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        Introduction

        Researchers have long been interested in whether infants have a rich or poor understanding of their social world. Here, we
          consider just one side of this debate and draw on a wide range of research which argues that infants’ have a rich understanding.
          You will have the opportunity to read research articles which explore such issues as the degree to which infants contribute
          to social interactions, whether or not they are born communicators, and whether their relations with people emerge out of
          intimate social interaction. These readings are supported by audio clips of interviews with researchers. You will be given
          the opportunity to reflect upon the research and critique the findings and to think about your own views, based upon your
          own experiences of children you know.
        

        This OpenLearn course is an adapted extract from the Open University module ED841: Understanding children’s development and learning.
        

        This is a Masters-level course and you may find that some of the readings are challenging. We suggest that you carry out the
          audio-visual activities as these are intended to bring the readings to life.
        

      

    

  
    
      
        Learning outcomes

        After studying this course, you should be able to:

        
          	define what psychologists mean by ‘rich’ understanding

        

        
          	compare and contrast the different perspectives of psychologists who argue that infants have a rich understanding of their
            social world
          

        

        
          	critically evaluate the role that the infant plays during infant–adult social interactions

        

        Researchers have tried to answer questions about whether infants have a ‘rich’ or ‘poor’ understanding of their social world.
          Here we look at the possibility that they have a ‘rich’ understanding. This course involves reading several published articles
          so you can see the arguments in their original form. When thinking about these issues, it will be important to reflect on
          your own assumptions about infant abilities and to critically evaluate relevant research, findings and theory.
        

        In outlining the view that infants have a ‘rich’ interpretation of their social world, we first set the scene by describing
          the observations and views contained in a book about the early social development of a particular child. This extract provides
          a useful illustration of the impressions that some people have about the social understandings of young children. This is
          followed by two readings. In both cases, the researchers wrestle with the difficult issue of trying to scientifically study
          the contribution of infants to the process of early social interaction.
        

        In both examples, the researchers acknowledge that if a strictly objective view is taken then we may fail to identify important
          infant abilities. The discussion of this issue is followed by a consideration of three different, but related, proposals about
          infants having a ‘rich’ understanding of their social world: that infants are born with a motivation to communicate and influence
          people, that they are born with the ability to understand that other people are similar to themselves, and that infants’ understanding
          of their relations with people emerges out of intimate social interaction.
        

      

    

  
    
      
        1 Observing infants and issues about interpreting these observations 

        
          1.1 Observations and opinions of a psychologist and father

          Charles Fernyhough (2008), in his book The Baby in the Mirror: a Child’s World from Birth to Three, claims that infants from a young age are equipped to deal with the complexities of social life. He offers the following
            observation and commentary on his daughter, Athena’s behaviour just a few weeks after she was born:
          

          
            […] some have argued that babies are born knowing the world is inhabited by two fundamentally different kinds of object: those
              that can get around under their own steam (like people) and those that can’t. There can be no doubt that babies are wired
              up to treat people differently. If they can show that special sensitivity, then they have a chance to learn about the other
              qualities that set people apart. As these social interactions become more sophisticated, the information they can convey will
              become richer and richer.
            

            […] If Athena makes a random gurgling sound which I think sounds like a classic baby coo, then I respond to it with all the
              emotional dials turned up full. I fill it with meaning, and turn that meaning back to her. The emotional stakes are raised:
              suddenly this matters to both of us. As soon as she can begin to connect my response with the action of hers that triggered
              it in the first place, she can start to close the circle of her own emotions: how feelings lead to responses, and back to
              feelings, world without end. Infants’ social behaviour comes to have meaning because we take it as having meaning. We create
              our babies’ smiles before they do.
            

            […] She gives as well as receives. She has expectations of how I will behave, and she reacts if I don’t fulfil them. She can
              recognise a few different emotional expressions, and reproduce the most basic ones for herself. If I were suddenly to change
              my expression from happy to angry for example, she would show surprise. If I suddenly made my face freeze up altogether, she
              would stop smiling, look away and then try to re-engage my attention. She will fight to keep the channels open.
            

            (Fernyhough, 2008, pp. 44–6)

          

          In these brief extracts, Fernyhough, a developmental psychologist by training, reflects some key assumptions about babies’
            sociability. Firstly, it seems that babies are born with the ability to differentiate between animate and inanimate objects.
            This is shown by the claim that they behave as if they have different expectations of people and objects. They do not expect
            objects to reciprocate in the same way that people do. Secondly, parents treat babies as if they are social beings from the
            start by reciprocating their babies’ expressions and vocalisations (but it is worth pointing out that cultures differ in this
            respect). As Fernyhough points out, parents construct social meanings for their babies’ actions that convey important information
            to the baby. Thirdly, although parents imbue their babies’ behaviours with social and emotional meaning that, from a strictly
            objective point of view might seem fanciful, it is quite clear that it is not a one way street. Babies work hard to maintain
            joint attention and solicit positive emotional and social reactions from their parents. These suggestions are part of an important
            line of research that is built on the assumption that very young infants do not treat everything in their world in the same
            way and that they are attuned to social experiences.
          

          
            
              Activity 1

            

            
              Allow about 15 minutes

              
                Watch the video clips in ‘Mother-infant social interaction’, which show a 3 month-old and a 9 month-old infant interacting
                  with their mother. As you watch, note down any behaviours that suggest that parents treat babies as if they are social beings
                  and that suggest that the babies are attempting to communicate with their mothers. Note that this might be communication in
                  its widest sense (e.g. vocalising, waving an arm).
                

                
                  
                    Video content is not available in this format.

                  

                  Mother-infant social interaction 1

                  View transcript - Mother-infant social interaction 1

                

                
                  
                    Video content is not available in this format.

                  

                  Mother-infant social interaction 2

                  View transcript - Mother-infant social interaction 2

                

                Now go back to the video clips and think about whether the babies are working hard to maintain joint attention and solicit
                  positive emotional and social reactions from their mothers.
                

                What do your findings show? Is there a difference between the older and the younger baby?

                Finally, consider the following questions:

                
                  	What were the difficulties in carrying out this task?

                  	Has this altered your opinions about how young babies communicate?

                

              

              View discussion - Activity 1

            

          

        

        
          1.2 Objectivity, science and early social interaction

          You have just read claims about early infant abilities; the claims are based on careful observation, but nonetheless are an
            interpretation of infant capacities. In the following two readings, the authors debate with the issue that strictly scientific
            studies of early social interaction might underestimate the abilities of young infants.
          

          
            
              Activity 2

            

            
              Allow about 3 hours

              
                Firstly, read the review of Vasudevi Reddy’s (2008) book, How Infants Know Minds, in The Times entitled ‘Liar, liar pants on fire’ (Carlowe, 2008) below. This provides useful background information for reading Reddy’s
                  journal article. In the review you can see a disagreement about the interpretation of infant behaviour involving ‘deception’.
                

                'Liar, liar pants on fire' review

                Now read Reddy, V. (2007) ‘Getting back to the rough ground: deception and “social living”’, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, B, vol. 362, no. 1480, pp. 621–37.
                

                Getting back to the rough ground: deception and “social living”

                Reddy argues that the complexity of social interaction makes scientific study of this process difficult (and gooey), but that
                  if we are to understand social processes then this complexity is at the heart of the activity – in particular read pages 622–3.
                  Her argument is presented in relation to ‘taking deception seriously’, and she attacks the notion that deception must involve
                  a theory of mind, i.e. deception means trying to put in someone else’s mind a different idea from what one knows or feels.
                  A large range of observations are reported which indicate that children younger than 4 years appear to deceive others. Pages
                  633–4 are worth reading carefully as these contain interesting proposals about how infants come to be able to deceive.
                

                Note that there are very few observations of deception before about 9 months, and this suggests that more limited processes
                  and understanding may be occurring in earlier interactions.
                

                Check that you understand Reddy’s claims about deception. In particular, what is she suggesting about the way infants develop
                  the ability to deceive others?
                

              

            

          

          
            
              Activity 3

            

            
              Allow about 30 minutes

              
                Think about incidences of deception or teasing you have experienced with your children or children who you know. How did you
                  interpret the intentions of the child, and what led to you interpreting their behaviour in this way?
                

              

            

          

          
            
              Activity 4

            

            
              Allow about 30 minutes

              
                Now listen to the audio interview with Vasudevi Reddy, paying attention to the way she sees her views as being different from
                  those who believe infants have very limited social understandings.
                

                
                  
                    Audio content is not available in this format.

                  

                  Vasu Reddy interview

                  View transcript - Vasu Reddy interview

                

                
                  	What explanatory concept about development do you think Reddy favours in the audio?

                  	Think back to your responses to the reflection activity above. Has reading Reddy’s work changed your mind or challenged your
                    original interpretation of the behaviour you have experienced with children you know?
                  

                  	Do you agree with Reddy’s argument that research methodologies which focus on controlled experiments (which control what Reddy
                    describes as ‘goo’) might leave questions unanswered?
                  

                

              

            

          

        

      

    

  
    
      
        2 Social abilities and relating to others

        The material covered in this section expands on the rich view by outlining three explanations of early infant social abilities
          that have been put forward by Trevarthen, Meltzoff and Gopnik, and Zeedyk. Each is convinced that young infants have some
          understanding of people as being different from objects, and an understanding of what is going on in the mind of others, but
          each brings a different perspective to this position.
        

        
          2.1 Innate intersubjectivity

          Colwyn Trevarthen has argued, since the 1970s, that very young infants are competent partners in social interaction. He has
            suggested that this is because newborns have latent sociability and intentionality, for example, co-operating with their mother
            and anticipating her actions during activities such as feeding and holding (Trevarthen, 1979b). In particular, Trevarthen
            suggests that young infants have a primitive motive to achieve interactive relationships with others and this is responsible
            for their sociability. Trevarthen used the terms subjectivity and intersubjectivity to explain some of these processes. He
            writes:
          

          
            For infants to share mental control with other persons they must have two skills. Firstly, they must be able to exhibit the
              rudiments of individual consciousness and intentionality. This attribute of acting as agents I call subjectivity. In order
              to communicate, infants must also be able to fit this subjective control to the subjectivity of others; they must also be
              able to demonstrate intersubjectivity.
            

            (Trevarthen, 1979a, p. 322)

          

          More recently, Trevarthen (2001) has argued that

          
            the baby is also capable and interested from birth in engaging ‘protoconversationally’ with the dynamic thoughts and enthusiasm
              of caregivers […]
            

            the so-called ‘complex’ emotions, the interpersonal sense of ‘pride’ in admired accomplishments, and ‘shame’ in being misunderstood
              or disliked, are part of the human condition. Powerful innate emotions of human relating, evident in infants, and different
              from those that establish and regulate attachment for care and protection, bring risks of mental illness associated with failure
              in collaborative intersubjectivity. (p. 95)
            

          

          Trevarthen’s view of early interaction is that infants are doing more than automatically responding to the behaviours of others.
            Core to his account is the idea that infants are born with the motivation to engage in social interaction and primitive communication
            with people.
          

        

        
          2.2 Infants understand that adults are ‘like me’?

          Andrew Meltzoff and his colleagues have carried out an influential series of studies on infant imitation spanning some 20
            years. This work has begun to unravel some of the processes taking place in early infancy that form the building blocks of
            social cognition during the first two years of life. These building blocks are precisely those that enable young children
            to interact with their caregivers and peers (see reading below).
          

          
            
              Activity 5

            

            
              Allow about 2 hours

              
                Meltzoff, A. and Gopnik, A. (1993) ‘The role of imitation in understanding persons and developing a theory of mind’, in Baron-Cohen,
                  S., Tager-Flusberg, H. and Cohen, D.J., Understanding Other Minds: Perspectives from Autism, Oxford, OUP.
                

                The role of imitation in understanding persons and developing a theory of mind

                This chapter by Meltzoff and Gopnik (1993) provides a useful outline of the argument that infants are able to recognise the
                  other people are ‘like-me’, and from this recognition follows the social abilities of infants to relate and interact with
                  people. Note that in this paper Meltzoff and Gopnik suggest that this ‘like-me’ understanding might be innate.
                

              

            

          

          More recently, Meltzoff (2007) has outlined some ingenious experiments that show how 12- and 18-month-old infants use their
            own first-person experience to interpret other people’s behaviour. Imitation of a baby’s actions by adults, together with
            his or her close observation of the interactions between other people, have been shown to lead to particular forms of social
            understanding concerning the relationship between self and other. Meltzoff argues that:
          

          
            Infants represent the acts of others and their own acts in commensurate terms. They recognise cross-modal equivalences between
              acts they see others perform and their own bodily felt movements. This recognition of self–other equivalences in action give
              rise to interpreting others as having similar psychological states such as perceptions and emotions. The ‘like me’ nature
              of others is the starting point for social cognition.
            

            (Meltzoff, 2007, p. 126)

          

          Thus babies recognise not only that people have special qualities that set them apart from objects, as Fernyhough points out,
            but also they may recognise that other people are ‘like me’.
          

          Meltzoff suggests that this is an important insight which helps to explain the ability of infants to take part in complex
            social interactions. The recognition of others as separate from the self provides a starting point for the development of
            babies’ concept of self. (See also Rochat, 2002.) In addition, the recognition that others are ‘like me’ can provide a basis
            for an understanding of the actions of others on the basis of what you yourself would do in the same situation. In other words,
            this provides the basis of being able to simulate the thinking and behaviour of others.
          

          
            
              Activity 6

            

            
              Allow about 20 minutes

              
                How does Meltzoff and Gopnik’s approach to infant socialisation differ from the approach of Reddy?

                How might different methodological approaches account for any differences in their theoretical perspectives?

              

            

          

        

        
          2.3 Social interaction provides a basis for self–other distinction

          In contrast to the views of Trevarthen and Meltzoff, another perspective about infant social abilities is that they grow out
            of experience of interaction with other people. This viewpoint is put forward in the reading below.
          

          
            
              Activity 7

            

            
              Allow about 2 hours

              
                The next reading is Zeedyk, M.S. (2006) ‘From intersubjectivity to subjectivity: the transformative roles of emotional intimacy
                  and imitation’, Infant and Child Development, 15, pp. 321–44.
                

                From intersubjectivity to subjectivity: the transformative roles of emotional intimacy and imitation

              

            

          

          Zeedyk summarises her argument as follows:

          
            	Adult–infant interactions involve emotional intimacy;

            	Emotional intimacy provides the basis for the transformation in infant capacities;

            	Imitation is a powerful means of establishing intimacy.

          

          The three sections following the introduction are concerned with these three points. In the first of these sections, Zeedyk
            reviews evidence in support of her view that adult–infant interactions involve emotional intimacy. Particularly important
            to some of our concerns is the second section‘Intimacy is transformative’ (pp. 326–31). Here Zeedyk agrees with others that early social experiences and interactions provide
            a ‘cradle’ for the development of individual capacities. She believes that two significant processes involving emotional intimacy
            affect infants’ understanding of others: (i) being the object of another’s attention, and (ii) anticipating the other’s next
            action. Zeedyk follows Reddy (2003) in supposing that infants begin to experience self-consciousness and self-awareness because
            of the attention of others. This allows the separation of the infant ‘I’ and the adult ‘you’ (the I–you relation). A key quote
            is ‘I literally come to know myself – through your eyes’ (p. 327). As Zeedyk points out, this differs from other views which
            suppose that infants use their experiences of their self to make sense of others (e.g. the ‘like-me’ hypothesis of Meltzoff,
            2007; see also Tomasello, 1999).
          

          In the third substantive part of this article, Zeedyk suggests that imitation provides an important vehicle for the establishment
            of emotional intimacy. She suggests that imitation draws attention away from the action of the self, to the actions of the
            other person because there is an interesting discrepancy between what the self has done and what the other is doing. In other
            words, the attention moves from the self to the similar but different acts of the other.
          

          
            
              Activity 8

            

            
              Allow about 30 minutes

              
                Now listen to the interview with Suzanne Zeedyk, where she talks about her article, ‘From intersubjectivity to subjectivity:
                  the transformative roles of emotional intimacy and imitation’.
                

                
                  
                    Audio content is not available in this format.

                  

                  Suzanne Zeedyk interview

                  View transcript - Suzanne Zeedyk interview

                

              

            

          

        

        
          2.4 Gregarious babies: shared understanding in infancy

          The majority of studies of infant social cognition have been at the level of the dyad, that is they have involved two infants
            or an infant and parent. The Australian researchers, Jane Selby and Ben Bradley (2003) are very critical of this approach.
            They argue that research on dyadic mother/infant interaction or dyadic interaction between unfamiliar peers neglects the possibility
            that babies are born with a more general relational capacity that allows them to be socially involved with more than one person
            at the time. Selby and Bradley argue that infants are biologically prepared for relationships in general rather than for forming
            exclusive attachments. In their research, they carried out detailed observations of babies in groups of three. Their analysis
            of these three-ways, triadic interactions allowed them to develop a more detailed account of the role of early intersubjectivity
            in the development of communicative competence.
          

          In common with the studies by Trevarthen and Reddy discussed earlier, they argue that:

          
            What is given in the brain at birth is its intersubjectivity or psychological inter-dependence, and it is this that affords
              the baby’s active participation in the relationships from which mental functions are derived. (p.198)
            

          

          Like Meltzoff and Zeedyk,, Selby and Bradley’s research also demonstrated the importance of imitation for signaling and maintaining cooperative, coordinated social interest between groups of infants aged 8 – 12 months. In their
            paper they set out the following claims:
          

          
            Studying infant groups allows us to address three kinds of emerging theoretical argument: (1) that babies are born with a
              ‘general relational capacity’ which complements or even founds the more specific ‘dyadic program’ that generates attachments;
              (2) that Infants’ communication with peers is the best route to understanding the shared meanings that inform language acquisition,
              and (3) that the reconceptualisation of ‘nonbasic’ emotions requires we discover whether babies are communicatively competent
              to elaborate context-specific meanings over time. The materials we use to illustrate this two-stage approach show infants
              manifest core characteristics of group-communication in the second six months of life, in particular the capacity to be involved
              with more than one person at a time and for relational encounters to shift behavioural significances for the infants as a
              product of group interactions’, (p. 197).
            

          

          
            
              Activity 9

            

            
              Allow 45 minutes to 1 hour

              
                The video clip, Early Peer Interaction, for this activity shows a replication of the study by Selby and Bradley (2003) and the triadic interaction between three
                  babies. The babies, Elijah, Lily-Mae and Arthur are all 9 - 10 months old. They had not met each other before. During the
                  filming, their mothers were present in the room, but were standing behind the babies out of eyesight. Each baby was in strapped
                  into a lightweight pushchair and the pushchairs were arranged in the triangular formation described in Selby and Bradley’s
                  paper. The babies could see each other, and, if they stretching out their legs, could make physical contact with each other.
                

                You should use this clip to analyse the interaction between the babies. You may want to think, for example, about which baby
                  is looking at whom and whether any of the babies individually interacts more with the others. The clip is quite short and
                  so you may want to watch it more than once. Selby and Bradley suggest that the first step in any research on change is to
                  distinguish between different ‘starting positions’ that the babies may bring to the group. They present four such positions:
                  Being at a loss, ready to play, relaxed without needs and caught between inner and outer demands. You may want to consider
                  the babies initial reactions to each other from this perspective.
                

                
                  
                    Video content is not available in this format.

                  

                  Early Peer Interaction

                

                
                  	How easy did you find it to identify the four starting positions described by Selby and Bradley?

                  	Do you think that there is evidence of multiple relations in the clip of the three babies?

                

              

            

          

        

      

    

  
    
      
        Conclusion

        In this course we have considered three different views about the origins of infant sociability. According to Trevarthen,
          infants have motives that mean from birth they can engage in primitive communication with other people; Meltzoff believes
          that the ‘like-me’ understanding of infants can provide the basis for the development of social abilities, and Zeedyk suggests
          that social abilities emerge from the experience of interaction, particularly through the attention of others and the process
          of imitation.
        

        Which view do you favour and why? In answering this question, compare and contrast the claims of these three researchers.

      

    

  
    
      
        Keep on learning
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        Activity 1

        Discussion

        

        
          
            Video content is not available in this format.

          

          Early interaction

          View transcript - Early interaction

        

        
          
            Video content is not available in this format.

          

          Infant interaction

          View transcript - Infant interaction

        

        Back

      

    

  
    
      
        Mother-infant social interaction 1

        Transcript

        
          Mother

          Are you Mummy's gorgeous girl? Eh? You don't know what's going on. Right? Who's mummy's gorgeous girl? [MAKING SPITTING NOISES]
            Baby girl. Mm. [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] [LAUGHTER] [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] [LAUGHTER] [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] 
          

          You can do it. You do it. [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] You do it with mummy. [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] You do it with mummy. You
            do it. Mm. [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] Yes. Yes. [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] Who's mummy's favourite girl? 
          

          Who's mummy's favourite girl? Who's mummy's favourite girl? Yeah? Who's mummy's favourite girl? Is it you? Is it you? Is it
            you? [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] 
          

          

        

        
          Baby

          [BABY BABBLES]

          

        

        
          Mother

          Really? Is that what they said? Is that what they said? Eh? Is that what they said? 

          Is that what they said? Is that what they said now, sweetheart? Really? Eh? Eh? Is that what they said? 

          

        

        
          Baby

          [BABY BABBLES]

          

        

        
          Mother

          Is it? Is that what they said? Mm. Mm. You do it. [MAKING SPITTING NOISES] Oh. Are you tired? Are you tired? 

          

        

        Back

      

    

  
    
      
        Mother-infant social interaction 2

        Transcript

        
          Mother

          Where'd it go? Where's it gone? There it is. Can you put it on? Can you put it? Lily Mae? Buh-buh-buh. Where's it going? Where's
            it gone? What about this one? What about this one? Oh, no. Where have they gone? Where it's gone? Where's it gone? 
          

          Boo! Peek-a-boo! Where have they gone? Where's it gone? There it is. Do you want it? Do you want it? Lily Mae? [SQUEAKY TOY
            SOUNDS] Boo! Boo! Rah! Rah! It's a chicken. Can you do shaky? Shaky shaky shaky. Shaky shaky shaky. 
          

          Shaky shaky. Shaky shaky. Clever girl. Uh-oh. Where's it gone? Where's it gone? Ready? Here he comes. [SQUEAKY TOY SOUNDS]
            Peek-a-boo. Peek-a-boo. Peek-a-boo. Oh, no. Where's he gone? Where's he gone? Want it? Ta? 
          

          Uh-oh. Uh-oh. Where's he gone? Where's he gone? I'm coming to get you. [SQUEAKY TOY SOUNDS] Boo! Rah! Rah! You want it? Uh-oh.
            Where's he gone? Where has he gone? Tickle tickle tickle. Pretty kisses. Mwah. Mwah. 
          

          

        

        
          Baby

          [BABY MUMBLES] 

          [BABY MUMBLES] 

          

        

        
          Mother

          Gonna drop it on the floor? 

          

        

        
          Baby

          [BABY MUMBLES]

          

        

        
          Mother

          Yay, yay. 

          

        

        Back

      

    

  
    
      
        Early interaction

        Transcript

        
          NARRATOR: 

          So we've got a three-month-old going on here. And three-month-olds are really interested in interaction with people. So this
            mother's trying to introduce a toy, and now she's got another toy. But where that baby is interested in looking is at this
            mother. OK, she's looking down just a little bit at the moment. But she's come right back here. 
          

          And she's actually quite still. When she gets older, she'll be reaching for toys and she'll be really animated for toys. In
            fact, the mother's clearly decided that she's really not interested in that toy and she's introduced this game of sticking
            out tongue. 
          

          And the baby's smiling. And you can just see the baby's mouth going [MOUTH SOUND]. So the baby is starting to play the same
            game, or responding, or imitating. Those are interesting different ways to describe what's going on. But the key thing is
            that they're doing the same thing. And the mother, in fact, is concentrating on it so much, she's doing the baby's cheek,
            encouraging it. And that baby's continued to look at that mum. 
          

          This is what I call emotional intimacy. This is what's important. And this baby's fantastic at that. And this mother is fantastic
            at that. And this is where the world is for these two people right now, is between the two of them. That's intersubjectivity.
            
          

          Alright, and now the mother's not so sure, she hasn't had a response, so she's going to try this toy. But can you see the
            baby's looking over that toy, trying to find the mother. That toy is not exciting. That mother is exciting at this very young
            age. This baby is only three-months-old. 
          

          And now the mother's introducing a tiny bit of the game. She's doing the baby's nose. And can you see that hand? That hand
            is now coming in. That's part of the baby's experience of all of that. The baby's excited about this, or curious about it
            or something. And look, now there's the toes going. 
          

          OK, now the baby's had enough. The baby's turning away slightly. I'm too excited. I want to calm down a little bit. Now the
            mother's sort of staying engaged and has come around to see the baby's face. It might have been that at another time, if this
            mother wasn't in front of the camera, she would have just let the baby have a time out. Do you see how the baby's reach for
            that hand, it's almost like she's reaching for extra support, extra connection? But it may be that this is very exciting.
            And she may be overly excited. 
          

          Fascinating thing about babies is they can take care of themselves-- emotional regulation, when I get overly excited. And
            some mothers will give babies a break and some mothers will give babies less of a break. And some cultures will give babies
            a break and other cultures will give them less of a break. That's part of how our brains start to get constructed about how
            excited can we be, how much excitement can we manage? 
          

          But now the baby's starting to come back in. Now the baby's concentrating here just for a minute. And the mother looked to
            see me coming in. Now, that baby isn't looking at me, but has orientated. Does that mean something? 
          

          Those are the questions we're asking in developmental psychology. What does all this behaviour mean? The babies can't tell
            us. That's why it's such an intriguing puzzle. Because we're trying to figure out what is going on in that baby's experience.
            How is that baby reading the world, how is it making sense of the world? And all we have to go on is their behaviour-- but,
            importantly, their behaviour in response to other things. So we can look at how that baby responds to what the mother does.
            
          

          And that's what really happened in the '70s. We became really interested, not just in what the babies were doing, but in what
            they were doing in response to the wider world. And that's a key insight into babies, their responsiveness to other people,
            to other things. But it's in very subtle, subtle ways that we often don't notice. 
          

          And we just do it spontaneously. This mother isn't thinking about of these things I'm saying. See, there we go again. She's
            doing this quite spontaneously. We are social creatures, and we read other people. This mother is reading this baby. 
          

          The key question for developmental psychology is how does that baby learn to do that? Was that something the baby was born
            with, a sensitivity to other people, that their brain was born with? Or is that something that they learn? And those are the
            arguments we have had, for certainly 100 years in psychology and for hundreds and hundreds of years in philosophy. 
          

          

        

        Back

      

    

  
    
      
        Infant interaction

        Transcript

        
          Narrator

          So we've got the mother now introducing a game. She hands the toy to the baby, and the baby changes the game. Throws it down.
            And we've got this eye gaze going on. And she picks it up, and mum's going to continue the game. 
          

          Baby checks out just for a minute. And you can see the excitement in the baby. The baby's concentration, it's in the whole
            body. That's what that tongue is about. It's a part of the concentration. So mum's waiting until the baby seems ready to play.
            
          

          And the baby's going to continue this game. Looks down, mum looks down with, now we share that moment just for a second. The
            emotional consequences of it. Now we're going to play. So now we're really going to continue that game. 
          

          And there's the baby looks up. So the baby's anticipating where it's going. Ah. So now we've switched to a social game. The
            baby's looking. Can you see the baby's enjoying that? But she's the one playing this game. Where's that toy going? 
          

          And the mum is inferring the baby's experience. Where? Where is it? Now, and mum is waiting until the baby's ready to go.
            She hasn't handed the toy in there. But the baby doesn't seem interested, so the mother's not introducing a new game. 
          

          And it's got lots of anticipation and surprise in it because the baby doesn't know when that's going to happen. And here we
            go. But the baby doesn't really interested in that game either. And here's mum quite spontaneously imitating the baby's action.
            
          

          And now joining in or imitating the baby's mouth openings to get that toy in. So there's lots of spontaneous imitation or
            joining, or copying going on in this whole interaction, which shows how key imitation or joining is to our whole human interactions.
            
          

          And she really likes this game of throwing things down. And the mother's still doing the emotional experience, or the questioning.
            Where has this gone? Over it we go. And now we're looking for the next one. 
          

          And when the mum is engaging, she's kind of getting in the baby's line of sight. Mom's probably getting bored with this game
            a little bit at the moment, so she's trying to introduce a new one. But this baby doesn't want to play that game. See? Over
            the edge. 
          

          This is a very popular game at nine months old. Drop things over the edge. And it's because they're starting to play with
            gravity. They're starting to see what can you do with these toys. Oh, and she's getting fractious. 
          

          But they also start to teeth because sometimes not only do they drop it over the edge, they then actually look to mum's face
            rather than to the toy, as if to say what are you going to make of this? 
          

          I'm really interested in your reaction to me dropping it over the side, as opposed to the toy itself. So that really becomes
            about the interaction of a person and the object. They're really at a new stage then. 
          

          

        

        Back

      

    

  
    
      
        Vasu Reddy interview

        Transcript

        
          Narrator

          Vasu Reddy is Professor of Developmental and Cultural psychology at the University of Portsmouth. She discusses the background
            to her paper Getting Back to the Rough Ground: Deception and Social Living.
          

          

        

        
          Vasu Reddy

          I became interested in teasing because, because I was making a video for a class on language development, of my daughter who
            was just nearly nine months old, and so I was just kind of filming family mealtimes and just any old engagement that I could,
            and I captured this interaction which at the time we all called it teasing and it was nothing remarkable, but on watching
            it and on reading a bit more about it, it was very puzzling because it, it was stuff that in the context of the theory of
            mind, theory which was just beginning at that time, the late ‘80’s and early ‘90’s, shouldn’t have been happening because
            it’s basically kids mucking about with other people’s intentions. I know you want me to do that, I’m not going to do that,
            I’m going to do this, and let’s see what you’re going to react. Now at nine months that shouldn’t be possible, okay, according
            to what the theory was saying at that time, so that was one reason why it was interesting. And other reason why it was interesting
            was because I was intrigued by how infants well before, say 9-10 month old infants, seemed to grasp the meaning of gestures,
            like gestures like here, I’m offering this to you, holding an object out, offering it to you, and then as you’re about to
            reach it out for it, whipping it back, which was the bit I videoed. How similar this was to the kind of pretending with objects
            that doesn’t happen until the middle of the second year so, in a sense what you could argue is happening here is infants get
            a meaning of a gesture and then muck about with that meaning, impose a ‘yes, but I’m only doing this to play’ meaning. In
            the middle of the second year you get this, but you get it with objects. Here is a pen cap and I’m going to pretend it’s a
            sweetie now, that’s probably a daft example but if you get my meaning, and this seems to be happening a good nine months earlier
            this mucking about with the meanings of gestures, of interpersonal understandings, than with the meanings of objects, it’s
            kind of intriguing from those two different points of view. I have a feeling that my personal history of teasing is that people
            only do it when they really like you, that’s the kind of intimacy thing, and of course you can have a million different kinds
            of teasing, and teasing can be nasty and cruel, but that kind of playful teasing, it for me is both a sign of affection if
            you like, and leads to further closeness because you’re breaking down boundaries between people. It happens a lot more in
            India where I come from, I think, and is seen more positively there so that’s probably the real reason I tune into it.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          Vasu went on to talk about some very practical research issues.

          

        

        
          Vasu Reddy

          One of the difficulties of studying phenomena like teasing and deception is that they happen in very familiar contexts, they
            happen at times when the infant is confident and they’re kind of rare, they’re not that rare, but they’re rare if you go in
            with a camera and want to film it, in one of my very first studies of teasing I was doing all sorts of things, I was interviewing
            parents and I was taking these video cameras weekly or fortnightly in that first study into parents’ homes to look at changes
            and the babies, and in one particular case I remember the mother told me look, look, look, she’s just started doing this,
            every time we put the TV on she actually scoots over there in her walker and stands in front of the TV and beams at us because
            she knows we’re going to say oh, you devil, come away from there, we want to watch the TV. Right, I said, that’s fine, I’ll
            set the camera up on a tripod in the entrance to the sitting room and I’ll keep out of the way so I don’t influence anything,
            and you just sit there and you switch the TV on, and you just kind of be natural, okay. Now teasing is one of those funny
            things; what the child is doing is playing with what you want, if you like, that’s one kind of teasing. Anyway so I did this,
            I went into the kitchen, the mother sat there and all that happened on the video is the camera was on, the mother was in the
            sitting room looking eagerly wanting her kid to come in front of the TV, the kid went, she was I don’t know, eight or nine
            months old, she went in her walker to a corner of a familiar sitting room to a chest of drawers and played around with a handle
            of the chest of drawers’ drawers. It was a wonderful example of how setting this up by pretending to want something that you
            really want is, you know, it doesn’t work so it’s difficult, I mean we have got stuff on film but these kinds of examples
            the primary source of data is using parents as observers, you know getting them to use Dictaphones and record into it all,
            getting them to write or getting them to 'phone you the moment something like that happens, and that does work and that’s
            how we kind of collected most of these examples.
          

          We’ve done a couple of, two or three studies I think where we’ve been using parents as observers for us. We’ve given parents
            Dictaphones and got them to record into it, speak into it whenever event, which they think might be relevant, happen. What
            we wanted from parents was like verbatim day to day detailed descriptions of events, not judgements about what does this mean,
            we kind of question them and discuss the background to it later, and in order to do that we often gave them a kind of, like
            an index card with if something like this happens, talk about it, talk about what happened just before, talk about where the
            child was looking, talk about what you said/did before/after etcetera so kind of cues as to what to talk about. 
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          Next, we asked Vasu to talk about the origins of infants’ social abilities.

          

        

        
          Vasu Reddy

          I’m really, really keen on the importance of engagement in drawing out intersubjective abilities in the infant, and in fact
            in drawing out intersubjective abilities and realities in the people that the infants engage with, I think it’s a really important
            thing that these things aren’t in existence in a prefigured kind of way. However as always there’s this kind of funny paradox
            where if you were not tuned in to engagement you wouldn’t pick these up and you wouldn’t have the engagement, so if you were
            not tuned in to being into intersubjective it wouldn’t mean anything to you from birth, so empirically you’ve got huge amounts
            of evidence now from infants minutes old that they are at the very least tuned in to what other people are doing enough to
            want to make them do it themselves a lot of the time, and even enough to want them, to make them want to provoke it if those
            things that people are doing aren’t coming back again. And there’s even stuff from at least infants of a few days’ old that
            they are already differentiating between people who look at them and people who don’t look, faces which are looking directly
            at them and faces which are, which have their eyes averted to the side, and it’s kind of like fantastic discrimination skills
            and fantastic sensitivities to the facial expressions, to the voices and this is even in utero that infants are sensitive to what their mothers are saying and including sort of subtle differences between one poem and
            another that’s being read to them, and so on, so there’s all this kind of equipment, if you like, on being tuned into people’s
            communicative actions.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          How do Vasu’s views relate to those of other psychologists working in the same field?

          

        

        
          Vasu Reddy

          I think the view I have been putting forward is very similar to the views expressed by Colwyn Trevarthen and Peter Hobson
            and people, who have emphasised a very early intersubjective capacity. The thing that I’m probably doing which is slightly
            more pronounced in the way I’ve said it is differentiating between theories of intersubjective capacities, which focus on
            either coming to understand other people through your own experience of being a person, you might call them a first person
            perspective on other minds, right, I understand you because I know what it’s like to be a mind, and those theorists who argue
            for third person perspective on understanding of the minds which could be something like I understand you because look I’ve
            been watching you and I’m inferring that this is what’s driving you and this is what you’re doing, and therefore there must
            be something that’s making you do it. The argument that I’ve been putting forward in direct challenge to the claims that there
            is either a first person or a third person perspective on understanding minds and the bringing first person and third person
            perspectives together is the challenge for infants is no, what infants start off with, and if they don’t they really are handicapped,
            is the ability to gain meaning from second person relations, in other words other minds become real to you, and in fact your
            own mind becomes real to you, not because you experience something and know it, not because you watch it, but because you
            are in engagement with somebody who’s directly interacting with you. In other words you have an engagement, you have a relation
            where you are an ‘I’ and the other person is a ‘you’ and vice versa, and if you don’t have this, the meaning of those things
            that we call mind or mental states has to be different. If you don’t have it you can’t have such a good lead in to either
            understanding yourself or understanding other people, and I think that’s kind of something that hasn’t been taken on in psychology
            very, very much, it’s been around in lots of different guises but not really developed, and obviously it has, it isn’t for
            psychologists because if the psychologists are sitting there trying to understand minds, hey wait a minute, what are you doing,
            either introspecting or sitting behind a one-way mirror in a laboratory, go out there and accept that relation is what draws
            out mind knowledge.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          We asked Vasu to give her perspective on Professor Mike Tomasello’s ideas about the development of shared understanding and
            shared intentions.
          

          

        

        
          Vasu Reddy

          I think one of the things that Mike Tomasello bases his theory on is this assumption of an individual infant cognising other
            individual minds and he puts communicative intentions, for example, as of a very different kind of intention from ordinary
            intentions, basically looking at communicative intentions as a mind to mind communication and, again, adopting this idea that
            minds are inside the head and hidden and if from your mind want communication with another’s mind you’ve got to kind of work
            out this, the existence of this hidden entity and want not just to move towards, for example to reach towards a physical object
            in the world, but actually deliver an intention to be picked up by another intentional being, right, so as is common with
            much of the theory theory approaches, although Mike Tomasello’s view is different in some ways. One of the things that’s key
            to the development of communication for him as well is that there should be a kind of an intentional object which is separate
            from the intender and the intended recipient of the communication, in other words I imagine a thing, I want to talk to you
            about that thing and I have to be able to be capable of knowing that you can imagine that thing, which isn’t visible.
          

          One of the differences that I would have with Mike’s position is that he sees, in line with much of the theory theory kind
            of approaches, that representing these hidden entities, a representational capacity is prior to and necessary for any kind
            of genuine communicative or understanding act, and I would actually prefer to put the direction of arrows in the other way,
            in other words that it is action and an awareness which is implicit in the action, which could lead to a representation post
            hoc of what it is you were actually sensibly interacting about, rather than some kind of a conceptual effectively representation
            leading to sensible action. I think this is a really crucial difference and I think one of the sort of fundamental problems
            I have with the theory approach is that you say that the theory is necessary to act, theory or some other form of representational
            capacity, and I’m saying look, it’s your ability to act sensibly which leads to you developing the theory, I mean look this
            is evident in all our adult interactions as well, theories come after the fact, you know, we understand people, we understand
            stuff that’s going on, your theory crystallises that understanding, it does make a difference but it does make a difference
            at some later point, it doesn’t lead to your initial understanding, it can’t.
          

          I think drawing the clear divide between relational explanations of any phenomenon and cognitive explanations of any phenomenon
            which is the case, this divide exists, drawing such a divide is probably, it’s a very, very unsatisfactory state of affairs,
            it depends really on how you define cognition, so if you define cognition as something that’s happening in the head and something
            that’s happening in an individual head, in other words if you define cognition as something outside of embodied interaction,
            i.e. relation, then you’ve got a problem, you’ve got this divide and you’re stuck with it. But if we could redefine cognition
            I think we’re going to have to do this, if we could redefine cognition as something very much more fluid for a start, so that
            it is not fixed representations leading to actions but something that is constantly being re-described to use, to use Annette
            Karmiloff-Smith’s term, we might end up not only with bridging this gap between cognitive explanations and relational explanations,
            but actually a more proper understanding of how cognition works.
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        Suzanne Zeedyk interview

        Transcript

        
          Narrator

          Dr. Suzanne Zeedyk is a senior lecturer in Psychology at the University of Dundee. Her main field of research is into the
            interwoven strands of parent-infant communication and interaction. Here she talks about her ideas and comments on her paper
            ‘From intersubjectivity to subjectivity: the transformative roles of emotional intimacy and imitation’.
          

          

        

        
          Suzanne Zeedyk

          In a very basic sense subjectivity is kind of a sense of self, and inter-subjectivity is what happens when we try to bring
            two selves together, so can they engage or respond to each other or do they exist in some sort of parallel way, and given
            that humans are actually very inter-subjective creatures one of the questions is how do we develop that ability?
          

          The reason that excites psychologists is the question of origins. Given that lots of adults are inter-subjective, so if you
            smile I have an idea that you’re happy, or if you frown I have an idea that something’s not happy about you, and I know when
            your sentence is going to end and it’s my turn, right. Is that something that sensitivity to other people, is that something
            that we learn? Or is it something that we’re born with? If it isn’t something that we’re born with how do we actually acquire
            that sensitivity to other people? And studies of babies let you answer those questions of origin but then you have the question
            of what do I look for in a baby’s behaviour to help me to know about their sensitivity to other people.
          

          We’ve had a lot of discussion in developmental psychology about the shift from subjectivity to inter-subjectivity so one idea
            is that I come into the world as a kind of a self, as aware of myself, and how do I connect to you, so how do I become an
            inter-subjective being? Mead and Vygotsky would say actually that it’s out of inter-subjectivity that our subjectivity comes,
            so it’s almost two different developmental pathways – do I go from self to engagement, or do I go from engagement to self.
            One of the big criticisms that’s been made of Vygotsky’s work is he said that, he had an idea, but he didn’t really say how
            that happened, and that’s what I wanted to explore in this paper – is what would happen in this interaction between two people
            that would give rise to a sense of self in an individual.
          

          One of the things that strikes me about two people interacting and about very early interactions between parents and children
            is how focused they can be, how intimate they can be, so we know that at three months old babies love engaging with other
            people and they’re totally into it, not all the time, because they do it for a shortish amount of time, but they can be totally
            into it, they’re transfixed by the other person, and in lots of studies of mother-infant interaction mothers are transfixed
            by them, so those who are very close, very emotionally engaged, and interestingly in developmental psychology we often don’t
            look at the emotions of that engagement, so one of the things we have been good at is thinking about how babies think, and
            again a particular counter-developmental psychologist says that what babies do is think about other people and what I’m really
            saying is babies feel with other people rather than think about other people, and it is that feeling with that inter-subjective
            experience out of which comes a sense of self, okay. And in the paper I talk about imitation. The exciting thing about imitation
            is that it is a really close matching between self and other. I cannot help but notice if you are imitating me or doing something
            in correspondence with me, I get that you are doing something about me, so that relation between us is enhanced and sharpened,
            and so the intimacy is made all that tighter, and if we look at imitation across babies and across adults, across people with
            communicative impairments as soon as you start imitating it’s like that, it’s like turns on this light bulb, so that’s why
            I think that imitation really enhances this sense of intimacy out of which I think subjectivity might be growing.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          We asked Suzanne about the work of other psychologists, such as Professor Andy Meltzoff, who think that babies assume that
            other people are like themselves. 
          

          

        

        
          Suzanne Zeedyk

          Andy and other people like Tomasello and Lewis and a whole camp of developmental psychologists, are sort of saying that you
            come into the world with a sense of self some sort of sense of self, and you’re interested in other people but how do we create
            this relation to them? What Andy is saying is that babies notice the similarity in movements and it helps them to think about
            other people so we do it by simulation, so at some level I’m going oh, when I suck my thumb, that helps me to feel calm, so
            when you suck your thumb you must also be calm because, because Andy is drawing on a very philosophical idea that what we
            think and feel is hidden inside our heads and I have to infer it, it isn’t obvious, it’s hidden and that’s a very Cartesian
            idea that mind and body are a dichotomy that they’re split. There are other people like Trevarthen and Reddy and Meadel who
            would take the view that actually mind is not quite so hidden, that it is present, that you can see it, and therefore I can
            feel with you so, it is out of this emotional rather than thinking that engagement comes, but an important proviso is that
            I at least as a baby have to have an interest in what you are doing and there has to be some sort of sense of separation between
            you and me, I don’t mean it’s some big mass, because babies take their turns, we know that they do from as neonates, so if
            you stick out your tongue I can stick my tongue back out at you, and then you can take a turn and I can take a turn, so babies
            have got that turn-taking rhythm, so it’s probably more than you bring some sort of sense of subjectivity but also inter-subjectivity
            and happens to feeling because here’s the big question – if your mind is hidden then the process of me understanding that
            mind is mysterious, I need a bridge to get to you and that’s what Meltzoff is trying to build is this active intermodal matching
            that he talks about. What I’m saying is that actually if it’s obvious I don’t need to build a bridge, what you’re thinking
            and feeling is apparent to me and I can work with that.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          We asked her why interactions and imitation are important for social development.

          

        

        
          Suzanne Zeedyk

          Does the interaction matter if you already come with subjectivity? Yes, because you’ve all that, that subjective sense of
            self has to be fleshed out, has to be enriched. I may have some sort of sense of who I am but I don’t know all the things
            that that sense of self means, it doesn’t have any, it doesn’t have any qualities yet, right, so it is in interaction between
            us that I get a better sense of me, of what the boundaries between you and me are, so let me try and give an example. What
            I’m trying to work out is the nature of relationship, where do I stand in relation to you? If I stick my tongue out do you
            stick your tongue back out at me, and we end up laughing, that’s something we can share. Or if I stick my tongue out at you
            do you actually withdraw and I think oh, okay, that’s uncomfortable. We start to work out what the boundaries between myself
            and yourself and our relation, where it lets us go, effectively we’re building trust, and one of the reasons that’s important
            is that I then take that sense of self, which I learned in relation to you, into my other relationships in future.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          Suzanne outlined an important difference between her idea and those of Professor Andy Meltzoff.

          

        

        
          Suzanne Zeedyk

          Andy Meltzoff is interested in the cognitive pathways and mine are the affectual pathways, but that’s a really important distinction
            because if, if the mind is hidden and what I do is think about you, then this process of interaction, of inter-subjectivity,
            is mysterious, that’s why I need a bridge, whereas if it is affectual and it is present in the body it’s not mysterious, it
            makes sense why I would be able to so easily and quickly read the emotional expressions on your face. So the key thing is
            that it takes the mystery out of the process and it highlights something that developmental psychologists have just really
            not given a lot of attention to which is the emotional nature of engagement.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          What does Suzanne think about the implication that infants’ minds are more advanced than has previously been thought?

          

        

        
          Suzanne Zeedyk

          I want to ask why are we so surprised by that, why do we not take that as read? We’re not surprised when babies have ten fingers
            and toes, but we are somehow surprised that they are so socially sensitive. We are surprised by that because of our ideas
            about babies. The very big question is how do we convince sceptics, and therein lies the wondrousness of infancy research.
            All you’ve got to go on is a baby’s behaviour. What will I look for in a baby’s behaviour and in order to tell about inter-subjectivity,
            or subjectivity, or anything, right, the key thing for inter-subjective questions is what is the baby’s responsiveness to
            other people? So it’s not just how the baby responds on their own but how tuned in their behaviour is to somebody else, that’s
            why the still face paradigm is so interesting. Babies, from the time they are neonates we now know, are sensitive to if you
            stop responding to them, their face goes still, and then when you start to respond to them again they wake back up. Well actually
            maybe they’re anxious why you went away from me, why did you go, this is a bit scary, so still face is one. The imitation
            is one, so you stick your tongue out, the baby sticks their tongue back out at you. Neural research shows that not only do
            babies respond to what you do, if you stop after a while, say you’ve been having a lovely conversation, sticking up fingers,
            if you stop, after a little bit the baby will go hello, where did you go? So babies provoke as well – those are examples of
            the kinds of phenomena that we can look at to try to understand about inter-subjectivity. But the question is always – is
            it enough? Will it convince other people? We are talking about how do we interpret behaviour and that’s the challenge of infancy
            research.
          

          We’ve often seen imitation as, up till now, as a way of thinking about other people, that, again that’s what Andy Meltzoff
            would say, that when you do the same thing that I do, so I perform, so I go like this, you do, you do this, or I stick my
            tongue out, you perform an action – that helps me to think about you because we’re doing the same behaviours. What if imitation
            is actually about emotional engagement, and therefore it’s not just about the linear sequence of actions, but it’s about anything
            that’s similar between us, so is imitation also when you adopt the same posture as me, which we’ve tended to call atunement
            in the literature, so that was supposed to be picking up the emotional aspect. What if we need to redefine what imitation
            is? And the reason that could be important is because by redefining it we better understand the questions we set out to answer.
            We might have missed the importance of imitation for promoting intimacy because we didn’t think about it that way and therefore
            we didn’t get the evidence that would help us to answer that question.
          

          

        

        
          Narrator

          Finally, we asked Suzanne about the more general importance of imitation, particularly with individuals with disabilities?

          

        

        
          Suzanne Zeedyk

          One of the things that it’s just a newly emerging area of research is showing, is that if you use imitation with people who
            have communicative impairments like children or adults with autism, learning disabilities, children who suffered severe neglect
            like, like orphans in Romania, dementia, so people who are having trouble communicating and engaging socially we now know
            that if you use imitation as an intervention it has what some people describe as almost magical effects, and within seconds,
            which sounds too soon but literally if you measure the time in the outtakes, within seconds the people who are traditionally
            disengaged move right back in, they become much more interested, they begin to look more, they begin to focus more, they begin
            to smile, they begin to do all the things that we see babies doing. So the first question is – is that true, does that really
            work? Well we need, we need more research on it but the answer to that is yes, it works, so the next question then is why
            does it work, and it brings us back to all these questions about imitation, and about subjectivity, and inter-subjectivity.
            And the implications of that are huge. So if we take dementia as an example because I think that’s really cutting edge, we
            tend to think that people with dementia have lost their social ability, their ability to engage socially, because they’re
            not doing anything that we’d recognise as social, and that’s hard, that’s been so hard for us, so if they’re not nodding after
            I’m saying something, it’s hard for me to engage with them, and if their face is blank it’s like a still face. So carers in
            homes, they’re now filled in British society with people who have dementia, aren’t getting any feedback and they’re not giving
            engagement to people. So what you have are people who are more and more and more disengaged. Amazingly, if you used their
            body language and you could call it imitate, but actually maybe imitation is the wrong word, suddenly now we have to think
            about what do we mean by our terms, and in fact some people would say imitation is too harsh, that makes it sound it like
            you’re mimicking them, you’re mimicking their behaviours, you’re not communicating with them, so maybe we need to call it
            something else, so that’s an interesting pathway. If we use their bodily language as the way to communicate with them, they’re
            back in like that, they’re engaged, they’re smiling, they’re doing turn-taking, and they’re almost joyful. Right, that says
            their inter-subjective capacities have not disappeared, we haven’t been able to bring those out because of our response to
            them, but they’re just below the surface, they’re responding like that. So they have huge implications for the kind of interventions
            we use, the kind of drugs we administer, and the kinds of worlds we make people live in so perhaps their social capacities
            which are decreased are actually of our making rather than theirs. That’s not just true for dementia, it’s true for children
            with autism who we often see as not really wanting to engage – our work is showing that if you use their bodily language as
            the way for engaging with them, they can do a lot more social things than we think they can. That then makes us say what is
            autism again, what questions have we thought to ask, why should they be able to do this highly sophisticated thing when I
            didn’t think autistic kids could do that? And that brings me back to why did we see it as so sophisticated, why are we so
            surprised? So the thing that’s exciting about imitation, and communicative impairments is that they make us think again about
            the whole basis of human nature and about what is inter-subjectivity, and what is it again that those babies can do because
            we’re using the things that we know about babies to now interact with adults, and it brings full circle this whole thing about
            subjectivity and inter-subjectivity, and raises a whole new sets of questions that I think we have only begun to think about.
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