rescious and
explicit process for Duranti. Although some scholars support the that something like
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implicit mindreading exists, Duranti focuses on the explicit and monsatous forms that
would certainly best be captured experimentally by tasks axpkcit verbal predictiortype
(see chapter 2). Although he thinks that “communities (and individualg)in the extent to
which reading other minds is recognized, verbalized, and justified.(ipi 492), Duranti
thinks that “some kind of mind reading obviously goes on in Samoa, like in amyptdhe in
the Pacific or elsewhere” (ibid., p. 490). He suggests to exarpor@aeous interactions in
everyday life as a way to investigate local forms of mindreading eowides two examples
from his own field work experience in Samoa. The first fosuse a situation in which a
speaker makes a prediction about what someone else will do, the secandituation in
which someone interprets what another person wants. Both types of weethaties,
according to Duranti, “are candidates for evidence of mind reading” (2008, p. 487).

In the first example, some women are sitting together and see the child of anotlzer wioon
Is absent. They suspect that the child’s mother might come and g@ionerves with her
stories. Duranti rejects this example — | think rightly - as/fe of inference that is based on
repeated, generalizable, and even routinized behavior” (2008, p. 489). @latigmehat this
child’s mother will come to get on their nerves might be nothingentibkan an expectation
grounded in previous observations. Still, it is another example thmaline with the idea that
we often predict other people’s behaviour by other means than meai&lirderence, for
example by generalizing on the basis of previous behaviour (cf. Andrews, RODBxanti's
(2008) words:

Everywhere in the world people are constantly trying to make preatcéibout what will
happen. Some of this prediction work is concerned with what specific dodigi will do.
One could argue that this is an example of reading another person’sl mimald argue
that this is a limited case of mind reading because itdean expectations grounded in
knowledge of previously observed behavior. (ibid., pp. 488-489)

Duranti rejects this example as a limited case of mimtinga although | would say that it is
no example of mindreading at all: it goes unnoticed by Duranti that sugpétat someone
might come and get on someone’s nerves does neither involve memainsérence nor
mental state attribution or mindguessing. Duranti then argues tisatatdifferent type of
situation when a speaker shows that he or she has interpretesowigaine else has just done
or said as evidence of some specific desire that the persarohazade explicit” (2008, p.
489). In his second example, little O. rejects some smaller i@cdanana until she is

135



offered the biggest piece. Her older sister R. comments onrttiisaacribes to her younger
sister the specific wish not only to get a bigger piece butvémg big one™ (ibid.). Duranti

comments on this:

What is important in this example is that little O. has mid $hat she wants the biggest
piece. She has merely rejected the pieces that her motheieaatotgive her. For this
reason R.’s statement that O. wants the biggest piece availasleount as an inference

about what O. is thinking but not saying. (ibid.)

One could ask, however, whether R’s statement must really coumhastal state inference
and as an example for mindreading since R’s statement is &fiker©. has already received
the biggest piece. Therefore, her statement can also be intdrpsetesimple description of
what has already happened. In this case, the mental state vant’ “@an be used to
redescribe in mentalistic terms the entire interaction withaytneed for an “inference about
what O. is thinking but not saying” (ibid.). However, saying that O. wituet®iggest piece is
at least a case of mental state attribution.

Summing up, we cannot agree with Duranti’'s conclusion that his egarfggmonstrate that
some kind of mind reading obviously goes on in Samoa” (ibid., p. 490). Intefhgsting
however, Duranti adds that his examples might “might also indicatechildten are more
likely than adults to engage in this type of mind reading” (ibithis resonates with Ochs’
suggestion that lower-ranking persons in Samoa have to decenter hathérigher-ranking
ones (cf. Ochs, 1988).

But apart from my critique of Duranti’'s example: of course tlaeeeexamples of mental state
inference in Samoa. Let me give an example from my own experiences in Samwag(iian
on my field-work in Samoa will be provided in the next chapter). Onenimmpr my whole
guest-family left on a pick-up to a nearby village in order to doesshopping. | didn’t join
them, and in our hut, their 2-1/2 year old son was still asleep. I§jlana sneaky way, they
went to the pick-up. | whispered to my host-mother: “Why are you leaving like this?” And she
said: “He will be angry when he realizes that we are Igawiithout him.” In this moment,
the young boy woke up, saw his parents and sibs near the pickup, began togwy [anedtty
angry. Apparently, my host-mother had correctly inferred his mental, stithough it might
have been on the basis of previously observed behaviour. Neverthelesstah state was
inferred. Mental state attributions occur as soon as memti@ssterms are ascribed, be it
silently or aloud. Eleanor Ruth Gerber listed about 50 Samoanamietms in her study on
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Samoan emotions in 1985. The mere existence of emotion terms pravesethtal state
attributions do occur; and as soon as these terms are used — fpleexagossip — mental-
state-talk occurs. Moreover, the mere existence of these tmesspposes that they can
potentially be expressed. In Samoan language, terms related ng$eaflianger are especially
elaborated. For examplltomand is used to describe the absence of angry thoughiso

is used for suppressed angés, andfa‘ali‘i can be translated as angry dath'u‘z means
“sulky”. In Samoa, anger is an elaborated emotion precisepuseone should not let it out
in interactions (especially when higher-ranking persons arentjepesciselybecausat is so
important not to lose face. This also demonstrates that opaquiemxéee not in contrast to a
strong awareness and verbal elaboration of inner mental states.mungtdoe suppressed and
is so highly elaborated because it threatens group harmony. But theldligihagon and
suppresionpresupposehe possibility of its outburst, and an outburst is nothing else than
directly perceivable expression.

As described above, children in Samoa might sometimes have to dgugssw a higher-
ranking person’s mind in order to grasp the meaning of a command, fonplexa
Mindguessing does also occur when people have to adjust their behaviour whge be
observed. Since people in Samoa are under constant social scrutiny, bebadotly @ga)
requires the continuous anticipation of how others might evaluate onessadthis can, for
standard situations, be done by a simple reliance on rules of comportment. In rigreoais
situations, however, or in situations where rules of comportmenifdittle help or suggest
two possible behaviours, mindguessing is the only possibility left focipating others’
potential evaluations. We have seen above that Duranti (2008)drmuasérve mindreading
and mental state attribution as it occurs in everyday intera¢#i6@8). Yet instead of
observing people in their everyday interactions, we could also askdinectly whether they
think about other people’s mental states. In this case, the apptacmight sound most
naive in an anthropologist's ear could be quite telling, at Iéasieiinterviewees simply
started to mindguess without hesitation — if they don’t, then anthropologigts object that
direct questions do rarely lead to satisfying answers. But whaeyf started to explicitly
guess what is in another person’s mind? At this point, | will prebeeé short interviews |
did on my second trip to Samoa in 2010. Since the result of these emieritis quite well
into the present subchapter and since the empirical part of thik dams focus on

experimental studies, | will present them on the following pages in smalkesize.
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One of the interviewees was part of my guest fantilg other two were interviewed in the context of
my experimental studies in a primary school. Ssrpgly, the answers | got do not even prove the
prevalence of opacity claims. Admittedly, | inteawied only a handful of people and with limited
knowledge of Samoan, which is why | could not degpler directly after receiving an answer. The
interviewees’ answers were audiorecorded and Hatarscribed and translated with the help of
Samoan assistants. At this point, however, | wantefer to the principle of falsification: few
examples of explicit guessing of what is going m@amother person’s mind in Samoa would be enough
to question the prevalence of opacity claims ang het to hype the fact that they exist.

The following extracts of my conversations with Smms provide examples that strongly contrast
with the notion of opacity claims we have hearduhg to this point (A = Author, interviewer; | =
Interviewee). The English translations are wordvird translations. This results in bad English —
however, the translation is thus very close todtiginal Samoan answers and free from additional

interpretation.
The first interview was done with26 year-old father of one child who lives in a very rural area of
Savai'i and works as a teacher in a primary schdelwas giving the most representative answer one
could think of when looking for statements thatgudially cast doubt on the prevalence of opacity
claims in Samoa:
A: E mafai ona e mate le mafaufauga o isi tagata?
Can you guess the thought of another person?
I: E mafai!

I can!
This is, at least at first glimpse, like a perfeandidate to oppose the idea that opacity clairas ar
widespread in Samoa. Moreover, it seems to contirah mindguessing occurs in Samoa. However,
one could argue that the question is not specificugh and might have been interpreted by the
interviewee differently. To a slightly varied guest, the man provided the following example.

A: E mafai ona e mate sa‘o o le mafaufauga o gata?

Can you correctly guess the thought of anotherqe?rs
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I: O le isi tagata la e iloa o lo ta mafaufau e analisa e vice-versa, e mafai ona o ta mate |aunhz
o le isi tagata i ana mea e fai, ah, fa‘ata‘itafgapea e, o sa ta friend o sa'u uo. A fa‘apea’a sio
teine, ah, for example, o la‘u uo teine ia ma sactdaama foi a ah, tusa o la e close a maua maua’u
teine, ae iai la ta uo tama, ta te vaai ai atiisni, tele a ina ,... tusa a, tusa a, a ta‘u a dauefriend
tama lea o lo‘u uso, ah. E ta te va‘ai atu a tasni, e close tele ai la'u uo tama i la‘u uo telaa, la
ua tupu loa ma lo'u mafaufau, pei a la‘a, la tifjpi @ la‘u uo teine lea, ae alu i la‘'u uo tama. & alu
a, e sa'o a lo‘'u mafaufau, o la‘'u mate na sa‘@a tele ina tipi a‘'u e la‘u uo teine, ae feildad ma

la‘'u uo tama lea.

Some Person who knows our thought, it is possliie,vice-versa, we can guess the thought of
another person by the things he does, for exangpiefriend, my friend. For example my girlfriend,
ah, for example, my girlfriend and my boyfriend,tliike we are close with my girlfriend, but | had a
boyfriend and we met sometimes, often,.... so, 4d thas called by my boyfriend his brother, ah.
Then | saw at some time, my boyfriend was veryechth my girlfriend, so my thought developed,
like that, that girlfirend of mine will cut me athd go to my boyfriend. Time goes by, and my thpugh

my guess was right, | was cut by my girlfriend ahd then went around with this boyfriend of mine.

Still, one might argue that this does not necelyservolve something like mindguessing, since what
is predicted is a certain course of events. In\fdsv, the quotation simply reveals his own thosght
and his creeping suspicion. Notice, however, thatimterviewee himself provided this anecdote as an
example for my question whether he can correctlysgithe thought of another person. Moreover, he
says that it is possible to guess the thought oftean person by the things he does — and thisditg

well with the mindguessing definition developedchmapter 2, although the example he gives does not

clearly demonstrate this.

The second interview was done with i@ year-old sisterof my guest-father. She lives in a small
rural village on Savai'i and has two daughters. Wkbhe was younger, she used to work in a hotel
where tourists from overseas stayed. Therefore Ehglish was quite good. Nevertheless, she gave
her answers in Samoa.

A: E iai se taimi e te mafaufau po‘o a ni mea oloiafaufau iai isi tagata?

Is there a time you think what are some things #imaither person are thinking?

I: loe! E iai, ah. E iai le taimi oute..oute nofeamu mafaufau, pea po‘o lea se mea o0 manatu lo‘u

tuagane e fai ia te a'u, ah, po‘o manatu lo‘u tuegiase mea e fai ah. loe, e iai le masalao, &, le
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masalo, ou te masalosalo lava e iai se mea o lajtano ai ia, ah;...Tinei ia te a‘u, ah. E iai se.roda

e manatu Tinei e fia tau mai ia te a‘u, ah. loaaie

Yes! There is, yes. There is the time when I...dmsltl think, what is the thing or is this the timy
brother says/does to me, ah, if my brother is thipkabout something to do. Yes, there is the
speculation, ah, there is the speculation, | amlyespeculating if there is something he wants, ah...

Tinei want from me, ah. Is there something Tinikihthat he wants to tell me. Yes! ... there is.

Notably, the words “I am really speculating if teds something he wants” and “Is there something
Tinei thinks that he wants to tell me” are cleandguessing examples and contrast with anything like
a strong reading of Samoan opacity claims. Moreabery contradict Ochs’ observation that mental

states in Samoa are not a suitable object for $gtmo (cf. Ochs 1988).

The following quotation is again an example for dgnessing. Although her guess what the other
person wants might be based on routine or preveyserience with that other woman, she still

guesses what the other woman mighnt Therefore, the object of her guess is again aahetate.

A: E mafai ona e mate mafaufauga o isi tagata?

Is it possible to guess the thoughts of anothesq&?

PAUSE

I: O le isi taimi.....e..e..e mafai, ah; pe a (¢t tilotilo lelei iai le tagata, e pei o; fa‘apa ou alu, ou
te alu foi nale ou te vaai atu o la ete sau, alieanaitaua a o le fafine le la, @ masani a oneaain e
lalaga le ietoga po‘o le fala. O’u vaai atu lossaa le fafine ia te a‘u, ia e tasi la‘'u mate fa@pa foi

€ sau ia,e sau Sieni ia te a'u e mana'o i se laleE iai la le taimi e mateia ai e a'u le mea la

mana'‘o iai le tagata.

Sometimes... it, it, it is possible, ah; when takmad look at the person, for example; like when,| g

| go over there and | see that you are coming,baf,| recongnise there that woman over there, | use
to see her weaving fine mats or mats. So | seethleatvoman is coming to me, and | have one single
guess like this: Probably she is coming again, iSiercoming to me because she wants pandanus

leaves, ah. There is the time where | guess thg thie person wants.

Later in the interview, she confirms that her gugas indeed correct.
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More in line with opacity claims seems to be thgibring of the following conversation with 3%
year-old mother of 3 children who started to give answers in English untilltitber to use Samoan.
This woman lived in one of the most remote areaSanfai’i, in a village about 2-3 hours away from
the ferry that connects Savai'i with the main islagpolu. | interviewed her in a primary school afte
experimentally testing children there, since shmec#o pick up her child (or children). In the ceud
the conversation, this woman reveals herself ta bempetent ‘mindguesser’ who carefully monitors
others’ facial expressiveness.

A: E iai se taimi e te mafaufau po‘o a ni mea oloiafaufau iai isi tagata?

Is there some time you are thinking about whatsamme things other people are thinking?

I: No. Only me and my husband, my children...thoughterytime, doesn’t matter another people.
LAUGHS.

A: Leai?

No?

I: Leai.

No.

A: E mafai ona e mate le mafaufauga o isi tagata?

Can you guess the thoughts of other people?

I: lal | can...

A: Fa'‘a Samoal!

In Samoan!

I: ...ou te mafai ona ou iloa le mea la e mafaufadedsi tagata, e fa‘aali mai i ona foliga ah, iaon

manatu, e iloa la e a'u le mea la e mana'o aidatt le isi tagata ia te a‘'u, ah. E mafai ona atema

le mea la e mafaufau ai le isi.....
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...I can because | know the thing other people thinkhows on their faces, ah, their thought, so |
know that thing the person wants, the other pefsom me, ah. | can guess the thing another person

is thinking about.

Another example is worth mentioning, although | énaot audiorecorded iA woman around 40
who was working in Apia with an Australian bosslieg with a paradigmatic opacity claim to my
guestion whether she sometimes thinks about wihatr ggeople are thinking. She clearly denied this
and said that she is not interested in that. Howevbken the Australian boss — who had known this
woman for a long time and supported my researcskedaher the same question in a more colloquial
style, expressing that he can't believe this, sidenly opened up and said that she sometimes
wonders whether her husband thinks of other women.

The examples just presented are few and do probadilyulfil the requirements of anthropological,
gualitative research. However, | think that theg good enough to relativize the opacity claims
observed in Samoa and to demonstrate that Sandoghgk about what is going on in other persons’

minds.

With respect to ‘mindreading’ in Samoa, the conclusion is therefoxesimilar to the one

that was drawn for the whole bunch of anthropological studies at thefethé previous

chapter: a great deal of what is usually associated with time't@ndreading’ is common in
Samoa as well. Again, we cannot answer the status of falged betierstanding by simply
looking at the different anthropological reports. The next chaptethweitefore focus on false
belief understanding in Samoa.

5.7 Empathy in Samoa

In the previous chapter, | have already introduced the idea that empmadghy have

something to do with attachment. This idea was put forward in theogaiogical context by
Jeannette Mageo, who specializes in Samoa. Mageo’s (2011) maiis ideaonceptualize
empathy as “re-directed attachment”. Intuitively, this makes sé&esé&Vaal tells us that the
“selection pressure to evolve rapid emotional connectedness $itebed in the context of
parental care long before our species evolved” (2008, p. 282) and thus lirdepéuity for

emotional connectedness, which is considered to be an important aspatipathy, to

parental care. He goes on: “Once the empathic capacity existed, it could be apploithat
rearing context and play a role in the wider network of socialiosaekhips” (ibid.). Using a
more ‘biological’ vocabulary, de Waal actually confirms Magealsai In arguing that

attachment is realized differently across cultures, Mageo pawesway for different
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‘versions’ of empathy that build on early attachment experiencegedlargues that the idea
of sensitive mothering as an indicator and precondition for seatieehment “is so
ideological a feature of US developmental models that it obscures digtgmactices” (2011,
p. 71). She says that distancing practices play “an equally fundameiletah rdeveloping
culture styles of attachment and empathy” (ibid.). Therefore, pewpigwhere in the world
use such practices to create insecurities in children anm8& as well as in the US, although
the practices themselves might differ. According to Mageo, rdistg in the US “begins at
birth in the hospital with the separation of the infant from aisify and continues through
practices of leaving the child alone in its crib or in a fencegpgla while its mother leaves
the room. Later the mother leaves the child with babysitters dayaiare” (ibid., pp. 79-80).
Distancing practices create boundaries, and according to Mageo, ghegisely what makes
empathy possible. The ability to distinguish between oneself and the istiedeed an
important element in many definitions of empathy (cf. Decety & $ackd004) which helps
to distinguish it from other forms like emotional contagion. Distag@ractices, from this
point of view, help children to acknowledge the basic difference degtvself and other:
“Caretakers prepare the way for empathy by forging boundaries thae dedcial actors
through distancing practices that generate insecure attachment” (Mageo, 2011, p. 71).
Mageo thus objects to Ainsworth’s (1973) account which generally pathddogjigecure
attachment, since aspects of insecure attachment must, acdortageo, not necessarily be
considered as a deficient mode of attachment. Rather, it isnatitative aspect of
socialization in every culture. Distancing practices help chltiveecognize boundaries, they
are “crafted to curtail what elders view as boundary confusiort iaunreflective
identifications between individuals or groups that people in the culagard as distinct”
(Mageo, 2011, p. 72). Distancing practices therefore help to defind smiis that are
supposed or not supposed to engage in empathic relations — and what ¢redsgnge are
differs across cultures. With respect to Samoa, Mageo argue$ehaasic social unit is the
group rather than the individual. According to Mageo, “empathy is an extenssetf atross
a boundary, however self is culturally defined” (ibid.). Distancing am&a frustrates
children’s desire for oneness with the primary caregiver lansl atndermines “the prototype
of the self-other bond that characterizes Western stylesaachatent and empathy” (ibid., p.
75). At the same time, however, this helps children to redinedt tesire to bond to other
persons, to groups — and to develop empathy. For Mageo, empathy “isifaforas-of
attachment: it appropriates and redirects a state (idetitfiaand behaviors (love and care)
that characterize attachment” (ibid., p. 72).

143



We have already heard that Samoan caregivers begin to distamcehtloeen and frustrate
their desire for individual, exclusive attention from about 18 monthg@foawards. At the
same time, children become part of the communitgilofngs which includes children from
other members of the extended family. From now on, older sisterdemsdoften) brothers
care for the youngest one. Children now have to identify with a graead of the mother,
and they have to show behaviours that characterized the mother-chiltbdyads members
of this group. Mageo argues that “to the extent that a cultureoigogriented, normative
attachment is among group members and empathy flows between groups$yas)ghaen, to
treat another group as if it were one’s own” (ibid., pp. 72-73). Nownjjathy in Samoa is
not so much a matter between two individuals, but between groups oriaduadand a
group, then individual mental states might be less important. MageotisatySonly in
cultures where cultural models of self emphasize inner experisnempathy a matter of
seeing/feeling as if one were another” (ibid., p. 76) and points ouliffeeence between
empathy in different cultural contexts:

Attachment in more individually oriented places inspires empathgnagmaginative
identification of self with another, bridging the self/other dividemore socially oriented
locales, attachment leads to empathy as enacted: giving carfésjrbgth material gifts
like food but also more abstract gifts of service — what Sama@dintsatua— to one’s own

group, and through ceremonies, feasts, and festivals to other §tdilgd., p. 78)

Here we find again the idea that empathy in Sameaasted Mageo says that attachment in
early life “inspires a state of identification, which in tunspires attendant behaviors of love
and care” (ibid., p. 69). All this confirms the importancealofa (LCCP) in Samoa. However,
alofais not just a consequence of an imaginative identificationlbivit@d another, since this
kind of identification is frustrated from early on. Rather, LCCRhes result of redirected
attachment. This idea is also present in Gerber’'s waklofd and the terms that are most
closely related to it in meaning probably code a basic affect invalwdsocial bonding”
(1985, p. 153). This strongly supports my argument that empathy is primarily

compassionate response:

%4 |t is important to mention that Mageo does notevirir a binary contrast between cultures: “Am krth
arguing for a binary contrast between cultures ropathy? My effort has been to establish a heurfstic
thinking about attachment and empathy along with tblations between them. In Samoa, there is ample
evidence for hybrids that date back at least tot&¥esontact” (2011, p. 87).
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While empathy does not equal kindness and support, these behaviors floanepasty
toward a person or group to whom we feel attached. People learansfetr these
behaviors to new objects and to astifthey felt attached to them. (Mageo, 2011, pp. 86-
87)

| have argued in the previous chapter that the reconsideratidre afoncept of empathy
‘through the lense of attachment’ might help us to better conceqgumiid define empathy,
since it would suggest to consider empathy as a primarily compassiesponse towards a
real, present (and important) other. | argued that empathy leadsunsiérstand the ‘*how’-
aspect of another’s experience via imaginative processes and sNaiegver, | argued that
this sharing might lead us to engage in behaviours associated w@P.L&ccording to
Mageo, however, we redirect a state of identification thatachenzes early attachment
relationships when we are empathetic. Yet since early ateathmalready characterized by
LCCP, redirecting the state of identification that charazgerearly attachment does result in
LCCP withoutthe necessity to grasp and share the ‘how’-aspect of anotherseexgevia
imaginative processes or bodily empathy.

This leads us to ask whether grasping the ‘how’-aspect of an individesgbsrience is
important in Samoa at all. If not, we would not only havadaptour empathy definition -
we would have to do away with an important and central aspectAxdabrding to Mageo,
empathy in Samoa is not “a matter of seeing/feeling as if one avather” (2011, p. 76), itis
as-if form of attachment which leads us to identify with othgvbat happens when we
identify with others? One might argue that identifying with others mékegen easier to
grasp how they feel. However, identification might also lead one to mirdownplay or
even neglect the differences between oneself and the otherndfgts identify with their
peer group, the ‘how’-aspect of anotledividual’'s experience is less important, since people
expect their peers to be interested in the same things, to #&eebime way about them and so
forth. To speak of identification might even imply that the boundariesees the self and
the other get blurred or that they are not clearly recognized. Ontogdigetiowever, it
might be quite appropriate to speak of identification in this sesisee babies do not clearly
distinguish between themselves and the mother. If empathy redirstztteaf identification
characteristic for early attachment relationships, is i {hessible to learn something about
empathy between adults by looking back at what characterizes eadhrnaént? From a
phenomenological point of view, it might be most adequate to say thauotiher-infant dyad
creates a shared space of attention and feeling in whichncertaitions are jointly invoked
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and co-constructed (cf. Stern, 1985). We tend to think of empathy as sonvelichdets us
understandhe other in dyadic interactions. Yet if we take seriously the stiggeto think of
empathy as redirected attachment, then we should question this focus tamnttieg, since
what is going on in early attachment might be better describEthsfiihlung® (one-feeling)
than Einflhlung (feeling into another person; empathy). Mother and infant jointly invoke
specific emotions and feelings. In order to facilitate bonding, tleegoastitute and co-
construct a shared spaicewhich mood, emotions, and feelings of both participants are co-
regulated.

Does this tell us anything about our empathic encounters as aduiisR it tat least hints to
two important points, namely, the idea of joint negotiation and co-cotistrugn the one
hand and the attachment-function on the other. If | empathize antleane, the empathizee
himself changes. In being empathized with, the feeling formerly expedealone is now
empathically assessed by another person. | argue that this viechdages the feeling of the
empathizee. Both co-construct an empathic situation in which thatleirge’s wish to be
empathized with and the empathizer’s attempts to do so crehteed feeling that influences
the formerly individually felt ones. Hollan and Throop say that what makgsthy difficult
Is “that even the people we are attempting to empathize wighnomiaknow why they think,
act, or feel the way they do, or ewshatthey think or feel at certain times” (2011, p. 8). This
confirms that many empathic-processes might be about jointly negotiaghggs and co-
constructing an empathic situation. This might help people to identify egith other. As a
matter of fact, if empathy really develops out of our earlychtteent relationships and if
empathy is redirected attachment, then empathy among adults mighe about attachment
and bonding in the first place. In this view, creating a shared $paempathy might help to
establish social bonds and to feel responsible for each other. Andnight indeed be
empathy’sprimary function.

What does all this tell us about empathy in Samoa? | have arguedefgtence to various
anthropologists that Samoan childhood is very different from what ehildxperience in
more Western countries. Since children’s autonomy is an impaaiglization goal in more
individually-centered places (cf. Keller, 2007), we would expect joegotiation and co-
construction of feelings to become less in the course of childhoodnéetxplain this. In
Western culture, children are encouraged to talk about their desdgweferences, they are
taught to rely on themselves and to find out for themselves what tiely Wherefore, the

joint negotiation and co-construction of feelings that characterizedearly attachment

%5 | do not use the terminsfiihlungin Scheler's (1923) sense here. | simply use ¢h@ in order to make the
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relationship is transformed into assessmentf them via interactions that emphasize the
subjective life of the child. In asking their children what they wargfer, intend, and desire,
they learn that they have authority over how they feel and that other jseafiampts to
assess what they feel must be approved by themselves. In Samoarastcehildren are
socialized to repress and subordinate their more private impulsasler to serve higher-
ranking people and to understand themselves as being part of a(geeupkin). Therefore,
Samoan children learn exactly the opposite: in their daily actionshtnee little freedom of
choice and their personal preferences, desires and feelingSraneor importance and not in
the center of others’ attention (cf. Mageo, 1998). Socialization imo8aemphasizes
relatedness over autonomy. Therefore, individual feelings might nivedied as something
of great importance that can and must be assessed in dyadionstigis. If it comes to
feelings, joint negotiation and co-construction might be more important itithvidual
authority over own feelings. Some anthropologists point in the sameiaire€hrough an
ethnographic and textual analysis of Nukulaelae gossip, Besnier (1995)atoasly show
how emotions are an object of gossip, he also demonstrates how ¢heyoduced and
constituted jointly among gossipers. Nukulaelae belongs to Tuvalu, whichkies Sdmoa — a
Polynesian island. Tuvaluan has borrowed considerably from Samoan angempie even
speak Samoan there. According to Besnier, “gossip is a site fpratiectionof emotions. In
other words, Nukulaelae gossipers and, | would surmise, gossipers in maay ot
societies..use gossip to trigger certain emotional experiences among thesis@esnier,
1995, p. 231). Although Besnier admits that emotional experiences mighienaailable to
the individual, he says that “they are nevertheless best achtevachunally, in the same
fashion that the representation of emotions in gossip narratiyeistly produced”’(ibid.). In
his view, those emotions do not automatically disappear when attempggol fadls, but they
become socially irrelevant (ibid., p. 235). Besnier further arguesfékfihgs which have
become socially irrelevant are also difficult to sustain:

Without the participation of others, gossip itself and the emotionsatkatlaborated in
gossip (anger, disgust, outrage) are difficult to sustain, and, wiale rhay stay with
particular individuals for a certain period of time, there arengt social motivations for
them to disappear. In short, emotions associated with gossip emelye ¢ortext of

social interaction. (ibid.)

point that what is going on in early attachmenatiehships is not primarily about feelimgto the other.
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As a consequence, Besnier suggests to consider emotion attribution as a coopskative t

The implication of these patterns is that the representationatiriblution of emotion
categories areooperative taskemotion attribution is jointly achieved by the quoting and
the quoted parties if the emotion is identified in a reporpe@sh string, and it is jointly
achieved by the gossiper and his or her interlocutors when therfteadthe latter to
name the relevant emotion. Without relying on other people's combriutit is very
difficult to conduct gossip successfully and, in particular, to ateilot third parties
morally suspect emotions. (ibid., p. 230)

While the former quotation might suggest that Besnier refers ortlyet verbal attribution of
emotion categories, the following words make clear that it is al®’s own emotional

experience that is shaped by interactional processes in a cooperative andragrt ma

the creation and maintenance of the “right” emotional tengingly constructecby the

various participants involved. Achieving the proper emotional tendwus hot a simple
matter of displaying the emotions that the speaker experiencesailiytebut rather is a
matter of finding a way to elicit a specific emotion from oneiteriocutor, and to
maintain that particular emotion in focus and at a level of sefficintensity. (ibid., p.
234)

Duranti extends the idea of joint constitution and co-construotidhe domain of meaning:
“For Samoans, meaning is jointly accomplished by speaker and audienckishaason, a
Samoan speaker does not reclaim the meaning of his words by sayiium’tl mean it”
(1985, p. 49). According to Duranti, such a “practice of linguistic beinaharply contrasts
with the ‘reflectionist view,” according to which the meaningsofneone’s words is given by
his expressed/recognizable intentions” (ibid.). If an utterancedameihothing more than the
expression of inner intentions, then “the audience’s role is that ofgymemng what is
supposedly already there” (ibid.).

| have argued above that people who demonstrate opaque exteriors migbeladisiberently,
since the feeling lying behind an expressed state is not theasaméeeling lying behind an
unexpressed state. This seems to support the idea that indi@dliag$ and their assessment
in dyadic encounters might be of minor importance in more group-orientaekpilke Samoa.
Opaque exteriors and opacity claims do not only force joint negotiatiomatians in cases

148



in which they become publicly relevant, they are themselves, so &k, sie result of a
community’s joint negotiation to deemphasize and conceal emotional expressivenes

In a nutshell, it might indeed be possible that the ‘how’-aspechathar’s experience, or,
more generally, dyadic forms of empathy are less important and deeéneghiasplaces like
Samoa. We should not take this as the ultimate truth, howeveiis lohigpter, we have also
encountered some aspects of empathy developed in chapters 3 and 4. fyr@arlyeon,
children have to attend to what higher-ranking people expect them tohich sometimes
requires grasping their intentions (cf. Ochs, 1988). This involves aircettgree of
decentering or perspective-takimg dyads Mageo claimed that empathy is “a matter of
seeing/feeling as if one were another” (2011, p. 76) only in individuakyted places. But
at least in situations where one has to grasp another’s intentispepeve-taking indeed a
matter of seeing as if one were the other in Samoa asMaglleo’s account emphasizes the
importance ofalofa: “In Samoa, the word for empathy #&ofa’ (2011, p. 77). This is
confirmed by Ochs (1988), who tells us that caregivers try to evokatay or love in small
children and says that these feelings are referred adbg (ibid., p. 149). Gerber says that
“the feeling of alofa is viewed as being owed to everyone” (1985, p. 143edtitgly, she
describes a situation informants paradigmatically invoke when they have tddaufia

The scenario frequently invoked to illustrate this sense of alofamamimal behavioral
requirement is as follows: an old person, often portrayed as aetramgeen walking
along the road, carrying a heavy burden. It is hot, and perhaps the elasriler tired.
The appropriate response in this instance is a feeling of alofah whpdies helpful or
giving actions such as taking over the burden or providing a cool drink ancea@last.
(Gerber, 1985, p. 145)

This description is interesting for several reasons. Falsffa is triggered by the direct
perception of someone. Although it is not clear whethlefa is triggered via bodily
resonance or via rules of how one should behave when seeing someostl ihteresting
that this scenario depictdofa as a reaction to someone who is in a pitiable state or mndit
Second, the person that trigg@lsfa is not only alone, it is also a strangeralbfa is the
Samoan word for empathy and thus the result of redirected emph#y,thie depicted
scenario suggests thatofa is also a reaction towards singular person. This relativizes
Mageo’s claim that empathy in group-oriented cultures flows betwesups and amounts to
treating another group as if it were one’s own (2011, pp. 72-73). Thepkxamwather a case
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of treating an unfamiliasingle persoras if it were part of one’s own group. Framing empathy
in this way, however, attenuates the distinction between a groupgeatiand individuum-
centered empathy. Again, both kinds of empathy appear to be prevalent incelearg,
while each culture might emphasize and prefer one of them. Morawowdrave seen in the
previous chapter that even interactions structured around enactedy apégit require
something like empathic attunement sensu Groark (2008, in press). Fingligtgument or
contradictory anthropological report that does not describe Samoge®pise who attach to
and identify with groups rather than single individuals poses a prdbleMageo’s account
or at least casts doubt on it. Derek Freeman, for examplelycdegued against the notion of
multiple attachment in Samoa (1983, p. 203). But even if Freemanrigeteand dyadic
attachment to the primary caregivers was as important in Sametsewhere, it is hard to
deny that the focus on others, especially on the extended family and mebgmogps (for
example out of the same village) receives more emphasis in Samoa.

Summing up, we can say that Mageo’s account does not capture more agpelts of
empathy as discussed in previous chapters - and it is hard tceltblgg\such dyadic forms of
empathy should not occur in Samoa at all. Nevertheless, Mageo’s icefeeshing and adds
new and important aspects. Most interesting for the present wdhe iglea that cultures
might differ with respect to what is primarily important fbeem: understanding the ‘how’-
aspect of others’ experiences or identifying with them. In more indilydodented places
that foster dyadic empathy, understanding the ‘how’-aspect of another'seemgeemight
lead to a willingness to consequently identify with them and therdforenact LCCP.
Moreover, grasping the ‘how’-aspect of another’s experience can atsmbielered an aspect
of LCCP in these places, since an empathetic attitude towaes|f is experiencesk care
and compassion. In more group-oriented cultures like Samoa, however, itratightbe the
other way round: identifying with people of one’s own group or another group viactl
attachment comes first and results in LCCP. Rather than graspmganother individual
feels, feelings are jointly negotiated and co-constructed. Implyrtdowever, all this is a
matter of emphasis. Joint negotiation and co-construction play arralgadic empathic
encounters in individually-centered cultures as well, and formslyafdic empathy are
certainly also present in Samoa. Mageo’s account offers a hewwsidhh might inspire
further research and which calls attention to the link between empathy and attachme
For the third time in this work, we are now able to rethink afthe our definition of
empathy and to adjust it to Mageo’s ideas. Here is the lastitdefi developed at the end of

chapter 4 again:
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Empathy

1) is a primarily compassionate reaction which normally results aeurs associated
with LCCP

2) is triggered either by resonating with another's expressed emostatal or one’s own
bodily resonances and somatic reactions towards another’s opaquer extéis or her|
presence

3) involves imaginative processes and sharing in order to grasp thedspectt of another’s
experience or empathic attunement in order to respect the boundarssotber's
subjective life

An adjusted definition of empathy should consist of the following points:

Empathy

1) is a primarily compassionate reaction which normally results aeurs associated
with LCCP and which has its roots in primary attachment relationships

2) is triggered either by

- resonating with another’s expressed emotional state
- one’s own bodily resonances and somatic reactions towards another’s opaque exterior
- redirected attachment that leads to identify with someone or a group

3) leads us

- to understand the ‘how’-aspect of another’s experience in individually-orientedesul
- via imaginative processes and sharing, which helps us to identify with and attachgo| other

- to identify with and attach to others in more group-oriented cultares to jointly
negotiate and co-construct feelings

4) usually results in behaviours associated with LCCP

5.8 Summary

Samoans assert the opacity of other minds. Ochs observed a wadedgpreference for
explicit guessing and other processes of clarification for unintaiigitterances especially
between children and their caregivers. She explains this by arfiaihgaregiving in Samoa
is organized by social rank. In this view, guessing another person’s simok igenerally
impossible or prohibited in Samoa — its possibility depends on whéag@etson in question
is of higher or lower rank. Consequently, Ochs does not support a strority opading. For
Mageo, the fact that Samoans “are generally indefinite about dleir interior life and
forswear the possibility of fathoming anyone else’s” (1998, p. 64) becontesstandable in
the light of socialization practices that suppress the maovatpraspects of the self in favor of

appropriate behaviour. In this view, we can interpret opacity amseritn a psychoanalytic
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sense: if spontaneously arising desires, thoughts, and action plarepi@ssed in oneself
because they are considered as morally suspect and if they conseqaentdy be shared
with others, then the opacity claim observed by Gerber that “sWi@at know what is in
another person’s depth” (1985, p. 133) could be understood as a commonly shatech asse
that actually repeats on an explicit and culturally accepted lehiat was experienced
individually in childhood and had to be repressed, namely, that oneaiowéd to know his
own depths and to act them out. In the course of socialization, thiengfdrmed into the
credo — or, doctrine - that one cannot know what is in another perepils. In doing so,
one’s own experience is generalized and projected onto the other. Mageoisit is at least
supported by some observations of Ochs concerning parental control sgaegvell as by
observations from Freeman that point in the same direction and expwidifference
between outer appearance and inner experience. Note, however, that Sxhaddd
something to Mageo’s description: whereas self-assertive lmelnaoi children in Mageo’s
account is transformed via practices of shaming and teasing, Catles #hat assertive
behaviouris desiredas long as it is not demonstrated in front of higher-ranking people who
must be respected. Gerber was confronted with opacity claimes she asked her informants
about emotions and concluded that Samoans attend more to the social aodtéxtsocial
consequences of emotions than to their individual, inner correlateefeads. Shore’s
account is very much in line with Mageo’s and stresses the igatiah goal to change
behaviour led byimio to behaviour led byga This opens up the possibility to interpret
Samoans’ assertions of opacity from a different angle. Since $anfioeus onaga rather
thanamio, opacity claims can also be seen as a confirmation of peoplesthat others will
rather stick to their role than to their individual desires amdivations. Samoans clearly
know about others’ private subjective lifetp) and they engage in a variety of ‘mindreading’
practices like mental state attribution, mental state talkntah state inference and
mindguessing. Although these practices might also serve the functpyedmt and explain
behaviour, behaviour might be better explained and predicted in manyosisulay reference
to one’s social role, since mature Samoans are expected to iagao®eer amio.

There is a third way to interpret Samoan opacity claims. In obei@nti’'s (1988) examples
presented above, Loa is accused by Iuli for having announced the artivalMfP. who did
not appear. This example suggests that Samoans must play safe wdiengspe behalf of
someone or when saying something towards others which might turn out reotricebAt

least, this seems to be true when higher-ranking peoplar{atg) are involved. With this in
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mind, the following words of Duranti are probably his most convincingngité¢o explain

Samoan opacity claims:

A number of ethnographic accounts show that the very act of bringing outlio po®'s
speculations on the mental activity of others makes speakers waboyt potential
retaliation. Hence, from a sociocultural point of view, the phenomendheobpacity
doctrine might be seen as a defense strategy against the acdiyritetii comes with
making claims about what others think or want ... It could turn out tthetopacity
doctrine hides or at least implies a pan-human preoccupation withirgdane’s
accountability. (2008, p. 493)

For Duranti, opacity claims are mainly a defense strategy applieeduce accountability and
he even tries to provide Samoan ‘mindreading-examples’ from his eldwbrk. Moreover,
he suggests that opacity doctrines do not work in all contexts (cfnfQu2@08). Clearly, he
doesn’t support a strong opacity reading. The few interviewpartners in my owndikldivo
directly engaged in mindguessing and explicitly confirmed that they soesetguess what is
in another person’s mind fit quite well to Duranti’s interpretati Since the interviewees
could choose their own mindguessing-examples, they obviously chose exdrapigsre not
problematic: they were not accountable for them and therefore haa claim opacity when
confronted with my questions.

With respect to empathy, | have argued that aspects of empathy frelmuprehapters like
perspective-taking, LCCP, and empathic attunement sensu Groark ncsamoa as well.
Moreover, | have presented Mageo’s idea to consider empathy astextimtachment or an
as-if form of attachment. According to Mageo, it is the redirection of the stadentification
which characterizes early attachment towards others thattedghaviours associated with
LCCP flofa in Samoa). Importantly, Mageo argues that empathy understood this way can
either be directed to individuals in more individually-centered cudtundere dyadic
relationships are of central importance, or to groups in more groupteatieultures where
relationships between groups (for example kin groups) are most impoffas poses a
problem for the definition of empathy developed in the previous chapténssofiork, since
grasping the ‘how’-aspect of another’s experience should consequenthe rast central in
more group-oriented places like Samoa. Building on Mageo’s ide#&dl tb characterize
early attachment relationships and argued that they are morecabooristructing and jointly
negotiating feelings in order to allow bonding and identification withpitimary caregiver.
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Therefore, | suggested that joint negotiation and co-construction mighbteeimportant in
group-centered places while assessing the ‘how’-aspect of amsothgrerience might be
more relevant in individually-centered places.

This chapter is based on different anthropological accounts, yet wedeéaeted striking
similarities. Ochs and Duranti were working in the same village anddaiked on language
use in the light of local epistemologies of what can and cannot beeomebject of
speculation. | have pointed out the similarities of Mageo’s and Shapgount and argued
that Gerber’'s work as well as Ochs’ description of contraitesgies of caregivers resonate
with theirs, too. But one element plays an important part in all atc@uma unites them in a
certain sense. All of what has been described by the diffenémbra can be seen in the light
of Samoans’ sociocultural orientation to emphasize relatednessadnf individual
autonomy (cf. Keller, 2007). If we ask why meaning is jointly constductea Samoan fono
without considering individual intentions (Duranti), why caregiversdesnd shame children
in order to repress their desire for individual attention (Mageo), 8dmoans repress anger
and show respect (Gerber), why children’s unintelligible utteraacesnot clarified by
higher-ranking caregivers (Ochs), and why empathy in Samoa mightdmedirto groups
rather than individuals (Mageo), then we always arrive at the serswer: because children
have to focus on others and their relationships and not on themselves.

Importantly, the detailed analyses in this chapter did not only helpotextualize the
reported opacity claims for Samoa, they also revealed that obriee anthropologists
mentioned suggested that the observed phenomena directly challenge thearg of that
they support the idea that sociality without empathy is possible @biRs & Rumsey,
2008). In the next and final chapter, I will focus on one aspect dhtinelreading tool kit’

which still needs to be clarified: false belief understanding.
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6. False belief understanding in Samoa

A closer look at the existing anthropological data from diffenglaices across Central
America as well as the Pacific revealed that there is ad teeassume that opacity doctrines
should force a rethinking of theory of mind. Quite on the contrary, we s@en that almost
all aspects of the conceptual tool kit developed in this work cdausel in those locales as
well, including mental state attribution, mental-state-talk, mindging and mental state
inference. The same holds true for Samoa. Yet since falsé betlerstanding is so closely
tied to its experimental measurement, the different repartgpancipally not say very much
on how false belief understanding develops in the corresponding placesfofdethree
different false belief studies were run in Samoa. To my knowledge ptesent studies
constitute the largest sample for a single locale and, as Wshaortly see, they appear to
demonstrate the largest delay in false belief understanding amongallyodeveloping
children reported so far. Before | present the studies, | wasgnt some relevant cross-

cultural ToM studies.

6.1 Theory of Mind research across cultures

Ten years ago, one of the most prominent researchers on childreais ¢ienind said that
most of the results stem from a homogeneous research and Icwibuidview (Wellman,
1998). Meanwhile, there have been quite a lot of cross-cultuidieston theory of mind and
especially false belief understanding. Many of them suggest synchrdahg ionset of false
belief understanding, others suggest variability. Avis and Harris (1991¢xémple, found
that preliterate Baka children in southeast Cameroon passedge aaraparable to that seen
in European and North American studies. They succeeded in transfarringexpected
transfer paradigm to local circumstances in rural Cameroonnfuential meta-analysis by
Wellman and colleagues (2001) tried to organize the existing findihgeore than 500
studies on false belief understanding. The improvement betweenatilefeve years of age
could be confirmed across the different testing procedures ofutiest Because the meta-
analysis also included studies that were conducted in non-Westernieguiit does not
support the idea that false belief understanding might be a caftecgfic product or open to
cultural variability and so the authors conclude that a mentalisiilerstanding of persons,
including a sense of internal representations, is widespread (Wellman2€04l).

In contrast to these findings, more and more studies from differealesoreport differences

in children’s early social experiences (Keller, 2007) as vgellaiability in the onset of false
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belief understanding. Vinden (1996) used two tasks examining children’s undergtaf
false belief among other tasks that focused on representational cahdlkee appearance-
reality distinction among 34 Junin Quechua children between four and eagbtofeage in
the Peruvian highlands. The tasks were conducted by a native collabGrakdren between
four and eight years of age performed poor on the change of locatiomth#keaother tasks
that were used to assess their understanding of mind. Naito and K@@ conducted
three experiments on the development of Japanese children’dédilseunderstanding and
reported a delay as well as a general cultural differenceasoning about human action.
Children in their study developed full false belief understanding bet@/eed 7 years of age.
A meta-analysis by Liu and colleagues (2008) demonstrates padsietlopmental
trajectories but substantially different timetables acrosalés. They report that Canadian
children start performing above chance on false belief tasks aroundrgs whereas Hong
Kong children do so around 64 months, which is more than two years lat&erfmote, the
authors report that although Chinese children have earlier competeegecutive function
tasks than North American children, this did not translate interbietise belief performance.
This finding stands in contrast to accounts suggesting that faitufalse belief tasks might
be due to limitations in executive control.

What most of the cross-cultural studies on false belief unaelisghave in common is that
the chosen countries were not chosen with regard to existing anthropblbigitature.
Experimental psychologists were mainly interested in whether theamynof development is
universal or not. As a consequence, every culture that significantgretifffrom Western
culture was a suitable candidate for cross-cultural experiineesgarch. The common
inconsideration of the cultural context and the neglect of existingogalogical literature
might precisely be a reason for the diverging results in cross-aulbeory of mind research
and for the lack of appropriate explanations that might account fior. fhiee theoretical part
of this work might have convinced the reader that some localespeeialy interesting for
psychological research. There are, to my knowledge, only two publishedédilsiestudies
from places where opacity claims were reported. Oberle (2009¢skéirch on Yap and Fais,
which both belong to the Federate States of Micronesia. Since TI200®) (reported opacity
from his own research on Yap island, | will only focus on Oberbdsefbelief results for Yap
children. Oberle used a classical surprise-content task andratiylt adjusted research
material: a box of chewing gum that contained a betelnut and golbapét. Children saw the
box of chewing gum and were asked what they think is inside. Then theysiewn the

actual content (a betelnut). Finally, a hand puppet was introducedhddcen were asked
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what the puppet would think is inside. Children were scored as patb@ntalse belief
guestion if they answered that the puppet would think there is chewing gum inside the box.
On Yap Island, Oberle tested 43 children. Three out of 17 3-yearhdttten succeeded in
the false belief condition (18%) as compared to 22 out of 26 5-ydar{88%). This
difference was significant gi<0.001. Therefore, although Throop (2008) reported opacity
claims as well as opaque exteriors from Yap, children’s taédief understandings seems to
develop like among Western children. In another study, Callaghan andgemie (2005)
investigated mental state reasoning in Canada, Peru, Thailand, &ndiaSamoa with a
different false belief paradigm that involves a change of location.alifleors found that
children in all five countries improve in a comparable way betwtree and five years of
age and claimed that the age of onset of mental state reasoigingb® universal across
cultures. Together with Oberle’s results, this is the secarty sthich confirms the expected
developmental trajectory between 3- and 5 years of age in awltere opacity is reported
(Samoa). In all five countries, the majority of the 3-year-olds sogmitly failed. In the group
of the 4-year-olds, however, the difference between those who pass andviioofel was
not significant in all countrieexceptSamoa, where 18 out of 25 children still faileg.05).
Moreover, while the majority of the 5-year-old children clearlysea the task in Canada and
Peru p<.001) as well as in Thailand and Ind@<(01), only 13 out of 18 children in Samoa
passed the taskp<€.10). This is neither a convincirgvalue nor is it a convincing sample
size. With regard to the question whether the onset of men&lretsoning across cultures is
universal it would be interesting to have a closer look at thisrdifte. Like the majority of
cross-cultural psychologists, Callaghan and colleagues were apparenthterested in the
anthropological data available for those countries. Otherwise, theydshaué been more
interested in the fact that just in Samoa, where people argedgorassert the opacity of
other minds, children did not perform as convincingly as in the other places.

It is also noticeable that the false belief paradigms appdie far were not explicitly
constructed for the application in a specific cultural environmess=cultural psychologists
do not start their research on the basis of anthropological data which might suggesgtta desi
task in a specific, culture-fair way. Usually, classical papadi are simply translated and
adapted with respect to the materials involved (Avis & Hafr¢91; Oberle, 2009). To my
knowledge, no cross-cultural study on false belief understanding hastdriadapt the
interactions involved in an experimental procedure to local expectasindsculturally

appropriate forms of adult-child interaction. This has beencizetil again and again by
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cultural anthropologists (e.g. Besnier, 1995). Study 3 in this chaperttr improve this

situation.

6.2 Empirical Part: False belief studies in Samoa

In the conclusion of the first part of this work, | have pointed out titate of the
anthropologists working in Samoa, although observing opacity claims, sutygbatewe
should rethink ToM. | have demonstrated that mental state attributiogistal state talk,
mindguessing and mental state inferences occur in Samoa, despiigaafy claims.
Moreover, the study of Callaghan and colleagues (2005) seems to enypsiggbort the
intuition that Robbins and Rumsey’s claim according to which opacityidestshould force
us to rethink ToM is probably exaggerated. However, | have argued abovbkethiasult of
the Samoan sample in Callaghan et al.’s (2005) study is not as con\asdimng results in the
other countries investigated. The logic behind running more false belief experim8atsoa
is the following: if the results of Callaghan and colleagues caiohi#med using more than
one experimental paradigm, then this would be a convincing empemal against the idea
that opacity doctrines should force us to rethink ToM. In other words: Ryginmbre and
perhaps more convincing false belief studies with a larger samfkemoa is the easiest way
to ward off Robbins and Rumsey’s suggestion and to prove the last paut obnceptual
‘mindreading’ tool kit. On the other hand, if false belief understandinmgpng Samoan
children should turn out to be delayed, this does not necessapily that opacity doctrines
are thecausalfactor, since experimental results in different cultural reggtiare open to a
variety of critical interpretations. We will come back to this point later.

The first experiment, the so-called Cup-task, is very similaheaask applied by Callaghan
et al. (2005). My aim was to test whether | would get the samdagegth an almost identical
task. Small variations in the procedure and translation were madeyéow will discuss
these differences below in more detail. The second experiment gaiedtlae same task and
another translation, since interviews with Samoans led me to twilaippropriateness of a
specific word that was included in the first translation. Isti@ngly, it is the same word that
was also used in Callaghan et al.’s study. The third experintenga-called “Bring-me!”-
task, was especially designed for typical forms of adult-child ictierain Samoa and uses
commands. The Cup-task is a paradigmatic example axplicit verbal prediction task
while the “Bring-me!”-task falls into the category aictive behavioural response in
interaction tasksFor practical reasons, | did not add a looking behaviour task to myieahpir

studies. However, looking behaviour tasks do not require to actiesjyond to the task
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demands, neither verbally nor behaviourally (see chapter 2), and theyualy applied to
infants — therefore, | assumed that they might be less appropriate wvhlmmes to
investigating the relationship between opacity doctrines and balgef understanding, since
cultural norms need some time to influence other developmental aspects.

Can we already formulate hypotheses regarding Samoan childrerosnpente against the
background of what we know from previous chapters? Some studies have dbbertve
children who grow up in an environment with more siblings develop thafongind skills
earlier than children who grow up alone (Perner, Ruffman & Leekam, 1B9Kkins &
Astington, 1996). The so-called “sibling-effect® might help Samoan @rldo develop
mental state reasoning at an early age, since they grow up with lots ajssdoiound.

In a later study, however, Ruffman, Perner, Naito, Parkin, and Cler{i918) found that
only older siblings facilitate false belief understanding. Yet stBamoan children have to
redirect their attachment to the primary caregivers at ay agd towards the community of
other siblings, and since caregiving is delegated to younger one®afanfants are in
constant interaction with lots of older siblings as well. isswFreeman, Kyriakidou,
Maridaki-Kassotaki, and Berridge (1996) reported that not only oldkngs, but the general
number of other children as well as adults available to@lesichild positively influences
children’s false belief understanding. Against the background of wladtave heard about
Samoan childood, these findings suggest that the social environment o&rSamldren
might be particularly conducive for an early and fast development of ToM skills.

On the other hand, a growing body of literature suggests that the casedivend-
mindedness” (cf. Meins et al., 2002) might positively influence aildrlater understanding
of mental states as well as their use of mental statestdfor example, Dunn, Brown, and
Beardsall (1991) demonstrated 36-month-olds’ discourse about feelirgg stith their
mothers and siblings correlated with their ability to recogeiz®tions at six years of age.
There is growing evidence that such early social experiences atgghpositively influence
ToM development. In their influential study, Dunn, Brown, Slomkowski, aesind
Youngblade (1991) were the first to relate family environment to @mldrToM abilities. In
this study, children had better chances to succeed on ToM tadheiriffamilies had a
tendency to discuss feelings and to use causal state language. éloreothers’ frequent
attempt to control the behaviour of older siblings had a positive inkuegkdrian, Clemente,
and Villanueva (2007) demonstrated that mothers’ use of cognitive vedrbs veading
picture books to their children correlated with children’s later tstdading of mental states.
Meins et al. (2002) investigated infant-mother pairs and found thatemsbtappropriate
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mind-related comments in a free-play context with 6-month-old @mldiccounted for 11%
of the variance in their composite ToM score assessed at 45 andmBsmThe positive
causal influence of mothers’ mental state utterances and ToMstenuging was further
confirmed by Ruffman, Slade, and Crowe (2002). Although | argued that thezeerigtence
of emotion terms in Samoa proves that mental state attributionkesnog mental state talk
occur in Samoa, the anthropological reports strongly suggest that statgadiscourse might
play less of a role in Samoa due to the repression of personal é@mjulsarly childhood, the
imposition of aga over amio, the virtue of self-governance that results in the public
presentation of an opaque exterior and the dispreference to spexhdateothers’ mental
states. Moreover, dyadic interactions between mother and child beessneolnmon as soon
as the child is introduced into the community of other siblings and (mainhg faarby them.
From this point of view, we might also expect Samoan children’s ToMlaawent to be
slightly delayed.

The following studies were conducted in 2008 and 2010. In 2008, | stayed withcarbam
family who lived in a rural village on the island of Savai’i fdbmast three months. Sharing
their lives and being welcomed as a part of théga helped me a lot to get acquainted with
Samoan culture and paved the way for my broader acceptance fronvibdgers as well.
The first weeks gave me the chance to rethink my experiments,cigssliranslations with
locals, to get in contact with schools and potential assistantarganize everything that
was necessary before running the experiments. The first Cup-task wittidythe first
translation was done in these months. In 2010, | went back to Santes foronths in order
to run the same task with a slightly different translation asdchaller sample (cf. Mayer &
Trauble, in press). Furthermore, children were tested with thimgBne!”-task in several

villages on Savai'i.

6.2.1 Study 1: The “Cup-task”

6.2.1.1 Participants

A total of 302 children between three and 14 years of age paréidijra the course of ten
weeks. The results of 14 children were excluded, mainly becausebitiedtates were not
written down in the teachers’ documents or because of procedural leyrtre experimenters
during the first trials (11 children). Three children were astet from further analysis

because they met predefined exclusion criteria. The final &tatisinalysis was done with
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288 children (146 girls, 142 boys), with 186 children being tested on Bandi102 children

on Upolu.

6.2.1.2 Task

A variation of Callaghan et al.’s (2005) false belief task wsed in this study. In the original
task, one of two experimenters hid a trinket under one of three bowlefaridel room. A
second experimenter suggested to play a trick on Experimenter lidenthé trinket under
another bowl. After changing the trinket’s location, the child was askederExperimenter 1
would look for the toy when coming back. Children indicated their choice Inyfimp and
were scored having passed the task if they pointed to thedocatiere the trinket was
hidden at first and as having failed if they pointed to the location wherginket was moved
while Experimenter 1 was absent.

The differences between the task just described and the onedappthe present work are
relatively small. In the present study, a wooden toy that lookedatikesect and three white
cups instead of bowls were used. The main difference to theutsesl by Callaghan and
colleagues is that children in the present study had to think abofalskebelief of another
child. Instead of thinking about where the adult experimenter would lookhéhidden
object, the child had to think about where another child of more othessame age and out
of the same class would look for it. There are some reasorsgorariation. First of all, the
child does not have to think about the mind of an adult or a strangepafi®@pating pairs of
children knew each other before and had experiences with each otiedl's as it were. |
thought that it should be easier for a child to play a trick olassmate than on a foreigner.
Additionally, children are probably less afraid during the testing poeeif they enter the
room in pairs than alone. Moreover, children recognize that adoltally have more
knowledge than they do (Siegal, 1993). Children might suspect that the exgerik@ws
about the procedure of the task. If the foreign scientist takes ovesl¢hef Experimenter 1,
there is some chance that the child does not consider the itigpiscaf his absence during
the change of location when answering the question by pointing — afterisithe foreigner
himself who came up with that game and therefore children miggunae that he will
probably know about the whole procedure. Even if such an inferencéés dafficult, the
procedure chosen in the present work is more resistant towasdaltérinative explanation
which theoretically poses a problem to false belief taskshwimi¢olve the deception of an
experimenter.

Samoans out of the villages in which the research was done were recruited iaseErpes.

161



6.2.1.3 Procedure

Children entered the room in pairs and were welcomed by the egrder (the Samoan
research assistant) and myself. In these tasks, | stayed radtmein order to supervise the
experimental procedure, to record the trials on viedo and to stvidren’s pointing
responses. However, | remained in the background while the Samoatangssian the
experiment. Both children were asked to sit down on chairs opposite éxpgkementer in
front of a table. On the table there were three white emgsa wooden toy-insect with a
suction cup which looked like a grasshopper and attracted childrendiattdecause it
jumped into the air when being pushed down on the table. Samoans refehisddg adoi,
which actually means “ant”. The experimenter began the procedure by @skiddL to hide
the ant under one of the three white cups. If she did not reacteggfeatedly being asked to
do so, the experimenter hid it and said “Look, | put it under here!” Thdd Chvas sent out
of the room and it was made sure that she could not look inside. Chkily@d with the
experimenter and was asked under which of the cups the toy is. This cpmstibn assured
that Child 2 had seen Child 1 hiding the toy. Then the experimenter sedjgeplay a trick
on Child 1 and to hide the ant under another cup. Children’s names were noted as soon as they
entered the room and were used by the experimenter throughout the prodddurfalse-
belief question was given to Child 2 after the new hiding processfandte cups had been
put in line again. Child 2 was asked under which of the cups Child 1 wankdor the ant
when coming back into the room. Child 2 indicated his or her choice byrgpititthere was
no reaction, the question was repeated and finally emphasized byptrerenter’s pointing
to all three cups while asking with constant emphasis “Undeptigs under this one, under
this one?” After that, Child 2 was given a reward (sweets kbodres) and sent back into the
classroom. The wooden toy was put in front of the cups again. Child 1 lwackento the
room and a new child, Child 3 entered the room. Child 1 was notltolat he new location
of the reward and that a trick was played on him or her. In so doing,dbedupire could be
repeated, but this time it was Child 3 who hid the toy and Child 1 wkasked where Child
3 would look for the toy after the change of location. In this wayryesieild was first in the
role of the hider and after that in the role of the trickspiaThe following instructions were

given to all children in Samoan (see Appendix A for the original translation):

To Child 1:
1) “Put the toy under one of the cups.”

2) “Please go outside and wait there.”
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To Child 2:

1) “Where is the toy?”

2) “Let’s play a trick on (NAME OF CHILD 1). Hide the toy under another cup.”
3) “Where will (NAME OF CHILD 1) look for the toy when (s)he comes back?”

The translation of the sentences into Samoan language was discuseéthmioans. The
instructions contain no mental verbs like “think” or “believe”. &a&t, children were simply
asked where the other child would look for the toy. The Samoan eethef English term “to
look for” is su‘e (Milner, 1993). It is the word that was also used in the instrustadrthe
study by Callaghan and colleagues (2005) (personal communication)comig back to this
in a short while.

After being questioned where the other child would look for thedbydren indicated their
choice by pointing or touching. If it was not clear to which cup ohildrvere pointing, they

were asked to actually touch the cup. Figure 6 shows a typical experimemal. setti

Figure 6: Setting of the Cup-task in a school on Sai'i

6.2.1.4 Scoring

A child was scored as having passed the task if he or she poirttexdcaip under which the
other child who was sent out of the room had hidden the toy and as haledgffae or she
pointed at the cup where the toy was moved meanwhile or the thirthaiydsn’t involved
in the hiding process at all. All testing sessions were redoodevideo. There was perfect

agreement between the Samoan experimenters and the supervisor on childrents point
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6.2.1.5 Analysis

The data were analyzed using binary logistic regression analysegpevibrmance on the
false-belief tasks as the dependent variable, taking the val@earaf 1. The model included
age and regional provenance (Savai'i or Upolu) as predictors and Svaistics were
calculated. Regional provenance might be a predictor as manyechiéhted on Upolu had a
less traditional and more Western background.

In a second step, the different age groups were compared withogmechusing chi-square
tests in order to see whether there is a conceptual changefonm@ce among Samoan
children as reported for children in Western societies, whege ctiange usually occurs
between 3 and 5 years of age. Moreover, binomial tests wereatattuh order to see
whether children within each age class replied above chance. Dualteample sizes in the
group of the 13- r=3) and 14-year-oldsn€l), the 12-, 13-, and 14-year-old children

constituted one common age-group.

6.2.1.6 Results and discussion

The binary logistic regression demonstrated that age (classifigeiars) was a predictor for
false-belief understanding (Wald=10.58<.01). The analysis also revealed that with
increasing age the odds of the outcome to pass the false-bskehtaecase with the odds
ratio = 1.2. The probability that a 7-year-old child passes the tas&nise 20% higher as
compared to a 6-year-old child. Therefore, the probability to passltelelief task does
increase with age, but rather slowly and gradually. Regional provenancetasignificant
predictor for children’s false-belief performance.

As shown in Table 1, there is no relevant improvement in falgetlpdrformance between
three and five years of age. 5-year-olds did not perform better thgouhger children and
there was no succeeding majority before 8 years of age, where 55.2B& achildren
succeeded. As shown in Table 1, only children from 8 years of age onsignifscantly
replied above chance level. However, the fact that therenigj@rity of children passing the
task with 8 years of age is not enough to speak of a conceptual chawetddeen improve
only gradually. Moreover, the difference in performance between the 7--pear-®Ids did

not reach significance.
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Table 1

Number of Children who Failed and Succeeded (Study)

Age-groups (years)

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12-14
n=8 n=13 n=35 n=33 n=53 n=58 n=32 n=20 n=17 n=19
Fail 5 10 24 17 30 26 15 9 7 6
Pass 3 3 11 16 23 32 17 11 10 13
% pass 375 23.1 314 48.5 43.4 55.2 53.1 55.0 58.868.4
Sign.* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. p<.001 p<.05 p<.05 p<05 p<.05

Note * Significance-information resulting from the binomial tests that were rurder or
to see whether children’s replies significantly differed from chanad.lev

For further analysis, the whole sample was split in two halvegufeff point lying within

the group of the 8-year-olds. Regarding the performance of all ahibdieg 8 years or older
(n=144, age in days ranging from 2931 to 5205 days), 62 children (43.1%) failed and 82
(56.9%) passed the false-belief task. In contrast, among the chiddtew the age of 8
(n=144, age in days ranging from 1168 to 2930 days) only 57 children (39.6%) succeeded on
the false-belief question whereas 87 children (60.4%) faieel3(691, df=1p< .01)

The developmental trajectory and Samoan children’s improvemenftfesedi from what
would be expected in Western samples. Even among the older chi8dgeears and older),
where one would expect almost all children to pass the false-badiefmore than 40% still
failed. Referring to the results shown in Table 1, it has to bedsthat Samoan children seem

to improve gradually and slowly and there is no threshold to suppodeheof a conceptual
change at a certain age.

6.2.2 Study 2: The “Cup-task” Il

In Study 2 | tested whether similar results would be obtained wheg asdifferent and
potentially easier translation within the same task. When askifdyexmithe control question
“Where is the ant?” children sometimes pointed to one of the cupsviery hasty and
indefinite manner. The Samoan experimenter then encouraged them taheuap. This
was important, since knowing where the first child hid the toyneaessary prerequisite for
giving a correct answer to the crucial false belief question. Memvesome Samoan
experimenter sometimes encourage the child by sa@ne!” as a prompt. This might point
to another use of the term. In this context, the prompt could alsarhsated as “Look for
it!” — however, how the prompt was given and how quickly children follovisesl drder by
lifting the cup made me suspicious. It seemed to mesthiatin this imperative form could
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mean something like “Go and find it!", or “Get it!". | wondered whetties term might be
understood ambiguously in the crucial false belief question. Whatldreh understood the
translation of the Samoan sentef@dea li e sau nei X su‘e ai le loifot as “Where will X
look for the ant when he/she comes back?”, but rather as “Whir¥ Wnd or getthe ant
when he/she comes back?"? | asked some Samoans how they wouaterdresivordsu‘e,
which, according to Milner (1993), translates as “to look for, tryrtd’f Some Samoans said
that they would translate it as “to find”, howevliote, that this would completely change the
meaning of the crucial question, since the location where the miectund is preciselyot
where a child holding a false belief will look for it at firsh&wordsu’e, however, was also
used in the study done by Callaghan and colleagues (2005) who reporiguifiaast
difference between the 3- and 5-year-olds. Their crucial queSti@a o le a alu i ai Sina e
su‘e ai lana meataalo pea foi matfanslates as “Where is Sina going to look for her toy
when she comes back?”.

In order to make the task as easy as possible for children and mi@m@@eid the potential
difficulties of the termsu’e, we wanted to replace it by a less ambiguous word and used the
Samoan verb for “to touchtaga Moreover, the Samoan womduamua(first) was added as
previous research reported that the use of the word “firs@élge fbelief tasks helps children
to perform better (Siegal & Beattie, 1991).

6.2.2.1 Participants

A total of 55 children between 4 and 8 years of age participattek inourse of one month.

The statistical analysis was done with all 55 children (29 girls, 26 boys).

6.2.2.2 Procedure

The procedure is similar to the one applied in Study 1. The instruatieres again given to
all children in Samoan. Instructions were exactly like in Studyith & slight translational
difference at the end of the procedure. The final question to ttesl telsild was no longer
where the other child would look for the toy when coming back — instédldren where
asked which cup would be touched first by the other child:

“When (Name OF CHILD 1) comes back, where is the cup (s)he will first tduch?

6.2.2.3 Scoring

Children were scored in the same way as in Study 1.
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6.2.2.4 Analysis

The data were again analyzed using binary logistic regression analifeeperformance on

the false-belief tasks as the dependent variable, taking the \a@fiu®snd 1. The model

included age as predictor and the Wald statistic was calculated.

In a second step, the different age groups were again comparedaeithother using chi-

square and binomial tests. For all analyses, the one 8-year-lnldvelsi assigned to the group

of the 7-year-olds.

6.2.2.5 Results and discussion

The binary logistic regression demonstrated that this time, ag@ota significant predictor
for false-belief understanding (Wald=3.0p~.083). As shown in Table 2, there is
improvement in performance with age. However, it did not become sigmifiAs shown in
Table 2, children between 4 and 8 years of age do not reply above chahcElisvis in line
with the results of Study 1, where children began to reply above ehewel not before 8

years of age.

Table 2
Number of Children who Failed and Succeeded (Study)
4 5 6 7-8

n=7 n=7 n=21 n=20
Fail 6 5 14 10
Pass 1 2 7 10
% pass 14.3 28.6 33.3 50.0
Sign.* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

Note * Significance-information resulting from the bimial tests that were run in order to see
whether children’s replies significantly differewin chance level.

What appears not to be in line with the results of Study 1, howevdre isan-significant
result of the binary logistic regression. In order to have a closdr at this difference,
another binary logistic was calculated with the sample of Study 1hisutme, only the 3- to
7-year-old children were included=142). In this way, both samples within this age range
could be compared with respect to the question whether agagisifecant predictor for false
belief performance between 3 and 7 years of age in Samoa. \ttithiage range, however,
age did not significantly predict children’s performance (Wald=1p87,71) in Study 1.
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What if there was an ambiguous term or shortcoming in the tremmslaged in Study 2? One
might object that the used question (“When (Name OF CHILD 1) cdraels, where is the
cup (s)he will first touch?”) does not make clear that wairassit to be the purpose of the
child to find the ant under one of the cups. In Study 1, the crucial quastiolved the
information that the child is going to look for the toy when coming backe ,Nmwever, that

it is difficult to provide this piece of information in Samoanheut using the ternsu‘e
There are, however, two arguments that speak for the appropriatendbe pfesent
translation. First, let us start with the fact that froncBbdren who participated in the second
study, 35 gave a wrong answer to the false belief question. Since tleetbree cups
involved, there are two possible wrong answers. Children can eithertpdhe cup where
the toy actually is or to the third cup that was not involved inhibdeng process at all. If
children who give the wrong answer respond on the basis of reality byngototithe cup
where the toy actually is, this would at least support that childnelerstood “where is the
cup (s)he will first touch” in the correct way, namely, as being giathe attempt to get the
ant again. One child’s response was not recorded, so that we ¢greaha wrong pointing
responses oh=34 children. From these 34 children, 29 pointed to the cup where the toy
actually is, while only 5 children pointed to the third cup that was madlved in the
experimental procedure at all (binomial tgst,000).

The second argument that speaks for the appropriateness of thet paskecomes from a
small control study with German childrem=09) between 4 and 6 years of age who
administered the same task with the similar instruction. One libyohlae excluded because
of confusion. The final sample consisted of 18 children, fairly evenbsiliteen girls (8) and
boys (10), with five 4-year-olds, twelve 5-year-olds, and one 6-year-old Ghiédyoungest
child was 49 months old, the oldest one 80 months. Average age was 59,94 menths, i
years (range 31 months+6,90). From these 18 children, only one 5-year-old boy gave the
wrong answer and pointed to the cup where the toy actually was.

6.2.2.6 Summary of the “Cup-tasks”

Although I applied a strikingly similar task with two differerdrislations to a large sample of
Samoan children, it was not possible to replicate the resultslaigBan et al. (2005). As
reported by Mayer and Trauble (in press), the present results sagglester and gradual
development of false belief understanding among Samoan children, witlearonahjority
passing the task before 8 years of age. Since | used two diffemaslations and a much
broader sample, the present results appear to be more convingirtgehasults obtained by
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Callaghan et al. Moreover, the difference between the 3- andrssids in their study was
only significant ap<.10, which gives rise to the question whether their result actstalhds

in stark contrast to the present one at all.

Note, that | have mentioned another difference between the praselds and the one
applied by Callaghan et al. While children in their study had to think aloodeér which
location amadult would look, children in the present study had to think about under which cup
another childwould look. | have argued above that the present version might have some
advantages. Still, | cannot rule out that this difference migldustdor the different results. |
have already mentioned that cross-cultural psychologists do usuallgapittheinteractions
involved in an experimental procedure to local expectations and cultapghppriate forms

of adult-child interaction. In Western experimental settings, @nlcre usually involved in
friendly interactions, in playful settings, and they are kindly askeddwt experiments to
answer a question, to help, or to do something. In Samoa, in contrastvamuttsnot kindly

ask children for help. Rather, they would give short commands. We havkihdae chapter

on Samoa that intentions might be important to Samoans if they hawesfothe meaning of
something a higher-ranking person has said or done. Note, that childéatiaghan et al.’s
study must grasp what adult intends to get. Although | have provided some reasons against
experimental setups that involve the deception of an experimehiermight also have

facilitated children’s performance in the study of Callaghan and colleagues. @shs sa

when a higher-ranking person orders a lower-ranking person to carsproetaction, the
personal intentions of the speaker are also of primary importahedower-ranking party
cannot assign his own interpretation but rather must grasp teatled by the higher-
ranking speaker. (1988, p. 142)

With this in mind, it might be reasonable to design a false bils¥ in which orders are
given by a higher-ranking person to a lower-ranking one. Since adultsvangs af higher-
rank in Samoa than children, a paradigm based on commands might ballspeited for

the Samoan context. What if the adult is a foreigner? Ochs and Schieffelin say:

Foreigners typically (and historically) are persons to whom respeeppropriate —
strangers or guests of relatively high status. The appropriate conepbrtoward such
persons is one of accommodation to their needs, communicative needbdsmg1994,
pp. 495-496)
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The next study is based on commands which are given by myself toenhildrthe false
belief condition, | am involved in a situation where children mustidenshe intention lying
behind my command in the light of my false belief in order to providefpropriate help. In
a sense, the following task tries to operationalize and use @blsrvation that lower-

ranking Samoans must grasp the intention of higher-ranking ones when following orders.

6.2.3 Study 3: The “Bring-me!”-task

6.2.3.1 Participants

A total of 61 Samoan children between five and eight years of ageipated in the course

of four weeks. None of them met any of the predefined exclusion critéraiefore, the final
statistical analysis of the Samoan sample was done with 61 childderably even split
between boys (28) and girls (33). Children were randomly assigned ®tlaetrue belief
condition =31) or to a false belief condition£30).

For the cross-cultural comparison, a German sample, consistingcbfldden between 5 and

7 years of age, was tested. One girl had to be excluded becaasgivfilent response
behaviour. The final statistical analysis was done with 40 childadarably even split
between girls (23) and boys (17). The youngest child was 67 months old, teearideB4
months. Average age was 6;3 years (range 17 mostfis40). Children were randomly
assigned either to a true belief conditiorZ0) or to a false belief condition£20).

For reasons of comparison, the Samoan sample was reduced in ondéchat as accurately

as possible to the German sample. In the analysis of the aibssskc comparison, the
Samoan sample consistedrsf40 children between 69 and 86 months. Average age was 6;6
months (range = 17 months:5,34). 19 children were randomly assigned to the true belief
condition, 21 to the false belief condition.

6.2.3.2 Materials

Two small grey cardboard boxes, suited for pencils, were put on airadgbgroximately 30
cm distance from each other. Both could be opened and closed frasidasoA black pencil
was put in one of the boxes and a red pencil into the other oneigsee F). E1 was sitting
behind the table with a notepad in his hands, while E2 was standing befisewing the

whole scene.
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Figure 7: Setting of the Bring-me!-task in a classvom on Savai'i

6.2.3.3 Procedure

The child sat in front of E1 at a table. On the table, there twergrey identical boxes, one
containing a red, the other one a black pencil. E1 requested repeatedif/tbhe two pencils
by pointing and saying “Give me the pencil in this box”. During the fanahéipn phase,
four commands were given to each child. In order to control for offdet® E1 first pointed
to the Box in either location A or B, then to the other location, agdinet same location and
finally to the location he pointed at first (ABBA or BAAB). In ¢shivay, a single child could
not stick to the rule that E1 always wants the pencils in turthdrialse belief condition, E1
left the room after the last command of the familiarizationsphd&?2 then sat down and
suggested to play a trick on E1 and to switch pencils. After thatam# back, pointed to one
of the two boxes and said that he wanted to write another wordthvatholour inside this
(pointing gesture) box. He asked the child to bring it outside in a mcanenieft the room
again. Then, E2 asked the child which pencil E1 actually wanted. TiHenas considered as
taking E1’s prior intention into account if he pointed to the non-redelbox. Finally, E1 re-
entered the room for the second time and repeated that he wantet tanother word with
the colour inside this (pointing gesture) box. E1 then remained staindirant of the table
and said “Give it to me”. Here, too, the child was consideredkasgt&1’s prior intention
into account if he gave E1 the pencil out of the non-referred box. Inuthédtief condition,
the only difference to the false belief condition was that BEhessed E2 switching the
pencils without suggesting to play a trick. The child was considasethking E1's prior
intention into account if he pointed to the referred box when beikgddsy E2 and if he

subsequently gave E1 the pencil out of the referred box.
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In this way, every child had to give two behavioural responses. First,cedd had to point

in response to the question of E2 about which pencil E1 wants (E1 being)aBseond,

they had to give one of the two pencils in response to E1’s direct request. In this way, children
had the opportunity to reveal their knowledge and understanding of theytasknting while

E1l was absent, as E1’s direct command might have been too stronguBingeeach child

to give two behavioural responses, both possibilities could be checked and torn apart.

The instructions were given to all children in their mother tongueSamoan or German (see

Appendix A for the full instructions in English and Samoan).

6.2.3.4 Scoring

In the false belief condition, children were scored as takingiktEation and false belief into
account when they told E2 (either verbally or by pointing) that Elalgtdesired the pencil
that is now in the box E1 was not pointing at. Children were furtherswosred as using this
ability in the face of E1’s direct request when they gave Epdineil out of the box E1 was
not pointing at.

In the true belief condition, children were scored as taking EJestiah and true belief into
account when they told E2 (verbally or by pointing) that E1 desired the penaf the box
E1 was pointing at. Children were furthermore scored as using thitg abthe face of E1’s
direct request when they gave E1 the pencil out of the box E1 was pointing at.

E2 made notes to record children’s choices. All trials weoerded on video so that E2’s
notes could later be double-checked for reliability. Perfect agreemsracheeved.

6.2.3.5 Analysis

The data were analysed using cross-tables, calculating binomial asguelne tests. In a first
step, the full Samoan sample was analysed using binomial testa Width experimental
conditions. In a second step, the Samoan sample was reduced and dgeltoatice German
sample. Although this matching was done afterwards, it was stilbra in the sense that the
original Samoan sample was simply curtailed with respect tagiésrange, leaving out the
children much younger than the youngest German child and leaving outjtréyntd those
older than the oldest German child. This was done without any regdhe texperimental
condition or performance of the children left out. For reasons of cisoparthe original
Samoan sample was reduced to 40 children so that perfect coilifyatabthe German

sample (=40) was given.
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As several authors in the field of cross-cultural reseanpbried a delay in the onset of false
belief for certain places, one might argue that curtailing thenatiggamoan sample by
leaving out some of the older children might prevent them from ddrating their false
belief understanding. Including the older children again might show tiaugh delayed,
false belief understanding still develops within the age range ¢é$ked Samoan sample. As
another approach to the data, we therefore curtailed the 21 youngdstrchil Samoa in

order to be able to compare the 40 German children to the 40 oldest children in Samoa.

6.2.3.6 Results

The experimental procedure required each child to give two behaviowwakrs, pointing
and giving. From all tested children in both samples, only one boy in the Geamgple gave
the right behavioural answer in the false belief condition by givingpémeil out of the non-
referred box after E1’s direct request. Therefore, this pateoéxperimental procedure was
not further analysed due to a lack of variance in children’s givingornses. Nevertheless,
this is an interesting result in its own right, since children semrperceive imperative
pointing as such a strong command that they do not interpret it &3 ¢peided by a false
belief even in cases where they know that the adult actually waritave another pencil.
The following analyses as well as the subsequent discussion eetdrldren’s pointing
responses to E2 explicit question only.

| will start with the Samoan sample alone. From the 31 childrehd true belief condition,
21 correctly indicated that the experimenter wants the pendikeilbdx he pointed at, while
ten children wrongly indicated that the experimenter wants theilpa the non-referred box
(binomial testp=n.s.). Most of the children in the true belief condition were eghen=12)

or sevenif=11) years old. Neither the group of the 6-year-olds, nor the groug a*ylear-
olds did reply above chance level (binomial tgsts).s.).

From the 30 children in the false belief condition, six correattycated that the experimenter
wants the pencil in the box he did not point at, while 24 children wronglgateti that the
experimenter wants the pencil in the referred box (binomialgesd01). Again, most of the
children in the false belief condition were either $ix15) or sevenn=12) years old. Both of
them significantly replied below chance level (6-year-olds: binomaist, p<.035; 7-year-
olds: binomial testp<.006), which indicates that they mostly pointed to the referred box
(binomial testp<.001).

For the cross-cultural comparison, analyses were done with theaGamd the age-matched
Samoan sample, with 40 children each. The results for both samples are shown & Table
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Table 3

Number of Children who Pointed to the Referred/Nonreferred Box, per Condition and Country

True belief condition False belief condition

Points to Points to Points to Points to
referred box non-referred box referred box non-referred box

German sample

(n = 40) 20 0 5 15
Samoan sample
(n = 40) 13 6 17 4

The Samoan sample responded by chance in the true belief conditionigbitesiacross all
age classep=.167) and — like in the original full sample — significantly below chance level in
the false belief condition (binomial test across all agsselep<.05), pointing mainly to the
referred box. In the German sample, children responded significéatie &hance level both
in the true belief condition (binomial test across all ageselgp<.001) and in the false belief
condition (binomial test across all age clasgesp¥5), where children pointed much more
often to the non-referred box.

As the two samples are comparable with respect to averageaage and standard deviation,
chi—square tests were calculated in order to compare faled petformance between the
Samoan and the German sample. In Germany, 15 of the 20 children pess$alde belief
condition while in Samoa only 4 of 21 pointed correctly to the non-referred Fisker's
exact testp=.001, two-tailed). In the true belief condition, all 20 German childressquzh
while in Samoa, 13 of the 19 children passed (Fisher's exaghte88, two-tailed).

Finally, chi—square tests were calculated in order to compar&ehman sample with 40
oldest Samoan children, curtailing the 21 youngest ones. Thereby, thherdifan average
age between the Samoan age-matched sample (M=78, 05 months) andnthe &ample
(M=75,6 months) shifted from less than three months to almost nine mdhéhsmewly
obtained Samoan sample being clearly older now on average (M=84,50 months).

In the true belief condition, six of the 20 Samoan children indicated wrahgit the
experimenter wants the pencil in the non-referred box. In the faisé d@ndition, 17 of the
20 children wrongly indicated that the experimenter wants the pentiiei referred box.
Again, the difference in true belief performance across csltwes significant (Fisher’s exact
test, p<.05, two-tailed). The same holds true for the difference in faddief performance
(Fisher's exact tesp<.001, two-tailed). Apparently, including only the oldest children from
the original Samoan sample does not change the significant grdegeide between both

samples.
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6.3 Discussion

While false belief understanding could be relatively easily demdadedtitay Oberle (2009)
among 5-year-old on Yap island, which is also a locale discussed op#uoiy literature,
Samoan children improved only slowly and gradually when tested mgtiCtip-task. There
was no succeeding majority before 8 years of age, and even one tthed §-12 year-olds
failed the task in study 1. Still, age significantly predicted childrgerformance. Study 2
focused on children between 4 and 8 years of age, using a more comprehgunesshion at
the end of the instructions. Nevertheless, study 2 confirmed the findomgshe first study,
since children within this age range did not reply above chance level.

The present results are not the first ones that speak fa-antiaral variability in the onset of
false-belief understanding (Liu et al., 2008; Vinden, 1996). Surprisingly, tkea#s are in
stark contrast to the results obtained by Callaghan et al. (2005¢ Sused two different
translations, it is rather unlikely that the applied translatioiggtnaccount for this difference.
The observation that many of the successful children gave the correct answer ieignadc
with an impish smile on their face seems to rule out the pbisibiat the instructions were
wrongly translated into Samoan or misunderstood. Importantly, study 1 usedrtbesicial
verb su‘e) as the study conducted by Callaghan and colleagues, and study 2 even included
the potentially helpful word “first” and replaced the vetbe with the verktago (to touch). A
control with a smaller German sample proved that this substitutoes not change the
typical pattern in Western places, where 5-year-old children pésdaisk. However, the
children in Callaghan et al.’'s study had to think about another expeememhile the
children in the two present studies had to think about another ahmitadér to test whether
this might explain the difference, | designed another task on #is bfatypical adult-child
interactions in Samoa which is based on commands that are given pnsoofidiigher rank.
Interestingly, Samoan children did not improve when being commanded by atagkiag
person, although this is precisely when children must grasp anothiargion according to
Ochs (1988). This makes it unlikely that Samoan children’s allegedivgosesults in
Callaghan et al.’s (2005) are due to the fact that children eir task had to take the
perspective of anothadult

The “Bring-me!”-task, however, was not used in previous studies. Mereih is much more
complex than the Cup-task. Therefore, it is open to critique and raudisbussed in a bit
more detail. Let us have a look at the results again. Germhechapplied above chance
level in both the true and the false belief condition, indicatingEawants the referred box
in the true belief condition and mainly indicating that E1 wantsntereferred box in the

175



false belief condition. The fact that there was a significdférénce between both conditions
in the German sample suggests that the “Bring me!”-task isichfadde belief task in which
both conditions are understood differently as intended by the experimental setup.

In contrast, Samoan children performed below chance level in e lbalief condition,
chosing mainly the referred box and hence giving a wrong response in tlesvbdaof the
experimental setup. In the true belief condition, children repliedhayae. Surprisingly,
children performed better than their Samoan counterparts althouglskhe based on typical
adult-child interactions in Samoa.

The “Bring me!”-task does not require predicting others’ beligks in classic false belief
tasks, but it requires the consideration of the others’ belief winéerpreting the
experimenter’'s pointing and command. Some researchers arguechithas teasier for
children than making predictions (Robbins & Mitchell, 1992). The cle&erdiice between
both experimental conditions in the German sample is only understaodatbie background
of children’s assessment of E1's current belief. Otherwises difficult to explain why
children in the false belief condition suddenly point to the nonseddsox when being asked
which pencil E1 wants to have. The study of Southgate and colleagues (2048¢dson the
same considerations, with the difference that the experimentarcafning back to the room
with a false belief about the location of a hitherto unnamed noveltpkjadly asked for it
by calling it “sefo”. The authors reasoned that children who take account the
experimenter’s false belief will understand that the intenééerent, i.e. the sefo, must be
inside the box the experimenter is not pointing at. Another differendbetostudy by
Southgate and colleagues (2010) is that the present study used col@ad afstbjects. By
swapping pencils of different colour from one box to the other, then¢Bre!”-task is partly
an unexpected transfer paradigm and partly a surprise contents par@digmmight argue
that this made the task more difficult, as children mightdrgetnember where which colour
is. Moreover, one might argue that this task presupposes that childderstand that it is
important for E1 to get a pencil of a certain colour and that rhight require own
experiences with colours and drawings. Notice, however, that children doeedt to
remember exactly where which colour is (it is sufficient to ustded that the box referred to
by E1 does not contain the intended pencil, whatever colour it is) in ordeméztly pass the
task and that the familiarization phase gave them enough time tostamde that in this
context, colour indeed is important for E1. Finally, the use of colomrstémn a false belief

task has already been successfully done by Robbins and Mitchell (1992).
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One might also doubt whether the instruction “l want to write anetbed with the colour in
this box” is clear enough. What if children understood it with an empbadise box, i.e. in
the sense of “I want to write with the pen in this box, wiatecolour it has”? | cannot
absolutely rule out that Samoan children understood the instruction iwakisYet | think
that this interpretation is rather unlikely, since this would méaat children did not
understand at all what had to be learned in the familiarizatials,thamely, that | want to
write a word with a certain colour. Moreover, this interpietatioes not fit to the fact that 6
out of 19 children in the true belief condition pointed to the nosxred box. More
importantly, such an interpretation does not change the cross-cytattairn: German
children clearly did not understand the instruction in this way, anthesmltained results
would still be interesting, since the question would then be why&armhildren understand
the instruction with an emphasis on the box and German childrenrawitmphasis on the
colour. Such an alternative interpretation amounts to saying that Samtdren understand
El's command as “Bring me outside what | am pointing at” while @arrohildren
understand it as “Bring me outside what | am intending to point at” +thésdvould indeed
be a very interesting difference.

Another specific feature of the “Bring me!” task is the use@hmands. In the studies of
Southgate et al. (2010) and Buttelmann et al. (2009), the experimesgerssted for help.
The command of E1 in the present task to bring the pencil pointedtsitie is actually a
command to help, so the difference between these studiestsea small one. Commands,
directed at children by adults, are usually used to make the child commpidiately, not to
make him or her think the matter over. Commands are, in contresfjuests for help, less
open for individual consideration, as we want the other person to obeys AduBamoa
would not kindly ask children for help. Rather, they would give a commamdnfict does
automatically arise, however, when the person giving the command is holthtsg delief
and if we know about it. This conflict can be solved in two ways. Oilerecan take the
command as absolute and neglect the false belief behind it, or onectesnadin the false
belief of the other and relativize the command by interpreting liteérsg guided by a false
belief. The latter solution would give priority to the intention thet to the command.
Overtly, however, this might appear as non-compliance and disobedietie first moment,
as the person giving the command — being unaware of his own falde- vatield primarily
perceive the child’s behaviour as non-compliance. Because non-comaplignbeavily
sanctioned in Samoa, one might argue that Samoan children might hava thedest
solution and take the command as absolute because they do not dargitm queether the
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communicated referent is also the intended referent. Hencec@&imiand might be harder to
ignore for Samoan children than for German children. If we lookysalethe false belief
condition, this might indeed explain Samoan children’s performance. Noticevhgvihat
this explanation stands in contrast with what is actually going on itrtubebelief condition,
where almost one third of the Samoan children do ignore the reédreathmand. As a
matter of fact, more Samoan children answer that E1 wanpetiw! in the non-referred box
in the true belief condition than in the false belief conditioherg this answer would be
correct. Remember that children in both cultures did only demongtraie false belief
understanding via pointing when being asked by E2 while E1 was absent. NetBamoan
nor the German children gave the pencil out of the non-referred boxBihasked them to
give him the pencil for the second time, remaining inside the room antingpio one of the
boxes. Apparently, the direct command in presence of E1 is too styordildrenof both
cultures to resist. Even children that gave the correct pointing respian&®’'s question
which pencil E1 wants did not give the corresponding pencil when E1 stagezinmom and
asked for it for the second time. In other words, although they did uaderste implications
of the task and of E1’s false belief, this understanding did not traristata corresponding
behavioural response when it came to giving the pencil to E1. Thieresting, as children
in similar studies have no problems doing so when an experimentdoabledp (Buttelmann
et al., 2009; Southgate et al., 2010). This might hint to the importancbtté differences in
interaction, namely, whether an experimenter kindly asks for help omaads help.
Summing up, it seems unlikely that only Samoan children cannot ignore E1’'s command.
A more serious objection would be to focus on Samoan children’s trig¢ petformance.
The fact that 6 out of 19 children pointed to the non-referred box gseeto the impression
that they simply did not understand what they were asked to do. AlthoughaGehitdren
understood the logic of the task and performed differently in the andk false belief
condition, the task could be understood wrongly in culture-specific ways orBaimpans.
This would mean that the “Bring-me!”-task, although designed for typéchllt-child
interactions in Samoa, was still not understood by Samoan childrenvElgwienve interpret
children’s failure in true belief conditions automatically aglemce for the inappropriateness
of a task, then we eliminate any possibility to demonstrate thatiexgeal setups might be
inappropriate in different cultural contexts on a more geneval.l& will come back to this

point in the following final discussion of this work.
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7. Discussion

We have reached at the end of our journey, on which we came across piamssin the
Southern Pacific and Central America. On this journey, we delveddistmplines like
philosophy, cultural anthropology, the interdisciplinary ToM-research and ieyqreal as
well as developmental psychology. The opacity of other minds phenomenon isdeed i
meeting point for these disciplines and an exciting area of study whvitterdisciplinary
perspectives are the only adequate ones. In this work, | hoped to therifielationship
between the opacity of other minds phenomenon, ‘mindreading’ and empathy.oréer to
investigate this relationship, it was necessary to get a clelse of the discrete parts which
make up this relationship. A good deal of this work therefore triedeteelop clearer
definitions of various ‘mindreading’-aspects and empathy. This pattibutes to the field of
social cognition on a more basic level by suggesting to use a concepgsallyquivocal set
of terms instead of ‘mindreading’ and theory of mind and by providing faitten of
empathy which is both more narrow and cross-culturally more validdimaant definitions
are.

In chapter 1, | started out to think about the terms opantytansparency. | argued that the
use of the term opacity of other minds gives rise to the ideatinahinds are hidden behind
our overt behaviour and bodily expressions which are, in this view, someteranliopaque
barrier. This chapter functioned like a warning, since it prokat the mere use of the term
opacity cannot be neutral and does automatically give credit to the ToM-fraknewor
Chapter 2 critically summarized this framework and identified dineently more popular
‘mindreading’-account as inheriting the core ideas of ToM while giviee to the illusory
impression that something like a telepathic access to othersalnsgattes is possible. In order
to develop clearer definitions of the different aspects assdcwth ‘mindreading’, a first
step was to argue for the distinction between mental stateemef® and mental state
attribution. After doing so, | introduced the phenomenologically inspilieett perception
approach to mental states as a critique to certain cowempiens of the ‘mindreading’
approach. Although some researchers accept the direct perception orievthe
phenomenological level, they still think that ToM captures whagoiag on in sub-personal
spheres. | tried to argue against this view and suggested thagdinst mistrusting our
phenomenal experiences as a result of influential cognitivist #®gasie should rather do it
the other way round: the phenomenologically given should inspire our théldresotion of
contextreading provided an alternative account which can explain howedietpand explain

other people’s behaviour without recourse to their mental statedlyFirtalked about mental
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state inference and related the idea of inference to the ergreal laboratory setting which is
inspired by the logic of the natural sciences, arguing that this gisesaian illusion of
certainty. | introduced the term mindguessing as phenomenologically mayaaseleThis
chapter temporarily led away from the opacity phenomenon, but it developatecessary
conceptual tools that allowed to detect the defined different aspecéarious locales around
the globe.

Chapter 3 presented some definitions of empathy as well asnBa{2009) list of common
current usages of it. On this basis, | developed a definition oftegnpdnich emphasized the
sharing of the ‘how’-aspect of another’'s experience. Moreover, | sudgeésteempathy is
primarily a compassionate response towards real (i.e., non-fictigmafent others. Like in
chapter 2, the opacity of other minds phenomenon remained unmentioneddhatbtisr in
order to first develop a preliminary definition of empathy on a theoretical level.

In chapter 4, different opacity reports from Melanesia, PolyneslaCentral America were
summarized and analysed with respect to whether they suggesk amwaastrong opacity
reading, whether aspects of the ‘mindguessing’-tool kit developelbipter 2 do occur (and
if so, which) and what they tell us about empathy. While opacity slaima quite common in
these locales, none of the anthropologists actually endorses a stroity opewpretation.
Various aspects like mental state attribution, mental $édke mental state inference and
mindguessing are present in these reports — however, they do notaeiithsg about false
belief understanding. This is not surprising, since false ebelinderstanding is
paradigmatically represented in the experimental setting of & lbaléef task and difficult to
prove by observation of everyday life situations. Importantly, the anthropalogjeorts add
new ideas to the common usages of empathy discussed in chapter 3. Thaypopew
perspectives and suggest to extend Batson’s list with LCCP, empdtiniement, bodily
empathy, projective processes and projective empathy, and finally, emzatiegligected
attachment. Moreover, some reports (for example from Yap andaCémrerica) suggest
that people in these places do not only verbally assert opacity, theiglypulrkesent an
“opaque exterior” (Throop, 2008, p. 415) and control their expressivenessettaia sense,
they thus assert the opacity of other minds on a non-verbal level lasT aeldefinition of
empathy developed in chapter 3 was then adapted to account for thesepeets asd
insights.

In chapter 5, | focused on Samoa in order to narrow down the opzfcibyher minds
phenomenon in one specific locale. After providing exhaustive informatiorSamoan

culture, childhood and socialization practices, it was possible ta pgave all aspects of the
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conceptual ‘mindreading’-tool kit except (except false belief unaedstg) by a closer look
at the different anthropological contributions from Samoa. Saméamspresent an opaque
exterior and endorse a virtue of self-governance concerning the sgpref emotions.
Opacity claims were repeatedly reported from Samoa. In conlextigathese claims, it
became evident that they should not be interpreted in a strong seagpeo’8account that
empathy in Samoa is redirected attachment and primarily en@btéa) allowed us to again
adapt the definition of empathy. At best, this definition is now cufaireenough to include a
variety of emic concepts which are at least closely relatedit notion of empathy. | arrived
at this definition in a spiral-shaped process, where emic canoé@mpathy from our own
culture were used as “imposed etics” in order to derive eoncepts from other places.
These were then incorporated into the prior definition in ordeartive at an emically
enriched definition which can again be etically imposed to a newe.pracally, the focus on
Samoa made it easier to answer what opacity in one spectie lactually is. In Samoa, the
opacity of other minds phenomenon is composed of four different buteilatiexat aspects: 1)
opacity as a dispreference to speculate about others’ mentalesipéesally if they are lower-
ranking, 2) opacity as a defense strategy to reduce one’s accountdilibpacity as a
reflection of Samoans’ focus @ya instead ofamio which makes the assessment of others’
mental states less necessary for everyday interactions to fudbtigpacity as a consequence
of the necessity to repress personal impulses in order to focus os atitegroup demands.
These four aspects are different facets of a strong groupgadrenand cultural emphasis on
relatedness. They give rise to opacity and to the demonstration of an @paejuer, whilst
Samoans still engage in mindguessing, mental state talk, and so forth.

At the end of the theoretical part of this work, it appeareflRebbins and Rumsey’s (2008)
claim that opacity doctrines ought to force a rethinking of faditled approaches like ToM
and empathy can be easily rejected. Moreover, the introductory chapteesevhpirical part
of this work refer to a study by Callaghan and colleagues (2005) whicbndenaied false
belief understanding among 5-year-old children in Samoa and supports thiesidie onset
of this ability is universal across cultures. More importantlytfe purpose of the present
work, however, is the fact that this result seems to supply themiastng piece which is
necessary for a full rejection of the idea that opacity degdrmight force a rethinking of
ToM. | have already proven many other aspects of ‘mindreading’ im&&ma mere look at
the literature. Callaghan et al.’s (2005) positive false betigfilt speaks against the idea that
opacity doctrines might influence ToM. However, things turned out to be ownplicated.
The false belief studies presented in the empirical part sfvibrk are in stark contrast to
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Callaghan et al.’s results and might again nourish the idethtvat is an influence of opacity
doctrines on ToM. | think that there are three main routes one daw fiol order to make
sense of the theoretical knowledge on Samoa on the one hand and the repattean the
other. First, one can doubt the appropriateness of the applied experiimemgsality of their
execution, one can question the translations and argue that the tasksowvedequately
adapted. A second possibility is to believe in the false bebefteepresented in this work and
to think about how opacity doctrines might influence ToM developmehbuwdh other
aspects associated with ‘mindreading’ (e.g. mindguessing, mentalagti@butions, etc.) are
present in Samoa as well. Third, we can try to think about whetheriraep¢al tasks, no
matter how culture-fair and well-adapted they are, might be iopppte in non-Western
places on a more general level. In other words, we can think ofiegpeal work with
children as aVestern practicevhich is more difficult in places where children are noduse
it and its culturally specific precursors.

Let us follow the first route for a moment. In the previous drapthave already discussed
the problematic aspects of my empirical research. For fuisesarch, it would be interesting
to replicate Callaghan et al.’s study using two adults like inathginal study and the
translations applied in the present work. This would help to clarfgther the difference
between my own results and the ones obtained by Callaghan and colleagues dce
translational issues or the slight variation (two kids and oneriexgeter vs. one kid and two
experimenters) which | actually considered to be an improvementefsons already
discussed. However, there are a lot of studies that reportasthsgal variation in the onset
of false belief understanding. | have critically analyzed theltseor Samoa in Callaghan et
al.’s study and | do not think that they are very convincing for makingl#n@ that the onset
of false belief understanding universally occurs across culture®de four and five years of
age. | do not think that the tasks applied in the present worlesseappropriate than other
tasks applied so far in cross-cultural research for varios®msaFirst, all translations were
thoroughly discussed with several Samoans. Second, if we take seroiss @988)
observation that lower-ranking Samoans must sometimes grasp thgomtef a higher-
ranking person when receiving an order, then the “Bring-me!”-task shoddpaeially well-
suited for Samoa. Third, control studies in Germany suggest thattdsks generally can be
understood and passed by children at a comparable age. Even the “Blirfigsk was
passed by German children, although they are not as used as Samoan thildreeive
commands in such a straightforward way. Fourth, the first study whichthieeQup-task

revealed a gradual improvement in false belief understanding withrabes therefore suited
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for mapping children’s growing understanding. The fact that many chilgiige the correct
answer and quickly responded with an impish smile supports my argumaémiis task can
be understood by Samoan children. Importantly, Samoan chilldrgradually develop false
belief understanding in the course of development — at least if we take the resultyydf St
face value. This is important, since it proves the universal development ofgadstga

The second possibility to make sense of the present results ageibsickground of opacity
in Samoa is to think about via which pathways it might influenceli@rls development of
false belief understanding. In the previous chapter, | have arguezhthatould either expect
the number of siblings in Samoa to influence children’'s false bahekerstanding in a
positive direction, or the probable de-emphasis of mental stateotakgatively influence it.
The results discussed in the previous chapter are more iwitim¢he latter expectation. Yet,
| am not sure whether this gives us the whole story. Wu and Ke3@@r)(compared mental
perspective taking between Chinese and American adults. They argaeltinsg could affect
perspective taking in two opposing ways and use the “representatigmathesis” and the
“attentional hypothesis” to refer to these two possibilities (ipd.601). According to the
first, people in interdependent cultures may be “more likebotdound their own perspective
with that of the other than are members of a Western, independerg-salture” (ibid.). In
this view, Chinese would be worse perspective takers than Ameridansecond hypothesis
predicts that Chinese would be better, since interdependence mighineao focus one’s
attention on others and therefore away from the self. In this stiuely\Chinese participants
outperformed their American counterparts, which is interpreted byadbi®rs as a strong
support for the “attentional hypothesis”. Remember that Samoacis tiegir children from
very early on to focus their attention on others (Gerber, 1985; dd@98; Ochs, 1988;
Shore, 1982). According to the attentional hypothesis and against the backofrthmdtudy
by Wu and Keysar, we would expect Samoan adults to perform espeadlion adult ToM
tasks. Consider another study: Sabbagh and Seamans (2008) examined whéthéneory
of mind skills are transmitted intergenerationally to their chiidiéhey investigated parent-
child dyads at two points of time: when children were about 3 yddrand 6 months later.
Sabbagh and Seamans found a significant correlation between parentsil@msh's theory
of mind scores and could predict children’s performance on a scatedylzt ToM tasks by
their parents’ performance on adult ToM tasks. The authors assumghighatansmission
does also take place via the discussion of mental states in everyday can®rsat

Now if theory of mind skills are transmitted from parents tddcan (Sabbagh & Seamans,
2008), and if adults in more interdependent cultures are expecteddaorpeetter on ToM
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tasks than those in more independent cultures (Wu & Keysar, 2007 Xhtheuestion arises
why Samoan children perform worse than their counterparts in GgriS8amething in this
picture most either be wrong or missing. Since the anthropologmaitseon Samoa confirm
that Samoans must learn to direct their attention to othems \fery early on, there are three
possibilities to think of Wu and Keysar’s findings and their relatign® what has been said
on Samoa. First, the “attentional hypothesis” might be wrong or notinkedl to ToM
understanding. From this point of view, the results of Wu and Keysar (2003) be
explained differently. Second, the “attentional hypothesis” might beectoand we would
expect Samoan adults to perform especially well on ToM tasks. Wil ween have to make
sense of the fact that adults perform well while Samoan childeenot,although already
children have to attend carefully to others (Ochs, 1988). Third, the “attentiypathesis”
might not necessarily be linked to ToM understanding. Although people in Sangba
indeed focus on other people, this orientation might focuagani.e., socially appropriate
and expected behaviour. It is certainly an interesting questidartber research to ask under
which conditions a focus on others enhances capacities associatethindheading’ and
under which conditions it does not. Fourth, other influential facttes dipacity doctrines
might be stronger and override the positive effect which a focus orsotlweild normally
have. Yet we have seen that many other aspects associated wiheaciing’ are present in
Samoa: as argued above, Samoans attribute and infer mental b&esngage in mental
state talk and mindguessing, and they frankly admitted that they engagi@dguessing
when | explicitly asked them. At this point, however, we have to rethimkind of evidence
for these ‘mindreading’-practices. Importantly, noticing that al thccurs does not tell us
very much about the quality diow this occurs. To give an example: if mental state
attributions occur both in Culture A and Culture B, this does not telensmuch about the
gualitative dimension of these attributions. If people in CultursayA about someone who is
mentally ill that he is crazy, that he is of his rocker and higahas lost his marbles, they
clearly attribute mental states. However, these kinds of attimutare qualitatively quite
different from what people in Culture B might say: that he isesuff) from his memories of
the bus accident which only he survived, that he is haunted by théoquekether he might
have helped that woman who still moved her head for a while, thatleectdgable and tries
to atone for it by engaging in specific behaviours and so forth. In this, Wdid not explore
this qualitative dimension. | analysed the anthropological reportseardhed for examples
of mental state attribution, perspective taking, mindguessing, e wls an important first
step, since proving that all these practices associated witidr@ading’ occur in a place
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where people assert opacity helps us to interpret these diaimaveak sense. However,
Samoan caregivers cannot teach their children to demonstrajgagoe exterior and at the
same time treat mental states in the same way as peopgadas where transparent
expression is valued (cf. von Poser, 2009). Therefore, | argue thatl stateatalk, mental
state attributions and mindguessing — although all this clearly o@cu&moa — differ
gualitatively from how these practices occur in other places. Weaywenore qualitative
research is needed in order to find out whether and how thesegsadiffer qualitatively.
Note that various studies mentioned in the previous chapter documeatsitiee influence
of caregivers’ mental state talk on ToM. Yet how exactly thikience operates on false
belief understanding is an open question. Against the background of Samoadnatmrialve
would expect Samoan mental state talk to be less concerned witlchilda¢n desire or feel
or what might annoy them. Yet consider what false belief understaisdaigput: it is about
knowing that people might falsely believe something to be the case tam the basis of this
believe. It boils down to understanding that someone who has not seémeticaoking pot
was moved to the village’s fresh water pool will still believ®ibe close to the hearth where
it usually is. Given all the differences in socialization an#l fidychology mentioned above —
it is hard to believe, at least in my view, that Samoan childrertonoention adults, should
have problems with this kind of understanding. Like in Yap or among theill ktaya,
where opaque exteriors and strategies of concealment give askigbtened preoccupation
with what really goes on in others, | would expect mindguessing to lbenevee prominent
in Samoa than in places where transparent expression is valuedtdkevthe present results
seriously, however, then we have to make sense of the fact thatrzamig@t engage more
in mindguessing while their children have more problems with another tagfec
‘mindreading’, namely, false belief understanding. In other words, cagsaagsociated with
one and the same term might be differently developed across cultorghis view,
‘mindreading’ would not be a single capacity any more in which all sspedt develop
together. It might even be possible that in places where mindguesseny isommon due to
prevailing strategies of concealment, people might not believe ipassibility of certain
knowledge — and we have seen in the second chapter that false belistantieg is one of
the very rare situations in which (at least the illusion of)atertnowledge is possible. This
would be a very interesting and important result of these ana$yses, it suggests to think of
mindguessing and more certain forms of mental state inferencilldleebelief understanding
as separate. Finally, if we take the results at face valdenterpret them as a delay in false
belief understanding, this strongly relativizes the importance dfeven 50% of all 8-year-
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olds do not pass this task, it cannot be as important for normal gdeigctions as some
authors think (cf. Spaulding, 2010), since 8-year-old Samoans are in espgCts much
more mature than their Western counterparts: they have le@rmedtrol their impulses and
feelings, they care for younger siblings, serve higher-ranking people, havefitsie
experiences with English language, are navigating between the Westdch ag it is
represented in formal schooling contexts and Samoan culture irvilleges and take over a
variety of duties. In a nutshell, if we assume that opacity dostmmght indeed influence
Samoan children’s false belief understanding, | think that the quatitditmension of mental
state talk and the lack of absence experiences are fatt®easnoan children’s life that might
be influential and worth investigating in future research.

Finally, we can interpret the results and their relationship ta Wha been said so far on
opacity in Samoa as evidence for a more general inappropriater@gseamental setups in
non-Western places. In this view, the present results would notszedye speak for a later
acquisition of false belief understanding. Duranti and Ochs (1986) pointedadusamoan
parents do not engage in labelling routines with small children. Theptdask children any
guestions to which the caregiver already knows the answer. Notthithat precisely what
happens in many experimental paradigms. According to Gauvain (1998), sutibepia@
“mainstay of discourse in school” (ibid., p. 40) in Western countries, bunhetsssarily in
other places. In Western communities, schooling and forms of comrtianjcknowledge
acquisition and transmission which are typical for schooling cantixtalso influence other
aspects of life. That caregivers in these communities ask chiédren questions to which
they already know the answer is a precursor of similar pescticschool settings. Yet due to
the relative unimportance of personal intention in Samoa and the digored for guessing at
what is going on in others, “activities such as test questiadies, and guessing games of
the Twenty Questions and | Spy variety” (Ochs, 1988, p. 143) are rarettsycall involve
explicit guessing at what the speaker has in mind” (ibid.). Virda® surprised by the fact
that Junin Quechua children passed an appearance-reality task @wtocisidered to require
ToM) while failing a change of location task and states: “Orghtnivant to argue that there
iIs something in the nature of the tasks themselves that is prodinsngnusual result”
(Vinden, 1996, p. 1714).

Our third route to make sense of the false belief results mieskén this work is thus very
different from the second one: instead of interpreting Samoan chddffirculties with false
belief as evidence for the influence of opacity doctrines, the paguldrexperimental tasks
and their background in practices that are typical for Westermcmities suggest that they
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might themselves be a Western practice. In this view, even theulestal adaptation of a
task would not change the fact that Western children are more wusegdriments than for
example Samoan children. This might alternatively explain why the spicathat could not
be easily demonstrated to occur in Samoa — false belief umddirsg — is also the only one
which is closely linked to experimental setups. It must be mentitvoeekver, that a number
of hiding games was reported for Samoan children’s playing behavioowg8ez, 1992),
indicating that they are at least familiar with similantexts than those enacted in the studies
of this work. Let us think about the idea to consider experimental éaasWgestern practice in
a more adventurous way. If children’s failure in a true bebeiddion must be interpreted as
a sign that the task was not good or not easily understandable for rehldgreertain culture
— what kind of evidence, then, could show that experimental tasks of thiarkirstrange for
those childrenn generaP In concluding that the task was not good enough, we still stick to
the belief that an optimally adapted task be designed in principle, that experimental setups
are universally applicable as long as they are culture-fair. But whidte whole idea of
experimental tasks is not culture-fair? Let us follow this bhéhought. What would count as
supporting evidence for such a claim? Note, that many cross-cultudésion false belief
did not include a true belief condition. To my knowledge, no cross-culttudy ®n false
belief understanding has used a true belief condition at all. Fanuteese tasks was
interpreted as a false belief delay (Naito & Koyama, 2006)soa a&ultural orientation on
perceivable actions (Vinden, 1996). Imagine a true belief task hadithaaded in these
studies and imagine that about one third of the Japanese children laddHtaitrue belief
condition like in the present study. Would this suddenly render these tasiksegnablished
results inadequate? What would this suggest? That my results woulokr&e&onvincing and
clearly speak for a false belief delay of Samoan children ifdl i@ included a true belief
condition? Clearly, the present results cannot support or even provArnbiker task might
precisely demonstrate that 3-year-old Samoans pass the truel émel fiase belief condition,
while the 5- and 6-year-olds pass both. Nevertheless, | thinknitpisrtant for the future of
cross-cultural psychology and for an adequate interdisciplinary invigstigaf phenomena
such as the opacity of others minds, to question what we do normally nab daesstion: our
own research methodologies, especially the logic of experimental stwdieh is so
appealing.

| have exhaustively discussed three possible routes we can follow to make fbeseresent
false belief results and their relationship to what has beeeressin the theoretical part of
this work. Summing up, | think that the second and the third routei@mdst interesting
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and plausible ones. If opacity doctrines should really influence théogevent of false belief
understanding, qualitative aspects of mental state talk in chigdesvironment and their
experience with absences should be in the focus of future studies. Moreover, the integration of
true belief conditions in false belief tasks of the explicitbeéprediction type (which were
hitherto run without true belief conditions), might either confirm #®lts of existing cross-
cultural studies on ToM, or point into a radically new directidmclv might lead us to rethink
whether experimental tasks should really be in the centerosk-cultural psychological
research. This leads to a final question: did | use adeqguatkods for my purpose of
clarifying the relationship between opacity, ‘mindreading’ and ehy®aThe answer is: Yes,
but | did not applyall adequate methods. | think that the conceptual part of this work is an
important first step for future research on this relationshipdéveloping a conceptual
‘mindreading’ tool kit, it was possible to prove different aspectd by a mere look at the
existing anthropological reports. With respect to false belief uradetisty, | clearly applied
the adequate methods, although anthropologists like Duranti (2008) would oathéor
proving this kind of understanding in the field. Yet since the reldtipnisetween opacity,
‘mindreading’ and empathy must be investigated with an interdisaiplag@proach, | clearly
did not useall adequate methodologies. | focused on conceptual work, text analyses and on
experimental false belief studies. Conversation analyses, qualitaterviews, classical
anthropological fieldwork and joint research programmes where psyclislogisd
anthropologistst cooperate (Funke, 2010) are clearly necessary and wouilchpaaithnt
information — but this was unfortunately not within the realm of possibilities.

I will finish with what | consider to be most important: Sameanot anything like the
fictional ‘opacity island’ mentioned in the introductory chapter. Ondbetrary. Complex
forms of interaction and hierarchical principles affect Samohildren’s early experience.
They have to focus on others and learn to read others in termgr faitial role (cf. McGeer,
2007). Mental state inference and —attribution, mental state talkmamibuessing clearly
occur in Samoa. Moreover, aspects of empathy like perspective taking and LCGRman@nc

in Samoa. However, the assertion of opacity and the presentation of an egpayicr seem

to complicate dyadic forms of empathy. At the same time, a grouptediéorm of empathy
makes people to identify with a group adenact empathy as alofaf. Von Poser, 2009,
forthcoming). Interestingly, opaque exteriors should both enhance mindguessingaleed m
empathy more difficult. 1 have repeatedly argued that the enactmesbaidl opacity
presupposes knowinghat it isthat must be concealed. A similar picture results from other
places in the Pacific and in Central America. Robbins anuidey (2008) did a good job:
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they convincingly introduced cultural anthropology as an interestingplie which has
something to contribute to the ongoing discussion between psychologists, philesajpiger
neuroscientists on how we come to understand other minds. They caugltentiora by
claiming that opacity doctrines ought to force a rethinking of our theasf mind and
empathy. Yet they might have claimed a little bit too much. The presaikt demonstrated
that opacity doctrines do nofuhdamentallycontradict social scientific models that assume
such knowledge is possible” (Robbins & Rumsey, 2008, p. 408; emphasis added).
Nevertheless, the anthropological contributions are important. Theydsleawl us to rethink
the scopeof our theories, since assessing what is in another’'s mind indedud bagess
relevant in places where social roles are more emphasizedxdaonple. Instead of doing
away with existing theories and concepts, then, we should broaden therowofallthe
inclusion of concepts from other places. Some might fear that ¥m®wtedgment of the
importance of culture leads us away from discovering the ‘true uaiMesss’ of the human
psyche. Yet if we allow for very different forms of empathy and $@cganization to inform
our theories, we still can, somehow paradoxically, arrive atnséats that can claim to be
universally valid. May | give an example? Here is such a statierffibere are no ‘opacity

islands’.
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Appendix A — Instructions in English and Samoan

Cup-task

To Child 1:

1) “Put the toy under one of the cups.”
Tu‘u le loi i lalo o se ipu.

2) “Please go outside and wait there.”

Alu i fafo. Fa'‘atali i tua o le faitoto‘a.

To Child 2:

1) “Where is the toy?”

O fea le loi?

2) “Let’s play a trick on (NAME OF CHILD 1). Hide the toy under another cup.”
Se'i fa'ase'e (NAME OF CHILD 1). Tu‘u le loi i lalo o se isi ipu.

3) “Where will (NAME OF CHILD 1) look for the toy when (s)he comes back?”
Study 1:0 fea la e sau nei (NAME OF CHILD 1) su‘e ai le loi?

Study 2:A toe sau (NAME OF CHILD 1), o fea o ipu e muamua tago ai?

Bring-me!-task

True belief condition:

E1: Give me the pencil in this box (pointing). | want to write a word with this colmldifg
up the pencil).
Aumai le penivali o i totonu o le pusa (lea).
Do you know the name of this colour? (E1 writes some words on his note pad).
O le ale lanu lea?
Take the pencil and put it back into the box.
Tago e tu’u i totonu o le pusa.
AFTER FAMILIARIZATION:

| am done!
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la! O lea ua uma.
E1 stands up and waits beside the table while E2 takes a seat.

E2: Look, | exchange the pencils. | put the black pencil into this box and the red pencil in
that one.

Va'ai. Ua ou suia lanu. Ou te tu’u le lanu uliuli i le isi pusa a’o le laamin le isi
pusa.

E1l: | am back in two minutes. (leaves the room)

Se’i ou te toe sau i se lua minute.
E2 remains seated, doing nothing, not communicating with the child.
E1 comes back.

E1: | want to write another word with the colour in this box (pointing). Wait a mimate a

then bring it outside to me.

Ou te toe fia tusi se upu i le lanu lea o i totonu o le pusa (pointing). Fa atali mo se minute

ona aumai ai lea i fafo iate a’u.
E1l leaves again.
E2: Which pencil does (NAME OF E1) want? Show it to me. Touch the box.
O le a le penivali e mana’o iai (NAME OF E1)? Fa asino mai. Tago le pusa.
E1 comes back.
E1l. | want to write another word with the colour in this box (pointing). Give it to me.

Ou te toe fia tusi se upu i le lanu lea o i totonu o le pusa (pointing). Aumai.

False belief condition:

E1: Give me the pencil in this box (pointing). | want to write a word with this colmldiag
up the pencil).

Aumai le penivali o i totonu o le pusa (lea).

Do you know the name of this colour? (E1 writes some words on his note pad).
O le ale lanu lea?

Take the pencil and put it back into the box.

AFTER FAMILIARIZATION:

| am done! | am back in a minute. (leaves the room)

la! O lea ua uma. Se’i ou te toe sau i se lua minute.
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E2 takes a seat.

E2: Look, let's play a trick on (Name OF E1). | exchange the pencils. | put the black pencil
into this box and the red pencil into that one. (NAME OF E1) doesn’t see this.

Va'ai. Se’i fa’ase’e Anitele’a. Ua ou suia lanu. Ou te tu’u le lanu uliuli i le isi pusa a’o le
lanu mimé i le isi pusa. E le"o va“ai iai Anitele’a.
E1 comes back.

E1: | want to write another word with the colour in this box (pointing). Wait a mimate a

then bring it outside to me.

Ou te toe fia tusi se upu i le lanu lea o i totonu o le pusa. Fa atali mo se minute ona

aumai ai lea i fafo iate a’u.
E1l leaves again.
E2: Which pencil does (NAME OF E1) want? Show it to me. Touch the box.
O le a le penivali e mana’o iai (NAME OF E1)? Fa asino mai. Tago le pusa.
E1 comes back.
E1: | want to write another word with the colour in this box (pointing). Give it to me.

Ou te toe fia tusi se upu i le lanu lea o i totonu o le pusa (pointing). Aumai.
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