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The traditional problem of other minds has long been framed as a tension between
infallible knowledge of one’s own mind and error-prone observational knowledge of
those of others(Avramides, 2001). Over the past decades, a dominant philosophical
strategy has emerged that reframes this problem rather than resolving it. Against the
Cartesian background, philosophers such as Chihara and Fodor(1965) propose that we
can still acquire knowledge of the unobserved mental entities by appealing to
explanatory theories that infer mental states from observable criteria. This abductive
strategy shifts philosophical focus toward the causal connections between mental
states and observable behaviours, thereby deprioritising first-personal authority and
introspective access in favour of a general explanatory framework (Carruthers, 2011;
Goldman, 2006; Gopnik & Wellman, 1994). Consequently, the traditional problem of
other minds is ‘no longer an interesting problem’, as Fodor(Fodor, 1979) remarks.

However, by representing a ‘linguistic subjectivity’ that is indistinguishable from human
output, recent developments in Large Language Models (LLMs) appear to bring back the
problem of other minds into view: if an entity talks like a subject, are we thereby
committed to attributing to it subjectivity with a first-personal perspective'? This paper
argues that the appearance of subjectivity in LLMs is illusory. Specifically, it argues that
this illusion arises from the uncritical extension of abductive inferential strategies
originally developed for understanding human minds.

The argument will be arranged in three stages. First, | explain why LLMs’ outputs readily
invite attributions of subjectivity. | argue that the modern abductive theorists, such as
Gopnik(1994) and Carruthers(2011), provide a theoretical loophole that is tacitly
exploited in Al-mindedness debates. According to this framework, by observing
linguistic data and performing an Inference to the Best Explanation (IBE), we can posit
‘mental states’, such as beliefs, desires, and intentions, as the underlying causes.
Subijectivity, in this framework, amounts to the summation of causal mental
explanations. When applied to LLMs, this abductive mechanism encounters a ‘false
positive’. Because the model’s output aligns with the patterns of human reasoning,
through abductive reasoning, it seems that we can naturally attribute mental states to
them and reasonably conclude that these LLMs have subjectivity(Chalmers, 2023;
Kosinski, 2024). This generates a modern problem of other minds: should we conceive
of a complex language model as possessing subjectivity? If so, what becomes of the
distinction between human and non-human ‘others’?

"In this paper, | use ‘subjectivity’ to refer not to any minimal capacity for information processing or self-
reference, but to a robust form of mindedness that is constituted by the capacity to occupy a first-
personal perspective with normative and epistemic authority.



Stage two aims to give two reasons in arguing against the idea that LLMs’ outputs are
made from a subjective perspective, and we should not regard LLMs as minded. The
first reason is articulated through Brandom’s(1994) inferentialism. In Brandom’s
framework, using language is a normative practice of ‘giving and asking for reasons’. To
assert ‘l am in pain’ is to undertake an inferential commitment. The subjectis not justa
processor of information but also a subscriber to responsibilities. LLMs, however,
operate in a ‘de-normatised’ environment. They may simulate or mimic the syntax of an
inference, but they cannot be held accountable for the consequences of their claims.
An LLM cannot ‘commit’ because it has no social or existential stake in the game of
reasons. On the contrary, it navigates a map of words without ever inhabiting the
territory of responsibility(Bender et al., 2021), and for this reason, LLMs’ linguistic
performances fail to qualify as expressions of subjectivity, even when they are
indistinguishable from competent human language use.

Correlated to the first reason, the second reason says that the lack of Brandomian
commitment leads directly to a failure of the first-personal authority, which is essential
for minded subjects. Drawing on Moran’s (2018) account, | argue that first-personal
authority is not a matter of epistemic privilege grounded in inner observation, but a
deliberative authority exercised through avowal. When a human subject speaks from
the first-personal perspective, they do not merely report their mental states; they make
up their minds and stand behind their commitments. This authoritative ‘I’ is the anchor
of subjectivity, and it represents what a real-minded human is like. In contrast, an LLM’s
‘I’is merely a linguistic indexical, generated without deliberation or ownership. Lacking
the capacity for avowal, LLM discourse amounts to a report generated from nowhere,
rather than an expression of a situated subject.

At the final stage, | argue that both the normative commitment and epistemic authority
require a situated and embodied agent. | argue that the first-personal perspective is
intrinsically linked to such a kind of localised embodiment. Following the tradition of P.F.
Strawson(1959) and Cassam(2007), | argue that we must recognise that a minded
subjectis not a disembodied ego, but a localised individual. A first-personal perspective
is constituted not by privileged access, but by restriction: to have a perspective is to
encounter the world from a determinate, embodied point of view that is necessarily not-
everywhere. Embodiment introduces vulnerability, such as pain, resistance, and
sensory limits. These constraints are what allow a subject to have a ‘stake’ in the world,
which in turn enables the authority in Moran’s words and linguistic normativity in
Brandom’s words. LLMs, existing in a frictionless digital vacuum, lack all these
embodied boundaries that are necessary to distinguish a self from the world. Itis
precisely because of these de-perspectivised characteristics that offer us a reason to
argue against its subjectivity.



Back to the question left at stage one, | propose that the ‘other’ in the problem of other
minds essentially refers to entities capable of occupying a restricted first-personal
perspective grounded in normative and embodied agency. On this understanding, the
problem of other minds remains philosophically significant, not only for clarifying
debates about Al subjectivity, but also for motivating a reassessment of abductive
approaches to mental state attribution.
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