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ABSTRACT

AN ATTEMPT AT DISSOLUTION OF THE NOTION OF SELF

Daria Sugorakova
Ph.D., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Erding Sayan

February 2014, 139 pages

The purpose of this thesis is to provide a plausible approach to the
problems of self and personal continuity that arise in various thought
experiments and reported extraordinary real-life cases. When we
approach the puzzling thought experiments and actual cases in terms of
the notion of sense of self, the question of whether a person’s self
continues becomes moot and inconsequential. The approach based on
the sense of self provides clarity, is capable of dissolving the puzzles,
while the notion of an enduring self complicates and confuses the

matter.

Keywords: Personal Continuity, Thought Experiments, Consciousness,

Sense of Self
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this thesis will be to provide a plausible approach to the
problems of self and personal continuity that arise in various thought
experiments and reported extraordinary real-life cases. To achieve this
goal, I start with a close look into David Hume’s theory of personal
identity and his dissolutionist stance that this idea of identity is a mere
fiction. I address the issue of how memory plays a role in this
controversial account. Then I discuss various approaches to the problem
of personal identity, such as the psychological account, the physical or
biological account and the narrative account. While doing that, I briefly
discuss Locke’s well known theory of identity, Reid’s objection involving
the Paradox of the Brave Officer, and introduce the significance of

memory in the problem of identity, referring to an experiment



conducted by Erica J. Young et al. and published in the beginning of 2014

that demonstrates the potential for memory control.

In Chapter 3, I comprehensively examine the puzzling thought
experiments such as Teletransportation, Brain Swap, Fission, Split Brain,
etc. and analyze them in terms of the aforementioned traditional
approaches to the personal identity problem, exploring how each
approach meets the criteria of identity through time and how the
concept of continuity plays a role in these thought experiments. While
exploring the said thought experiments, I will also address the views of
such personal identity theorists as Eric T. Olson, Derek Parfit, Maria

Schechtman, Sydney Shoemaker and others.

In Chapter 4, I explore the naturalistic “narrative self” account of
Daniel Dennett, who approaches the concepts of consciousness and self
from an evolutionary point of view. I briefly introduce Daniel Dennett’s
account of narrative self and discontinuity of consciousness, examining
real-life cases of multiple personality disorder (the case of a DID patient
discussed by N. Humphrey and D. Dennett) and callosotomy (the case of
a split brain patient, examined by Joseph E. LeDoux, Donald H. Wilson
and Michael S. Gazzaniga) and reviewing Dennett’s criticism of the

conventional notion of self.

In Chapter 5, I first examine Thomas Metzinger’s account of
“phenomenal self,” which provides an interesting alternative to

conventional understandings of self and consciousness. Then I briefly



discuss Galen Strawson’s attempt to classify the multiplicity of selves
and then focus on the synchronic and diachronic senses of self,
providing evidence from the experiments conducted by Daniel J.
Povinelli. These experiments support another phenomenological model
of self proposed by Glenn Carruthers, who, focusing on the “sense of
self”, establishes a phenomenological model of synchronic self based on
cognitive capacities underlying the sense of boundedness, the sense of
agency and the sense of ownership. I examine Carruthers’ initial four-fold
classification of the sense of self and redefine the elements of the sense of
self itself as the sense of distinction (based on Dennett’s evolutionary
approach), the sense of control (as in ability to control actions and
thoughts), the sense of appropriation (appropriation of experiences,
memories, actions and eventually, responsibility) and the sense of
presence in time (having the sense of subjective time). After redefining
and explaining these elements of the sense of self with regard to the
diachronic aspect of the sense of self, I investigate the gradual emergence
of these senses in humans by examining another series of experiments
conducted by Daniel ]. Povinelli. Then I examine how these senses could
be prone to error, discussing the experiment of the “rubber hand
illusion”, conducted in 1998 by M. Botvinick and J. Cohen and the
experiment of out-of-body-experience, so popular with Thomas

Metzinger and conducted by V.I. Petkova and H. H. Ehrsson in 2008.

In Chapter 6, I first review the thought experiments discussed in

Chapter 3 special reference to the notion of sense of self, particularly



focusing on the thought experiments of Brain Swap, Fission and Split
Brain. Then I examine in some detail the reported real-life cases of the
cranially conjoined twins Lori and George! Schappell and Krista and
Tatiana Hogan and review these cases of fusion in terms of the notion of
sense of self. After that, I investigate the continuity of the sense of self,
examining the significance of episodic memory with relation to the sense
of self in the case of the Wernicke-Korsakoff syndrome and the famous
case of Henry Molaison. Then I discuss how the sense of self is unified

due to the representational unity and unity of consciousness.

Finally, I critically review the inquiry I conducted so far and try to
determine whether it will be more beneficial to approach the thought

experiments and reported real-life cases in terms of sense of self.

1 George Schappell’s given name was Dori Schappell, but since 2007, she prefers the
name “George”.



CHAPTER 2

EXPLAIN YOUR SELF!

“What do you mean by that?” said Caterpillar sternly.
“Explain yourself!”
“I can't explain myself, I'm afraid, sir,” said Alice,

“Because I'm not myself anymore, you see.”?

When we read Lewis Carroll’s Alice’'s Adventures in Wonderland, we
encountered the problem of change in Alice’s identity when the size of
her body drastically changed. The confusion of identity was caused not
only by sudden growth or shrinking of her body, but also by how the
surrounding creatures failed to identify Alice and how Alice failed to
identify herself both introspectively and in terms of her environment.
The problem faced by the character is the problem of personal identity

over time. Perhaps, the most eloquent quote establishing the main

2 Carroll, p. 60.



problem would be the following phrase from chapter 10 of Alice’s
Adventures in Wonderland: “’1 could tell you my adventures — beginning
from this morning,” said Alice a little timidly: “but it's no use going back

1113

to yesterday, because I was a different person then.

Before that, Alice tries to find out who she is by trying to
remember things she thinks she knows, like arithmetic and poetry, but
fails to multiply four and five correctly and is completely rubbish in
reciting a poem she thought she knew by heart. The surrounding
environment was so bizarre that Alice was forced to doubt even the very
words she used. In philosophical terms, we may say that such criteria as
Alice’s memory and set of actions and thoughts, her physical and
psychological continuity are seriously challenged. Is Alice the same

person she was yesterday?

2.1 Hume’s self

First, let us examine one of the most controversial approaches to the
problem of personal identity, namely, David Hume’s account of personal
identity. This account is closely related to Hume’s account of causation.
For Hume, before forming any ideas, we first must have impressions.

However, the notion of causal necessity is artificial because it has no

3 Ibid., p. 155.



perceptual grounds and thus, we cannot say, for instance, that “fire
causally necessitates heat” in absolute certainty because, lacking the
impression of such necessary connection, we cannot know what “to
causally necessitate” means; all we know for sure is that the events of
tire and heat are constantly conjoined. Such repeated conjunctions create
a habit in our minds, producing an artificial notion, namely, a belief in
some sort of causal necessity. So, this seeming “‘necessary connexion”
between cause and effect is merely a result of the psychological habit we
develop by associating ideas, and this commonsensical habit is formed
by constant perception of certain events being spatially contiguous and

temporally prior to other certain events.

Similarly, just as we commonsensically believe in causal necessity,

we also believe that we, as persons, are enduring beings with unity.

There are some philosophers, who imagine we are every
moment intimately conscious of what we call our SELF; that
we feel its existence and its continuance in existence; and are
certain, beyond the evidence of a demonstration, both of its
perfect identity and simplicity.*

So just as we fail to perceive any causal necessity, we also fail to perceive
an unchanging “self” that persists through time. Since we “are nothing
but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which succeed each
other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in perpetual flux and

movement”®, all we can rely on are these successive perceptions that we

4+ Hume, p. 251.
51bid., p. 252.



have throughout our lives. Through introspection, Alice is aware of
seeing an upelkuchen at ti, eating an upelkuchen at t;, tasting an
upelkuchen at t3, growing in size at ts, etc. There isn’t any ontological
entity that underlies these impressions that we refer to as “self”. There is
only a succession of perceptions that are separate and distinct, rather
than a unified “self” unchanging in time. The question we should ask,
according to Hume, is “What then gives us so great a propension to
ascribe an identity to these successive perceptions, and to suppose
ourselves possest of an invariable and uninterrupted existence thro’ the

whole course of our lives?”6

Hume explains this in a way similar to his explanation of causal
relationship as being a commonsensical belief. With causation, we
exhibit a belief in causal necessity by means of repeated perceptions of
causal conjunctions and construct an idea of inseparable bond between
certain events. Similarly, when we introspectively review our successive
impressions of our mental activity, we construct an idea of a single
unchanging object (just like a picture on a wall), whereas in fact all we

perceive is a bundle of related perceptions.

All these are different, and distinguishable, and separable
from each other, and may be separately consider'd, and may
exist separately, and have no need of any thing to support
their existence. After what manner, therefore, do they belong
to self; and how are they connected with it? For my part,
when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always

6 Ibid., p. 253.



stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat or
cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never
can catch myself at any time without a perception, and never
can observe any thing but the perception.”

What is remarkable about Hume’s theory of personal identity is that self,

according to his view, is discontinuous:

When my perceptions are remov’d for any time, as by sound
sleep; so long I am sensible of myself, and may truly be said
not to exist. And were all my perceptions remov’d by death,
and cou’d I neither think, nor feel, nor see, nor love, nor hate
after the dissolution of my body, I shou'd be entirely
annihilated, nor do I conceive what is farther requisite to
make a perfect non-entity.®

It is clear that according to Hume, we as “selves” cease to exist when we
fall asleep, do not perceive anything (are in vegetative state perhaps) or
die. This interrupted or rather intermittent existence is well supported by

his notion of identity as fiction.

Our memories of course are crucial for this fiction of identity,
since “what is the memory but a faculty by which we raise up the images
of past perceptions?”® Without memory, we could not have placed our
resembling impressions into a sequence thus through imagination,
constructing an easier picture of our pasts, producing a fiction of

continuing self.

7 Ibid., p. 252.
s Ibid.
9 Ibid., p. 260.



As memory alone acquaints with the continuance and the
extent of this succession of perceptions, ‘tis to be consider’d,
upon that account chiefly, as the source of personal identity.
Had we no memory, we never shou’'d have any notion of
causation, nor consequently of that chain of causes and
effects, which constitute our self or person.™

Can anyone remember what his or her mental activity was on December
21st three years ago? Hardly. But our mental activities commonsensically

execute relationships of resemblance and causation and by these means,

we can extend the same chain of causes and consequently the
identity of our persons beyond our memory, and can
comprehend times, and circumstances, and actions, which
we have entirely forgot, but suppose in general to have
existed.!

So, even if we do not remember what we were thinking or doing on
December 21st three years ago, we still believe that we are the same
person we were on that particular day that we don’t have any memory
of. By extending our identity beyond our memory, we reaffirm that
personal identity is a fiction. Our idea of a unitary unchanging self is

merely a construct most of the time simply rediscovered by our memory.

When one reads the following passage from Treatise, it is clear that

the Humean account may stumble upon a form of circularity objection:

When I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always
stumble on some particular perception or other.... I never

10 Ibid., pp. 261-262.
1 Ibid., p. 262.
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can catch myself at any time without a perception, and never
can observe any thing but the perception.?

When our mind introspectively reviews the succession of our
perceptions, it is misled to a commonsensical belief in “self”, which is to
say that a mind is tricked to falsely believe in its own existence. Is it

absurd?

2.2 Alice’s selves

Now, let’s consider what it means to be the same person. In everyday life
we usually refer to human beings as persons, sometimes using such
expressions as “She is not the same person anymore”, inadvertently
confusing the concepts of person and personality. In other times, we
refer to a person as a human being with a set of actions such as thoughts,
experiences and other characteristics and attribute a certain degree of
accountability for moral behavior. There are several criteria that

represent different approaches to the problem of personal identity.

According to the psychology-based approach, the psychological
continuity (memories, dreams, beliefs, etc.), self-reflection and self-
consciousness are indispensable parts of being the same person over
time. The history of the psychological approach to the personal identity

goes back to Locke’s understanding of personal identity. Locke

12 Ibid., p. 252, my emphasis.
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suggested that being a person means being “... a thinking, intelligent
being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider itself as itself, the
same thinking thing, in different times and places...”!3 In Essay

Concerning Human Understanding Locke stated that:

If the same Socrates waking and sleeping do not partake of
the same consciousness, Socrates waking and sleeping is not
the same person. And to punish Socrates waking for what
sleeping Socrates thought, and waking Socrates was never
conscious of, would be no more of right, than to punish one
twin for what his brother-twin did. ™

Since according to Locke, being a person means being a consciousness,
“... a thinking, intelligent being, that has reason and reflection, and can
consider itself as itself, the same thinking thing, in different times and
places...”15, one could say that Locke is right, distinguishing between
waking and sleeping Socrates, since sleeping state does not seem to be
conscious state. However, dreaming is another matter. Although one
cannot be blamed for dreaming about killing someone, just like we
cannot control our dreams, yet dream consciousness is consciousness
nevertheless. We of course remember some of the dreams we have
during REM sleep and the nightmares of the deep sleep, so what Locke’s
waking Socrates was never conscious of, we now know that we are. As

long as Alice is the same intelligent thinking thing, she is the same

13 Locke, §9.
14 Jbid., § 19.
15 Ibid., §9.
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person she was yesterday. But if her consciousness is interrupted, it
seems reasonable to doubt whether Alice is the same person anymore.
Reid’s objection to Locke’s account is reflected in the Paradox of the
Brave Officer, where Reid challenged the principle of transitivity using
an example of fading memory. Psychological approach answers to this
objection by introducing the chain of connectedness between memories.
So although the army-general-self does not directly remember the apple-
thief-self, since the brave-officer-self remembers the apple-thief-self and
the army-general-self remembers the brave-officer-self, there is a chain of
memory between these selves, thus the psychological continuity between
those selves is established. Not only connections between past and
present as memories and experiences, but also such connections between
present and future as desires, beliefs and intentions can provide
psychological continuity and thus personal identity over time. These
views constitute the psychological approach that defines personal

identity as follows:

X at t1 is the same person as Y at t2 if and only if X is uniquely
psychologically continuous with Y, where psychological
continuity consists in overlapping chains of strong
psychological connectedness, itself consisting in significant
numbers of direct psychological connections like memories,
intentions, beliefs/goals/desires, and similarity of character.!®

Of course, memory may not be always reliable. First, one should

distinguish between personal memory and factual memory. Personal

16 Parfit, p. 207.
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memory of an event requires person’s presence during the event in
question without a third person’s reminder subsequent to the event;
otherwise such memory must be considered only as a factual memory of

the event in question.

2.3 Memory

Our memory can be contaminated by various things, such as testimonies
of third persons and inferences. Most of times, we reconstruct the events
by referring to mental images, feelings, opinions, intentions and
reminders. We reshape the events in our minds in accordance with what
we think happened, not according to what actually happened.
Nevertheless, psychological continuity and connectedness seem to be
preserved even with false memories, because it is not the facts of the
event that affect our personal identity, but the strong connections we

have between the memory of our past and present selves.

Recent developments in neuroscience and neuropsychiatry show
a potential for selective erasing of undesirable memories. Erica J. Young
et al. conducted series of experiments with rats and mice, where animals

were conditioned to associate methamphetamine pleasure with certain

14



environment. Then, scientists administered intra-BLC infusion of LatA?’,
causing direct actin depolymerization, which resulted in immediate
disruption of memory associated with methamphetamine. This fact was
confirmed by additional administration of Blebbistatin, “a specific
inhibitor of nonmuscle myosin II motor activity”.!® Erica J. Young et al.
demonstrated in their experiments that memories associated with SUDs
(substance use disorders) could be successfully and persistently erased
without disrupting long term memory, providing an insight for the

mechanisms of memory formation and memory storage.
This ... possibility is exciting, because it has the potential to
provide a means for selective targeting of specific memories,
while leaving others intact. Indeed, our data support the
latter possibility, perhaps uncovering a strategy to selectively

target a class of memories that are associated with
psychiatric disorders.?

Imagine that a memory of a certain traumatic experience can be
selectively erased without damaging the rest of person’s memory. If the
point of origin of a schizophrenic’s delusions is erased, would that affect
her as a whole? Would it “cure” her? The future development and

implementations of selective memory erasing methods will show that of

7 Young, E.J e al., p. 97. BLC refers to the basolateral amygdala complex, associated
with fear conditioning and memory formation; LatA refers to Latrunculin A, an
inhibitor isolated from the Red Sea sponge Negombata magnifica.

18 Ibid., p. 100. Nonmuscle myosin Il is a highly specific molecular motor that Young E.J.
et al. demonstrated to be a driver of plasticity and memory-promoting spine actin
polymerization.

19 Ibid., p. 102.
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course, but let’s consider a regular, “normal” person, such as Alice, who
has memories of growing up, living in England with her family, visiting
Wonderland, coming back and moving on, occasionally struggling with
a number of people in her life, trying to convince them that she, in fact,
had been to Wonderland. If we erase her memories of Wonderland
selectively and completely, without a trace, would Alice remain Alice?
Without that particular chunk of memory, which takes part in making
her who she is, would one still be able to say that she is Alice, “The
Alice”? More importantly, will she? Having partially lost a memory by
the process of selective erasing, a person might not even think twice
when asked if she is really still “her” since her long term memory is

intact.

16



CHAPTER 3

THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS:

PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACH VS BIOLOGICAL APPROACH
AND OBJECTIONS

Memories aside, let’s re-examine Parfit’s psychological approach with
regard to the overlapping chains of strong psychological connectedness.
Suppose we operate on Alice’s brain so that one fourth of her memories,
beliefs and other psychological connections are replaced by Margaret’s
memories, beliefs and other psychological connections. After such
operation most of Alice’s psychological connectedness is preserved and
according to Parfit, Alice would survive. Suppose two days later we
operate on Alice’s brain again so that the second one fourth of her
memories, beliefs and other psychological connections are replaced by
Margaret’s corresponding memories, beliefs and other psychological
connections. Two days later we conduct another operation and two days

after that we finally replace the entirety of Alice’s memories, beliefs and

17



other psychological connections with those of Margaret. The resulting
person will be indeed, Margaret, not Alice. However, according to Parfit,
since there are overlapping chains of strong psychological
connectedness, Margaret must be psychologically continuous with Alice,

which is absurd.

3.1 The Ship of Theseus

The replacement of “parts” is known as “The Ship of Theseus” paradox
and there are many variants of it in the history of philosophy. It is said to
have originated from an ancient Greek legend about the ship of Theseus,
the old parts of which were in time replaced with new ones, raising the
question whether the ship remained the same. Thomas Hobbes extended
the puzzle by proposing a scenario where the old planks were preserved
and reassembled into a ship. The question would be which of the ships
was the original ship of Theseus? As for a personal example, years ago I
went to a VW Beetle Festival in Istanbul, where a man was awarded with
a prize for the most “original” VW Beetle in restoration category. Let’s say
there were three VW Beetles — the Original Beetle (Beetle®) the Restored
Beetle (Beetle®) and, to follow Hobbes” puzzle, the Reassembled Beetle
(Beetle®?). Beetle®s can be said to be loosely identical with Beetle®, and
Beetle®® can be said to be strictly identical to Beetle®, or better yet, it can

be said that in such case, the identity is indeterminate. Perhaps the jury’s

18



decision that Beetle® was the most “original” was plausible because the
owner simply did not reassembly a beetle from the Beetle®s replaced

parts.

The paradox of the Ship of Theseus is an interesting puzzle with
regard to personal identity and continuity. It is also related to another
approach to the problem of personal identity — the biological point of
view, the so called “biological” criterion. Basically, it states that the
essence of being a person is constituted not psychologically, but
biologically, since such psychological attributes of a person as self-
reflection and self-consciousness only appear after a certain age and
require particular level of development in the psychology of a person.
One of Olson’s objections to the psychological criterion is that since
cerebrum starts to function when the fetus is roughly 5 months old, so in
accordance with the psychological approach, when a person is just a 5-
month old fetus, that person basically does not exist due to absence of a
psychological capacity. Another objection related to the thought

experiment referred to as the Brain Transplant Case, is as follows:

If we transfer your mental contents to another brain, we can
also transfer them to two brains.... If any future person who
has your mental contents or capacities is you, then we have a
problem, for there is only one of you, and one thing cannot
be identical with two things.?

2 QOlson, p. 16.
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3.2 Brain Transplant and Brain Swap

More advanced versions of such thought experiments are the thought
experiments that we can call Silicon Brain Replacement, Brain Swap and
Fission, which will be discussed in detail later. The Silicon Brain
Replacement thought experiment basically suggests that Alice’s brain is
replaced by a silicon brain. Supposedly such artificial brain would
contain all data that “psychologically” constitutes Alice: her memories,
beliefs, intentions, etc. According to the psychological approach, Alice’s
existence over time necessarily and sufficiently depends on the
continuity of her mental states. However, the biological approach
states that a person survives over time only if that person’s biological
continuity is provided. We can introduce a definition similar to the

definition formed in terms of psychological approach:

X at t1 is the same person as Y at t2 if and only if the biological organism of Y is
continuous with the biological organism of X.

When this definition is applied to the case of Silicon Brain Replacement,
the following picture occurs: since silicon brain is not a biological
continuation of Alice, the person with silicon brain is not Alice. Even if all
of “silicon brain” Alice’s mental states are identical to “biological brain”
Alice, the fact that part of the body in question is replaced by a non-
biological material refutes the idea of biological continuity of Alice.
Another example of a problem with the Silicon Brain Replacement
thought experiment in terms of both biological and psychological

continuity would be that as far as we know, such mental state as pain is
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possible only in carbon based organisms. Thus in theory, it may not be
possible for a silicon brain to produce such mental state, which would
mean that not all of mental states of Y at t2 are identical with mental

states of X at ti.

If we apply the definition to the case of Brain Transplant, things
get weirdly counter-intuitive. For instance, if Alice is physically in a
vegetative state and her brain and consequently all of Alice’s
psychological capacities and mental states are transplanted to another
body, the biological approach would consider that as long as Alice’s no-
brain body is kept alive, real Alice would survive in that body and the
person who has been transplanted Alice’s brain will be just a copy of real
Alice. And when Alice’s body is unplugged, all that remains is this faint

copy with memories of Alice’s experiences, desires and beliefs.

Or so it seems. Sydney Shoemaker analyzes a Brain Swap thought
experiment, where two people, Robinson and Brown, have their brains
“swapped”, after which a person with Brown’s body (and Robinson’s
brain) dies. For convenience, the remaining person is called Brownson.
We can argue as much as we want about the survival of Brown in terms
of biological criterion, but the simple truth is, only Brown can tell us
whether he survived or not. The first person perspective here is

surprisingly definitive, according to Shoemaker:

It seems to me that I can imagine being in the position of the
Brownson of my example. I can imagine waking up after an
operation and being surprised by the appearance of my body
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(e. g., as seen in a mirror). I can imagine seeing some other
body, which I recognize (or seem to recognize) as my body of
the previous day, and being told that the brain from that
body had been placed in the skull of my present one.?

So, Brown(son) would be able to come to terms with his transformation,
because for instance, his memories are intact in this thought experiment,
which might serve as a proof that cognitive characteristics, such as
memories, beliefs, intentions, etc. are essential as personal identity
criteria. Whereas if one defended bodily (biological) criterion, one would
have to agree that if Brown killed someone before his brain was put into
Robinson’s body, he would still wake up with memories of committing a
murder, but would be able to avoid punishment since the biological
criterion of being the same person is not met. So while trying to refute
the psychological approach, the biological approach is entangled with

such counter-intuitive consequences.

3.3 Teletransportation

The thought experiment of Teletransportation can be summarized as
following. Suppose that Alice enters T-T machine, her entire body, brain
(consequently, all possible mental functions, memories, emotions etc.)
are scanned, then scattered into atoms. These atoms are teletransported

to and reassembled on the other side, presumably in some distant galaxy

2 Shoemaker, p. 32.
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(otherwise, why teleport in the first place?). The question begs for itself:
is the newly-reassembled (resulting) person numerically identical to the
original person? Since the very same atoms were used, we can say that
the resulting person is positively identical to the original. And even if the
atoms were different (but qualitatively identical to the original atoms, i.e.
carbon for carbon, and not silicon for carbon), the resulting Alice would
have been continuous with the original Alice. Of course one might argue
that if reassemblance is performed with a different set of atoms, the

resulting person would be only a replica of the original.

Another approach to personal identity is the narrative approach,
which deals with the problem of numerical identity. This approach raises
the questions of re-identification and self-knowledge.?? The infamous
question asked by many, the question of “Who am I?”, basically
underlines our need to define the criteria for re-identifying X at t1 as X at
t2. Furthermore, we need to identify the criteria which define when

actions, desires and experiences are attributable to a particular person.

Once I, Chuang Tzu, dreamed I was a butterfly and was
happy as a butterfly. I was conscious that I was quite pleased
with myself, but I did not know that I was Tzu. Suddenly 1
awoke, and there was I, visibly Tzu. I do not know whether it
was Tzu dreaming that he was a butterfly or the butterfly
dreaming that he was Tzu...?

2 Schechtman, p. 71.

2 Chuang Tzu was a Chinese philosopher, one of the founders of Taoism, 369-286 BC.
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Is Chuang Tzu, Chuang Tzu, or is he a butterfly? Most of re-
identification is based on memory. However, the memory criterion is
challenged by the circularity objection. It is apparent that we can properly
remember only our own experiences. Basically, Alice’s memory of her
experiences enables us to say that Alice at t2 is the same person as Alice
at ti. But some memories can be false. For instance, a crazy person’s
memory of invading Russia does not make that person Napoleon.
Therefore, in order to distinguish between genuine memory and
delusional memory, we need some kind of identity criterion in the first
place, to be able to say that a certain memory belongs to a certain person

and it is a real one.

Parfit provides an answer to the circularity objection by means of
the notion of the quasi-memory. To clarify, genuine memory is the
memory of an experience that a person actually had and rightly takes it
to be her own. Delusional memory is the memory of an experience that a
person did not actually have and falsely takes it to be her own. Finally,
quasi-memory is the memory of an experience, which is not attributed to
anyone in particular. By use of quasi-memory, Parfit tries to escape the
circularity through a distinction between genuine and delusional

memories without attribution of identity.

Because we do not have quasi-memories of other people's
past experiences, our apparent memories do not merely
come to us in the first-person mode. They come with a belief
that, unless they are delusions, they are about our own
experiences. But in the case of experience-memories, this is a
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separable belief. If like Jane we had quasi-memories of other
people's past experiences, these apparent memories would
cease to be automatically combined with this belief.?*

Re-identification of one’s self and appropriation of one’s actions can be
achieved if these actions are integrated into the person’s life story
comprised by her own memories. One could say that a person achieves
an active psychological continuity, where all of one’s experiences,
actions, intentions, desires and beliefs are interwoven into a larger
psyche of a person. Such larger psyche enables a person to appropriate
her memories of her experiences as her own, re-identifying herself. Such
appropriation of experiences also provides accountability for one’s

actions. Moral responsibility is integrated into the web of psyche.

Of course, the problem with the narrative identity is the narrative
itself. For one, it may not provide accurate picture of the events of one’s

life story:

The madman with Napoleonic delusions takes himself to
have led the troops at Waterloo, but this does not count
toward making that his action. And my refusal to accept my
competitive impulses as my own does not have the
consequence that I am not a competitive person.?

2 Parfit, p. 222.
2 Schechtman, p. 90.
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3.4 Fission

Another problem with the narrative identity, as well as with the
psychological and the biological approaches arises in the thought
experiment called Fission. The thought experiment presupposes that
Alice and her two triplet sisters have a terrible accident, where Alice’s
body is fatally injured, but fortunately her functionally equivalent brain
hemispheres survive, while the brains of her sisters are irreparably
injured, however, their bodies are in good condition. Each of Alice’s

hemispheres is transplanted to the bodies of her sisters.

The apparent result is that two persons come into existence. When
they wake up, both of these resulting persons identify themselves as
Alice, having Alice’s memories, intentions, beliefs and desires. Both
women are psychologically continuous with Alice and being triplets,
look exactly like Alice. Can one thing be two? Are there two (or even
three, if we count the original Alice, too) Alices? Let’s call the resulting
persons Alice' and Alice®. Both Alice' and Alice® would claim that she is
The Alice. But is that so? What actually happens to The Alice? Is she
divided into two different persons? Or, perhaps she consisted of two
persons that became separate through Fission, or she survives in both
bodies, and we have a case of amoeba-like division? Or, even worse, she
is in one of the bodies, while there is a completely different person in the
other? If so, then which is which? Basically, who and where is The Alice?

It is plausible to say that the moment Alice’s brain is removed from her
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body, she ceases to exist. The only persons that exist from now on would
be Alicet and Alice®. However, both persons would claim to be The
Alice, and following the psychological approach, we would have no
criteria to distinguish between them. However, Alice’ and Alice® are not
identical with each other. Yet if either Alicel or Alice® died during the
surgery, the resulting person would be The Alice. Hence, the principle of

transitivity of identity is violated.

Parfit, however, has different interpretation of this thought
experiment. Since The Alice could not have survived as both Alice* and
Alice®, the identity relation between Alice and the others does not hold;
hence, The Alice simply does not survive the transplantation. Of course
it is not like The Alice dies in the traditional sense of the word: her
personality, memories, thoughts, desires, intentions and beliefs continue
in both Alice! and Alice®. So in a way, Alice will have survived. So
according to Parfit, the identity relation is not what really matters in
survival of the person, as long as the psychological continuity is
preserved. In fact, what is merely significant in the problem of personal
identity is the survival itself. So the question here seems to be not

whether Alice is identical Alicet or Alice®, but whether Alice survives at

all.

Psychological continuity seems to be essential in the relation
between Alice at t1 and Alice at t2. Suppose that Alice had an accident, hit

her head and woke up without any memories whatsoever. By asking
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“Who am I”, Alice addresses one of the most important issues in the
problem of personal identity: the question of self-identification. In such
case of amnesia, the psychological continuity is absent, so even if Alice
remembers anything, how can she appropriate any of those memories to
herself? Is person’s memory of doing something caused by the fact that
she has actually done it, or could it be just an illusion of a memory
inferred from data at hand, such a testimony of third persons? Does
remembering travelling to Wonderland actually mean that Alice has
been to Wonderland? Or, if Alice is told that she has been to
Wonderland, but does not remember doing so, or cannot internalize
such memory, does this mean that she might not be the one who

travelled to Wonderland?
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CHAPTER 4

THE SELF: ALL OR NOTHING?

4.1 How many selves?

Gallagher indicates that “even if all of the unessential features of self are
stripped away, we still have an intuition that there is a basic, immediate,
or primitive ‘something’ that we are willing to call a self”.?* Imagine
yourself lying in bed at night, fully aware of your self and the world
around you. You scratch your arm, think of the events of the day, try to
plan the day ahead, feel the night breeze from the window and hear the
distant sounds of the street. You slowly fall asleep, relaxing your
muscles and deepening your breath. The sounds fade; your thoughts
slow down and become vague and less apparent. You almost disappear
into the oblivion. Suddenly you fall. At that very moment you are as

awake and aware as you ever can be — you heart pounds in your chest,

% Gallagher, p. 15.
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your eyes are widened, you breathe fast and your entire body is
exhilarated with realization that you were about to fall, but didn’t! The
“self” that did not fall at that very moment is that “proper” self. Or, to be
more precise, it is the sense of self, due to which you realize that you
haven’t fallen and in fact could not have fallen, the sense that it is you,
and you are still in bed and will probably wake up tomorrow in the

same bed.

Can we imagine a conscious state without some sort of a self that
would be the subject of the conscious state in question? It seems
plausible to say that without self, consciousness does not exist. With a
number of selves, could a number of consciousnesses arise? Humphrey
and Dennett describe a “type” Dissociative Identity Disorder® case,
asking “is it possible for a single human being to have several different
selves?”? The answer to this question is not easy. In a typical DID case,
the patient exhibits a “dominant” self and a number of “alternate”
selves, each of whom display different behavior, have different choices

in fashion, manner of speech and even gender:

The life experience of each alter is formed primarily by the
episodes when she or he is in control. Over time, and many

¥ Dissociative Identity Disorder was previously known as Multiple Personality
Disorder. In their article, Humphrey and Dennett (1989) use the term “multiple
personality disorder”.

% Humphrey and Dennett, “Speaking for our selves: an assessment of multiple
personality disorder”, Raritan, 9 (1), pp. 68-98 (original), pp. 1-24 (PDF). I could not
obtain the original article, so hereinafter I refer to the pages of PDF article retrieved
from http://www.humphrey.org.uk/papers/1989MPD.pdf, p. 6.
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episodes, this experience is aggregated into a discordant
view of who he or she is — and hence a separate sense of
self.?

Some cases of DID exhibit such drastic differences between selves as
variations in drug tolerance, allergic reactions, alcohol and sedative

responses.

The “type” case described by Humphrey and Dennett is the case
of a young woman named Mary, who “has been suffering from
depression, confusional states and lapses of memory.”3 While talking
about herself, she sometimes refers to herself in third person or in plural
first person. During hypnosis, Doctor R discovers her alternate
personalities: “each has a story to tell about the times when she is "out in
front"; and each has her own set of special memories”.3! After a number
of sessions with a number of alternates it becomes obvious that Mary has
been repeatedly abused by her stepfather as a child. Doctor R suspects
that in order to overcome the abuse, Mary “split” into a number of
selves, each with its own role in Mary’s life:

When Mary lost her temper with her mother, Hatey could

chip in to do the screaming. When Mary was kissed by a boy
in the playground, Sally could kiss him back. Everyone could

2 Ibid., p. 2.
3 Jbid., p. 3.

31 Ibid., p. 4. This difference in episodic memories is illustrated in Figure 4.1.
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do what they were "good at" — and Mary's own life was made
that much simpler.3?

Figure 4.1 Episodic memory in DID: simple illustration how Sally’s
episodic memory may be different from Mary’s episodic memory.

In order to provide some sort of an answer to the question about the
possibility of several selves, the authors distinguish between two views
regarding “selves”: “proper self” and “fictive self”. The first type is what
an ordinary Alice and many others takes to be a “self”, the thinker of
Alice’s thoughts and the believer of her beliefs. Religious folk would call

it a soul. The second view, however, is what you and I and numerous

psychoanalysts and philosophers have in mind.

The selves according to such approach are not something real;
they are fictional entities that merely have explanatory power.
Humphrey and Dennett refer to such “self” as the “centre of narrative
gravity”.® Of course, one could say that what philosophers see as
“fictive self” is merely a more complicated philosophical/scientific view

of “proper self”, depending on the point of view and area of study: “the

2 Ibid., p. 5.
* Ibid., p. 7.
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plain man's proper-self corresponds to the intrinsic reality, while the
philosopher's  fictive-selves correspond to people's (necessarily
inadequate) attempts to grasp that intrinsic reality.”3* However,
according to Humphrey and Dennett, in reality, there is no “proper self”
at all. In fact, authors insist that “a human being does not start out as a
single or a multiple — she starts out without any Head of Mind at all.”35
Number of “fictive” selves then is created under the social and
environmental influences, and a self that is best fit for the survival of the
individual is selected as the major self. In Mary’s case, the fictive selves
competed with each other, resulting in an unstable individual. So, it is
evident that there are cases where so called unified self is split into

number of sub-selves, which complicates the issue even further.

Daniel Dennett rejects such traditional views of self as it being a
soul or a material substance. He defines self as “center of narrative
gravity”%, stating that such view of self’s existence is more realistic and

actually quite advantageous:

If you think of yourself as a center of narrative gravity ...
your existence depends on the persistence of that narrative
(rather like the Thousand and One Arabian Nights, but all a
single tale), which could theoretically survive indefinitely
many switches of medium, be teleported as readily (in
principle) as the evening news, and stored indefinitely as

3 Ibid.
% Ibid., p. 10.
% Dennett, p. 427.
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sheer information.... (or, to put it in its more usual
provocative form, if what you are is the program that runs
on your brain's computer), then you could in principle
survive the death of your body as intact as a program can
survive the destruction of the computer on which it was
created and first run.%”

Dennett’s “heterophenomenologcal method”* presents this center of
narrative gravity in order to provide simplification and increase
explanatory power, just as physicists use the center of gravity in physical
objects to provide better understanding of physical objects. The narrative
self hereby is an abstraction, it does not refer to any substantiality or

ontological entity.

4.2 Fractured self

The idea of “self” runs deep in us. However, if you cracked my head
open, you would see that in reality, “there is nobody home”. So what is
“selt” or “person”, the “me” who thinks, feels and dreams? Evolutionary
wise, I am inclined to distinguish between my self, my body, my brain,
etc. and of course, everything else. I am inclined to think of my self as a

separate entity that endures through time.

"Me against the world" — this distinction between
everything on the inside of a closed boundary and

37 Ibid., p. 430.
% Ibid., pp. 70-98.
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everything in the external world — is at the heart of all
biological processes, not just ingestion and excretion,
respiration and transpiration. Consider, for instance, the
immune system, with its millions of different antibodies
arrayed in defense of the body against millions of different
alien intruders. This army must solve the fundamental
problem of recognition: telling one's self (and one's friends)
from everything else.®

Daniel Dennett explores the concept of self by first giving an account of
how “selves” have evolved in the first place. According to Dennett, we
distinguish between what is “ours” and what is not, on deeply biological
level. For instance he gives a peculiar example of saliva, which clearly
shows how we appropriate certain things:

would you please swallow the saliva in your mouth right

now? This act does not fill you with revulsion. But suppose 1

had asked you to get a clean drinking glass and spit into the

glass and then swallow the saliva from the glass. Disgusting!

But why? It seems to have to do with our perception that

once something is outside of our bodies it is not longer quite

part of us anymore — it becomes alien and suspicious — it

has renounced its citizenship and becomes something to be
rejected.®

The evolutionary boundaries organisms developed by means of natural
selection enable organisms to differentiate between themselves and the
rest of the world. This is a form of a self, but it is not something concrete.

Dennett gives an example, comparing humans to a termite colony:

 Ibid., p. 174.
o Ibid., p. 414.
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So wonderful is the organization of a termite colony that it
seemed to some observers that each termite colony had to
have a soul (Marais, 1937). We now understand that its
organization is simply the result of a million semi-
independent little agents, each itself an automaton, doing its
thing. So wonderful is the organization of a human self that
to many observers it has seemed that each human being had
a soul, too: a benevolent Dictator ruling from Headquarters.*

But that is an illusion. A termite colony is successful due to billions of
individual termites with specific tasks, interacting with each other in a
decentralized way. Human mind operates due to billions of individual

neurons and neural pathways:

But the strangest and most wonderful constructions in the
whole animal world are the amazing, intricate constructions
made by the primate, Homo sapiens. Each normal individual
of this species makes a self. Out of its brain it spins a web of
words and deeds, and, like the other creatures, it doesn't
have to know what it's doing; it just does it.*?

According to Dennett, Alice would be able to have a clearer
understanding of what “This is my body” means if Alice could have
asked such question as “As opposed to what?” If another person, say,
Margaret, could argue that the body in question is not Alice’s but
Margaret’s, which would mean that the body in question is occupied by
both Alice and Margaret, perhaps “we could see better what a single self

really is.”*3

41 Ibid., p. 416.
2 Ibid.
 Ibid., p. 419.
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Dennett gives examples of DID and the Chaplin twins to
demonstrate that our “all or nothing” notion of self could be wrong. The
case of Greta and Freda Chaplin, identical twins with seemingly singular
self seems interesting enough to mention. Dennett says it was published
in Time April 6, 1981, however, an earlier publication about the case was
"British Twins Too Close for Trucker's Comfort", The Baltimore Sun,
December 9, 1980. The twins said that they feel like one person, not two
people. Although after watching a number of documentaries about the
Chaplin twins, I gained an impression that their case is more of a form of
psychological defense that the sisters developed during their childhood
possibly against certain forms of abuse. They say they do not remember
anything about the period of age 5 to 10. They began to synchronize their
speech in their late 30s and as adults, seem to have identical mental
states most of the time. But it is of course unclear whether it is just a
mere repetition of one another’s speech, manner of movement or

familiarity perfected over the years.

I discussed a “type” DID case as described by Humphrey and
Dennett, earlier. It seems there that the self does not have to be integral

and one at all times. Selves could be fractured, incomplete.

One of the most striking features of consciousness is its
discontinuity — as revealed in the blind spot, and saccadic
gaps, to take the simplest examples. The discontinuity of
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consciousness is striking because of the apparent continuity
of consciousness.*

Further exploring these cases and providing richer insight of the thought
experiment known as Split Brain, Dennett elaborately explains the futility

of the said thought experiment.

To be fair, Split Brain is not exactly a thought experiment. Since
1960’s, many epileptics were relieved by means of commissurotomy,
where the direct connection of the hemispheres, corpus callosum, is
severed. The thought experiment part is the speculation whether two
distinct selves occur after such operation. The connection between the
hemispheres is preserved indirectly, but the main idea of the thought
experiment is that the lateralization of brain functions becomes so

evident that two radically distinct persons emerge.

Joseph E. LeDoux, Donald H. Wilson and Michael S. Gazzaniga
published a report regarding the psychological evaluation regarding
severed hemispheres of a patient operated on in 1976. The patient
underwent different psychological tests involving visual stimuli by word

presentation:

The final test involved a series of questions directed to the
right hemisphere. These questions were aimed at further
evaluating whether this patient’s mute half-brain possesses
what we regard as some of the essential qualities of human

4 Ibid., p. 356.
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consciousness, including a sense of self, a sense of the future,
goals and aspirations, feelings, and personal preferences.*

The results were rather interesting. The “selt” of the right hemisphere
not only had a plan for the future, but also had a plan different from the
plan of the “self” of the left hemisphere. Furthermore, during the first
test, involving attributing subjective values to various words such as
“car”, “money”, “Sunday” etc., “the right hemisphere [seemed to be] in a
‘bad mood’ relative to the left.”* Two distinct selves were observed in

the patient, demonstrating that each hemisphere was capable of

subjective assessment, future planning and prioritizing.

Dennett rejects the romanticism of Split Brain thought experiment,
stating that empirical findings are not sufficient to indicate emergence of
fully fledged multiple selves. Just like in 1974 Nagel asked “What is it
like to be a bat?”#, Dennett asks: “What is it like to be the right
hemisphere self in a split-brain patient?”* The answer he gives is rather
disappointing. The self of the right hemisphere is mute, alienated to the

right side of its body with exception of the right nostril:

It could hardly be a challenge to my theory of the self that it
is "logically possible” that there is such a right hemisphere
self in a split-brain patient, for my theory says that there isn't,
and says why: the conditions for accumulating the sort of

4 LeDoux et al., p. 418.
4 Jbid., p. 420.

# Nagel, pp. 435-450.
4 Dennett, p. 425.
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narrative richness (and independence) that constitutes a
"fully fledged" self are not present. My theory is similarly
impervious to the claim — which I would not dream of
denying — that there could be talking bunny rabbits, spiders
who write English messages in their webs, and for that
matter, melancholy choo-choo trains. There could be, I
suppose, but there aren't — so my theory doesn't have to
explain them.®

 Ibid., p. 426.
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CHAPTER 5

PHENOMENOLOGICAL MODELS OF SELF

5.1 Metzinger’s Ego Tunnel

So, if self per se is an illusion, who is dreaming Alice’s dreams? What
actually happens when we introspectively review perceptions and
experiences? What makes Alice’s memories Alice’s memories? Thomas
Metzinger tries to provide an answer to this question by introducing the
concepts of Phenomenal Self-Model (PSM) and Phenomenal Ego.*® PSM
is formed by the brain and it is “the conscious model of the organism as
a whole that is activated by the brain.”s! It is what provides the
appropriation, the ownership of one’s body, feelings, thoughts, etc.
According to Metzinger, the Phenomenal Ego or phenomenal self is the

content of PSM, namely, Alice’s physical sensations, Alice’s feelings,

% The Ego here is phenomenal in the sense that it is a content of PSM that is subjectively
experienced.

51 Metzinger (2010b), p. 4.
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memories, perceptions, beliefs, etc. According to Metzinger, the
phenomenal self is not some sort of entity, an unchangeable something
that endures through time. It is rather, or in Metzinger’s words, “simply
the content of your PSM at this moment.”>? But it is more than just a
subjective experience of “being Alice” at any given moment. How does

this work? Metzinger draws a clear picture of what actually takes place:

First, our brains generate a world-simulation, so perfect that
we do not recognize it as an image in our minds. Then, they
generate an inner image of ourselves as a whole. This image
includes not only our body and our psychological states but
also our relationship to the past and the future, as well as to
other conscious beings.... By placing the self-model within
the world-model, a center is created. That center is what we
experience as ourselves, the Ego.

What is peculiar and crucial about Metzinger’s approach is that this
phenomenal self, this Ego exists (I use this word for the lack of a better
term) due to the transparency of PSM. By “transparency” Metzinger
means the fact that basically, “we are unaware of the medium through
which information reaches us.... We do not see the neurons firing away
in our brain, but only what they represent to us.”* Basically, when
someone pinches you, it is not the firing of the C-fibers that constitutes
the pain; the pain is represented in our consciousness. But the

mechanism itself is transparent: when someone pinches you, your brain

52 [bid., p. 8 (my emphasis).
% [bid., p. 7.
54 [bid.
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constructs the reality and you experience the feeling of pain without the

representation of the mechanism behind it.

According to Metzinger, the phenomenal self, or “the conscious
experience of being a self emerges because a large part of the PSM in
your brain is transparent.”® PSM is a simulation constructed in our
brains, so “it is not reality itself, but an image of reality,”® enabling us to
see the “world” through “ourselves”. Lack of or malfunction in
transparency (as perhaps in cases of schizophrenia) would result in the
shattering of the whole simulation and the phenomenal self as a content
would in a way dissolve, leaving us content-less and subjectively

unaware.

Even the thought that in reality there is no such thing as color is
rather unnerving. That is why we were so fascinated by the Matrix film,
where a beautiful sunset was just a peculiar combination of ‘1’s and ‘0’s.
And somehow it made sense, because “it is just as your physics teacher
in high school told you: Out there in front of your eyes, there is just an
ocean of electro-magnetic radiation, a wild and raging mixture of
different wavelengths.”>” What actually happens is this: the visual cortex
located in the occipital lobe of the brain processes the wavelengths and

we “see” colors. But in dreams we also see colors while our eyes are

55 Ibid.
% Ibid., p. 8.
5 Ibid., p. 20.
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closed and there are no visual stimuli. So in principle, with right
activation of the brain you can “see” sunset even when you are just a
brain in a jar:

While we are drinking in all the colors, sounds, and smells —

the diverse range of our emotions and sensory perceptions —

it's hard to believe that all of this is merely an internal
shadow of something inconceivably richer. But it is.%

Our sensations are limited and the reality of what we consciously
perceive around us is never directly known to us because of the
limitations of our sensory mechanisms. The shadow cannot exist
independently of what’s casting it, but all we can see sitting in the cave
are shadows. Metzinger in a way modernizes Plato’s metaphor by
explaining what the cave walls, the shadows and the fire correspond to
in the theory of phenomenal Ego.

Phenomenal shadows are low-dimensional projections

within the central nervous system of a biological organism....

The fire is neural dynamics.... The wall is not a two-

dimensional surface but the high-dimensional phenomenal

state-place of human Technicolor phenomenology.... The

idea is that the content of consciousness is the content of a

simulated world in our brains and the sense of being there is
itself a simulation.*

For Metzinger, conscious experience is deeply internal and takes place in
our brains despite the widespread belief that we exist outside our brains.

Our consciousness is not only an internal process, it is also a unified

% Ibid., p. 22.
¥ Ibid., pp. 22-23.
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process that enables us to “connect the dots” and thus “keep it together”.

Because, as Metzinger asks,

What if everything came apart? There are neurological
patients with wounded brains who describe “shattered
worlds”, but in these cases there is at least some kind of
world left — something that could be experienced as having
been shattered in the first place. If the unified, multi-modal
scene — the here and Now, the situation as such — dissolves
completely, we simply go blank. The world no longer
appears to us.®

Unified phenomenal self model could be an evolutionary tool that
enables us to manage our behavior and anticipate behavior of others,
thus increasing our chances of survival. For instance, let’s recall the case
of DID described by Humphrey and Dennett.®! When she was little, she
was sexually abused by her father. Such traumatic experience, according

to Metzinger, led to the following:

In Mary’s model of reality, he [her father] lost his
transtemporal identity as a person. It was impossible to
mentally model him as one person. This development,
however, was mirrored in her own self-model.... [T]he
phenomenal model of reality constructed in the course of
DID is characterized by the activation of multiple self-
models. The content of these differing self-models is
incompatible, for example, with regard to their spatial,
emotional, or autobiographical content.®

60 Jbid., p. 28.
¢ Humphrey and Dennett, pp. 3-6.
62 Metzinger (2003), pp. 525-526.
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This seems to be a plausible explanation of the emergence of “multiple
selves” in one person. It is very likely that during her traumatic
experience, in order to make sense of what was going on, Mary alienated
with her overall sense of self because of the aggressive behavior of the
person she knew as her father and protector, developing a sense of
another self because that horrific experience could not have been
happening to her, the object of his love and protection. The radical shift
in her father’s behavior may have caused a shift in her grasp of the
reality and being unable to make sense of it, she should have shifted her
self, creating an alternative that would make sense. But in terms of self
and personal continuity, such model might further complicate the
matter: how multiple PSMs are formed, or what would be the PSM in a
brain-transplant person and how would such PSM contribute to her
personal continuity, if that is the case? Furthermore, how the
phenomenal self as merely a content of PSM accounts for, say, the

schizophrenic patient’s delusion of thought insertion?

5.2 Carruthers” phenomenological approach: synchronic and

diachronic aspects of self

Another phenomenological model of self is proposed by Glenn

Carruthers, who states that the phenomenology generated by our minds
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is underlain by a set of certain cognitive capacities.®® He begins by
referring to Thomas Metzinger’s account of phenomenal model of self,
but disagrees with Metzinger’s claim that there is no such thing as self
per se. Carruthers uses the notion of “sense of self” to support his claim
that the self itself is the “set of cognitive capacities that underlie the
various senses of self”.®* His aim is to model these cognitive capacities in
order to model a self, using examples from various experiments as
evidence for the phenomenology of self. According to him, there are
various senses of self, such as sense of boundedness, sense of agency,
sense of ownership and sense of being extended in time®, which are
cognitive capacities underlain by synchronic self (a self at a particular
moment) and diachronic self (a self extended in time). The first three
senses are related to the synchronic self, while the latter — the sense of

being extended in time — enables the diachronic self:

The sense of the synchronic self is the moment-by-moment
teeling we all have of being a distinct entity. Beyond this, our
sense of control over our own thoughts and actions also
arises from the synchronic self.... Diachronic self, on the
other hand, underlies feelings of temporal extension, the
feeling that we have of being the same person over time.%

63 Carruthers, pp. 533-534.
64 Ibid., p. 548.
65 Ibid., p. 536.
6 Jbid., p. 537.
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Using the evidence of the experiments conducted by Daniel J. Povinelli
(2001), where young children’s reactions to mirror images and delayed
video feed suggested that “the diachronic and the synchronic aspects of
the self arise at different stages in development”®, Carruthers comes to a
conclusion that synchronic self and diachronic self are “two dissociable
capacities that underlie the phenomenology of the self”.®® He claims that
due to the developmental dissociation, “the synchronic and diachronic
selves have distinct ontogenetic trajectories”® and consequently these
two selves (capacities) are distinct. Diachronic self arises after the

synchronic self.

Carruthers seems to use “self” and “sense of self” interchangeably
in the sense that he refers to both as “cognitive capacity”. He repeatedly
insists:

[T]he self is composed of a number of dissociable capacities.
All of the distinctions I have argued for are based on the fact
that the different senses of self are empirically dissociable.

Underlying each of these senses of self is a distinct cognitive
capacity —a distinct self.”

His main goal is to form a model of synchronic self, so in order to

achieve that, Carruthers tries to show that “the synchronic self is

67 Ibid., p.536.
6 Jbid., p. 534, my emphasis.
6 Ibid., p. 537.
70 Ibid., p. 538.
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composed of four dissociable capacities”.” In his model he focuses on
these four capacities within two categories, one of which is of mind (M)
and the other of body (B): the agentives self, the boundarys self, the
agentivewm self and the boundaryw self. The first two selves form the basis
for the control of and boundedness within one’s body, while the latter
two form the basis for the control of and boundedness within one’s
mind. To demonstrate the distinction between the agentivem self and
agentives self, Carruthers uses examples of the delusion of alien control
and the delusion of thought insertion. For instance, a patient suffering
from the delusion of alien control complains that the movements of her
body are controlled by someone else, i.e. it is not her who controls the
movements; a patient suffering from the delusion of thought insertion
complains that the thoughts in her mind have been inserted by someone
else, i.e. it is not her who had thought these thoughts. In the first
example, the patient’s agentives self is absent and in the second example,
the patient’s agentivew self is absent. Yet their boundarym and boundarys

selves are intact.

To demonstrate the distinction between the boundarywm self and
the boundarys self, Carruthers uses the examples of the delusion of
thought broadcast and the Cotard’s delusion. For instance, a patient
suffering from the delusion of though broadcast typically complains that

her thoughts are broadcasted to everyone around, i.e. her thoughts are

7 Ibid., p. 534.
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not contained within her mind: “As I think, my thoughts leave my head
on a type of mental ticker tape. Everyone around has only to pass the

7”7

tape through their mind and they know my thoughts”.”? A patient
suffering from the Cotard’s delusion typically complains that she died
and she claims that her body began to decompose and should be buried

as soon as possible:

The Cotard patient experiences her perceptions and
cognitions, not as changes in her self, but as changes in the
states of the universe, one component of which is her body,
which now feels like an inanimate physical substance, first
decomposing and finally disappearing.”

In the example of the delusion of thought broadcast, the patient’s
boundarywm self seems to be absent; in the Cotard’s delusion example, the
patient’s boundarys self seems to be absent. Yet their agentivem and
agentives selves seem to be intact. Again, Carruthers uses the terms
“self” and “sense of self” interchangeably to mean “cognitive capacity”,
so the patients have or lack these “selves” in the sense of having or
lacking certain cognitive capacities. Carruthers uses these examples to
demonstrate that these four elements of the synchronic self, i.e. cognitive
capacities, are distinct and independent from each other, although he

confesses that the explanation of the boundaryw self is yet to be found.

72 Mellor, p. 17.

73 Gerrans, p. 50.
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Nevertheless, the self in Carruthers’ model is defined as a set of
cognitive capacities. Does this mean that these are various selves
underlying various senses of self that are also cognitive capacities? His
explanation of these cognitive capacities in terms of other cognitive
capacities is rather confusing and so far disregards the diachronic aspect
of the self. Whereas Carruthers indicates that “the diachronic self
underlies experiences of temporal extendedness””, he does not clarify
what cognitive capacities are required for the explanation of the sense of
being extended in time. Defining the phenomenology of self in terms of
cognitive capacities seems to force Carruthers to distinguish between the

sense of synchronic self and the sense of diachronic self:

The sense of the synchronic self is the moment-by-moment
feeling we all have of being a distinct entity. Beyond this, our
sense of control over our own thoughts and actions also
arises from the synchronic self.... Diachronic self, on the
other hand, underlies feelings of temporal extension, the
teeling that we have of being the same person over time.”

For the purposes of my dissertation, which does not aim at criticizing
Glenn Carruthers’ explanation of the cognitive capacities that may or
may not constitute the self, I prefer to distinguish between synchronic
sense of self and diachronic sense of self. In the following sections, I explain

how we come to have synchronic and diachronic senses of self.

74 Carruthers, p. 548.
75 Ibid., p. 537.
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5.3 Diachronic sense of self vs. synchronic sense of self

Trying to discover what self is, Galen Strawson states that “whatever a
self is, it is certainly (a) a subject of experience, although it is certainly (b)
not a human being considered as a Whole.””® Given that a self is thus
“the experiencer”, in order to answer the ontological question, Strawson
insists that the phenomenological question about the nature of self-
experience” must be answered first. According to Strawson, who
considers himself a materialist, “there are many short-lived and
successive selves (if there are selves at all), in the case of ordinary
individual human beings”’8, which are also physical objects. He divides
human beings into Diachronics (those who in the present have a strong
notion of themselves in the past and in the future) and Episodics (those
who in the present have weak notions of themselves in the past and in

the future).”

In the beginning, we are all “Episodics” and then we gradually
turn into “Diachronics”, as our cognitive capacities expand. To have
these notions as described above means that we have synchronic and

diachronic senses of self. In order to demonstrate that, let’s examine the

76 Strawson (2000), p. 39.
77 1bid.

78 Strawson (1999), p. 100.
7 Ibid., p. 109.
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evidence from a number of experiments conducted by Philippe Rochat®
and Daniel ]. Povinelli¥, involving the reactions of 2-, 3- and 4-year-old
children to delayed videos, recent photographs of themselves and
mirrors. Such experiments are not new. In 1962, Jean Piaget wrote about
his daughter’s (Jacqueline) reactions to her images in the mirror and on
the photographs.82 Although Jacqueline (23 months old and later, 35
months old) was able to recognize herself in the mirror and on the
photographs, she referred to herself in third-person, as if she and the

“image-Jacqueline” were distinct.

According to Rochat, there are six levels of self-awareness.®* The
tirst four levels can be connected to synchronic sense of self, while the
last two — to diachronic sense of self, although the last level is of little
interest to us in terms of this particular philosophical inquiry. The levels
I find most interesting are “Identification” (3) and “Permanence” (4),

where a person identifies with herself in the present, as well as with her

80 Rochat (2003), pp. 717-731.
81 Povinelli, pp. 75-95.
82 Piaget, pp. 224-225.

8 Level 0 — Confusion, when the subject is unaware of the mirror and the reflection.
Level 1 - Differentiation, when the subject realizes that the reflection she perceives in
the mirror is contingent with reality.

Level 2 - Situation, when the subject comprehends the connection between the image
and herself.

Level 3 - Identification, when the subject explicitly recognizes herself in the reflection
and identifies with it.

Level 4 — Permanence, when the subject identifies herself as a temporally extended self.
Level 5 — Self-consciousness, when the subject identifies herself from both first- and
third-person perspective. Rochat (2003), pp. 719-722.
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past and future selves. These levels of self-awareness are best shown in
the experiments, conducted by Daniel J. Povinelli. Povinelli's main
research area was the temporally extended self in chimpanzees;
however, he also decided to explore the temporally extended self in
human children. For the purposes of my dissertation, I will apply the
distinction between synchronic and diachronic senses of self to
Povinelli’s experiment and conduct the discussion accordingly. First,
instead of using mirrors, Povinelli used delayed video recording of the

children, aiming at testing children’s ability of self-recognition:

We individually videotaped 2-, 3-, and 4-year-old children
and a familiar adult as they played an unusual game that
they had never played before. During the game, the
experimenter praised the child several times by patting him
or her on the head. The experimenter used the final pat as the
opportunity to place a large, brightly colored sticker on the
child's head. Three minutes later, the child was shown a
video recording that clearly depicted the previous events of
(a) the child playing the game, (b) the experimenter placing
the sticker on his or her head, and (c) several ensuing
minutes of the child with the sticker on his or her head.®

The results were surprising: after being shown the video, although 2-
and 3-year-olds could identify themselves in the video, only 25% of the
3-year-old children tried to remove the sticker and none of 2-year-olds
had. On the other hand, 75% of the 4-year-olds almost instantly touched

their heads to remove the sticker. Although the gap between the

8 Povinelli, p. 77.
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recording and the viewing of the video was only three minutes, it is clear
that all of 2-year-old and the majority of the 3-year-old children were
unable to associate the image of themselves in the past with their present
selves. The importance of this experiment can be explained as follows: if
the experiment was conducted with mirrors, the subjects would try to
remove the sticker because of their synchronic sense of self. However,
their trying to remove the sticker after observing the delayed image of
themselves indicates that children would have to have a temporally
extended, diachronic sense of self. Povinelli states that “several
additional studies tested even more directly the idea that the older
preschoolers (i.e., 4- and 5-year-olds) are explicitly able to understand
the causal structure of the extension of the self in time.”% I believe that
what this experiment showed is actually the clear distinction between

the synchronic and diachronic senses of self.

5.4 The elements of the sense of self

Glen Carruthers’ initial four-fold categorization that I briefly discussed
in section 5.2 included sense of boundedness, sense of agency, sense of
ownership and sense of being extended in time and had a potential for
development into a better and different account for the purposes of my

dissertation, which is to dissolve the notion of self entirely and thereby

 Ibid., p. 92.
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solve the puzzles posed by the thought experiments and extreme real-

life cases.8

In order to construct a more dynamic model that makes room for
the diachronic aspect of the sense of self, I reconsider the categorization
applied by Carruthers and redefine the elements of the sense of self
accordingly. For instance, from now on I will use the term “sense of
distinction” instead of “sense of boundedness”, because my term not
only depicts the boundary features of the body and mind and the
environment, but also enables us to distinguish our bodies and minds
against the bodies and minds of others, as well as against the
environment. The distinction is made not only between Alice and the
rest of the world, but also between Alice and others, thus enabling us to
consider the puzzles of the thought experiments and real-life puzzle
cases. Instead of “sense of agency”, I will use the term “sense of control”,
because the agency presupposed by Carruthers’ categorization also
presupposes the existence of self, the notion of which I am trying to
dissolve in the first place. Using the term “sense of control” I avoid
unnecessary commitment to such notion as “agentive selt” of Carruthers
and such distinctions as “voluntary/involuntary action”. With regard to
“sense of ownership” employed by Carruthers in his initial

categorization, I prefer the term “sense of appropriation”, because the

8% Let me point out that unlike myself, Carruthers is not interested in dissolving the
notion of self, nor does he attempt to address any of the known puzzles of the problem
of personal identity.
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latter has a broader extent: for instance, we simply own our thoughts
and desires, but we can also appropriate false memories or testimonies of
third persons. Carruthers states that “the sense of ownership arises from
both the boundary and the agentive self”.” So both agentive and
boundary selves underlie the sense of ownership. Loss of one or the
other may lead to the loss of sense of ownership. However, one may
have no sense of ownership in certain pathological cases such as the
delusion of alien control or the delusion of thought insertion, yet one
may very well have a sense of appropriation with regard to alien limb or
alien thoughts. Thus, the term “sense of appropriation” is more dynamic
and effective than Carruthers’ “sense of ownership”. Finally, instead of
“sense of being extended in time”, I will use the term “sense of presence
in time” which, in turn, captures both the synchronic and the diachronic
aspects of the notion of sense of self. Unlike Carruthers’ initial
categorization and finalized approach stating that the senses of self are
dissociable independent cognitive capacities, the redefined senses of self
I adopt are more interconnected and dynamic and thus are more suitable
for my goal of dissolving the notion of self to tackle the thought

experiments and extreme real-life cases.

In order to demonstrate the need for a more dynamic approach,
let’s take a closer look at these senses of self. When Alice goes to the
fridge and opens it to get some ice-cream by reaching inside, it is the

sense of control and sense of distinction that she feels while trying to

87 Carruthers, p. 538.
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move her hand carefully in order to avoid sharp ice inside the freezer
and to be quiet not to wake Margaret up and thus avoid sharing the ice-
cream. These two senses, of distinction and of control, are indeed closely
related to the sense of appropriation. Alice appropriates her rumbling
stomach, her thoughts of ice-cream, her intentionally quiet movements
and the idea of secrecy and the pleasure of eating the whole box of ice-
cream alone. She has the sense of presence in time. While Alice reaches
for the ice-cream and thinks of Margaret, who was mean to her that
afternoon, she smiles with an anticipation of Margaret’s disappointment
when in the morning she will realize that the ice-cream is gone. Alice
experiences a sense of being in the past, in the present and in the future,
but more importantly, she experiences being Alice in the past, in the

present and in the future. She has a sense of presence in time.

While we commonsensically (and according to Hume, mistakenly)
regard ourselves as unified selves, what makes us so sure that certain
perceptions we have are in fact ours? It is clear that we have a sense of
self, as we perceive ourselves distinct from other people and objects,
distinguishing between our bodies and the bodies of others,
distinguishing between our minds and presumable minds of others.
Alice knows that when she is hungry, it is her stomach that rumbles, not

Margaret’s. Ideally, she knows that when she thinks of ice-cream, the
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thought of ice-cream occurs in her mind, not Margaret’s, and the thought

in question is, in fact, hers.®

These senses constitute the overall sense of self. How does this
overall sense of self work? How does Alice know that it is her stomach
that is rumbling, and not Margaret's and that this thought is in her
mind? Clearly, Alice’s self is not Margaret’s self. The phenomenal nature

of it could be expressed rather simply as follows:

Alice’s self is her self and not Margaret’s because she feels that she is her, and

not Margaret.

Provided that Alice does not suffer from a severe case of Alzheimer’s or
dementia, Alice has a sense of being her. She has a sense of her body, her
surroundings, her actions and intentions, her past and possible future.
She appropriates not only her stomach rumbling, but as it was discussed
via Dennett’s example of saliva, is able to differentiate between her
stomach rumbling and Margaret’s stomach rumbling. She knows that it
is her stomach that rumbles, because she has a sense of distinction, which

is the result of the evolutionary boundaries, as explained by Dennett.*

8 There are cases of schizophrenia, where patients suffer from delusion of thought
insertion. C.S. Mellor states that “patients invariably complain of some external agency
imposing the thoughts, by varied means, upon their passive minds.” Another related
example provided by the author is the diffusion or broadcasting of thoughts, where
“the patient, during the process of thinking, has the experience that his thoughts are not
contained within his own mind.” Mellor, p. 17.

% Dennett, p. 414.
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This sense of distinction includes not only “in Alice’s body/not in
Alice’s body” cases, but also “in Alice’s mind/not in Alice’s mind” cases,
such as future planning, pain, or the point of view, when Alice looks at
her surroundings. When Alice took a bite of an upelkuchen and grew
taller, she had experienced a sense of distinction in its greatest extent,
when she hit the ceiling with her head. This sense of distinction is
manifested in the change of Alice’s perspective, when her surroundings
became smaller and smaller, and as they grew bigger, when she drank

the mysterious shrinking fluid.

Another element of the sense of self, experienced by Alice would
be a sense of control. Alice controls her actions, mental and physical, by
appropriating them, when she knows that it is her moving her hand
(provided she does not suffer from the delusion of alien control), or
knows that it is her head that hurts when she hit the ceiling. This sense is
closely connected with the sense of distinction we discussed above. To
give an example, let’s recall the case of Brownson, where Mr. Brown’s
brain was put into Mr. Robinson’s body. Since Mr. Robinson’s brain did
not survive, there is no need to call the remaining person Mr. Brownson
anymore. He has a sense of distinction and a sense of control, despite the
fact that he has Mr. Robinson’s body. Why? Because when he is hungry,
it is he, Mr. Brown, who is aware of the rumbling stomach in his current
body; and when he moves his (technically, Robinson’s) hand, it is he
who controls the action and hence has the sense of control over his body

and its surroundings, when he pushes something away. Thus, in
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Brown’s case, although Mr. Brown technically has Mr. Robinson’s body,

the senses of distinction and control are of Mr. Brown.

The other two elements of the sense of self, closely connected to
those discussed above are a sense of appropriation and a sense of
presence in time. Although Alice has troubles with explaining herself to
the Caterpillar because she, apparently, is not herself anymore, yet since
the senses of distinction and control, a sense of appropriation and a
sense of presence in time are what Alice has when she thinks, plans,
remembers or generally has thoughts, because these are Alice’s thoughts,
plans, memories, etc., and no one else’s. She has a sense of presence in
time, and because she remembers not only what happened to her, but
also that what happened to her actually happened to her and not to
somebody else. She makes plans for the future, recalls past events and
even appropriates presumably false memories. Remember the question
we asked previously, whether remembering travelling to Wonderland
actually means that Alice has been to Wonderland. Now we can answer
with a higher degree of certainty, that even if Alice had not travelled to
Wonderland, it does not matter, because in terms of the phenomenology
of self, she has experienced the sense of her self being there. So, as far as
we can imagine and as far as she knows, she was there, as long as she

maintains the sense of self.
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5.5 Early development of the sense of self: now I see Me and now I

don’t

The senses of distinction, control and perhaps appropriation probably
develop kinesthetically in early infancy®, when infants gain mobility
and begin to explore their bodies and surroundings, touching and

feeling themselves, their cribs or anything else around them.

If a biological system does not simply respond automatically
to meaningless stimulation and if, on the contrary, it shows
exploration, plasticity (discovery of new solutions), and
orientation towards functional goals, it implies that it knows
something about itself: It perceives itself as an agent,
differentiated, and situated in the environment.*

For example, when you play peek-a-boo with an infant for some amount
of time, you can easily observe how the child learns her physical
boundaries and surroundings, learns to control her actions, develops a
notion of object permanence and finally uses her hands to make you
remove your hands and show your face, thus not only recognizing you
as a permanent being, but also gaining control over her actions and
realizing your spatial and temporal presence, as well as hers. The sense
of presence in time, however, develops in much later age, when children
begin to realize that past events have effect on present events and on

future events as well.

% Rochat (1995), pp. 53-54.
o1 Ibid., p. 57.
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According to Povinelli, the experiments with delayed video
mentioned above and additional studies conducted with Polaroid
photographs, live video feed and “hidden puppet” have shown that the
representation of the self in present gradually transforms into
“representation that explicitly includes the connection among the
present, past and future states of selt”.”? Povinelli argues that older
children form an equivalence relation between themselves and their
delayed images and between the past and the present, whereas younger
children fail to do so, or rather, detect non-equivalence. In other words,
older children understand the consistency between themselves and their
delayed images, while younger children recognize no consistency as
such. Such absence of equivalence suggests that younger children do not
recognize themselves as the continuation of their past selves and fail in
grasping the causal structure of time. The “hidden puppet” experiment
aimed at exploring the children’s ability to form a diachronic sense of

self and an ability to grasp the causal relations between past and present:

We initially tested this idea by introducing 3- and 4-year-old
children to two empty boxes along a wall. After the children
saw that both were empty, one experimenter sat down
between the boxes. The other experimenter seated the
children at a table so that their backs were to the boxes (and
the other experimenter) and then proceeded to play a game
with the children. About halfway through the game, the
experimenter who was seated between the boxes silently
took out a familiar puppet, held it up, and placed it inside

%2 Povinelli, p. 82.
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one of the two boxes. Although the children were unaware
that this event had happened, a video camera clearly
captured them playing the game, the experimenter behind
them, and her actions as she hid the puppet.®

Afterwards, the children were shown two videos, one from minutes ago,
featuring them, and the other featuring another child, similar in age and
gender, showing the same act of hiding the puppet, but into the other

box. The children then were asked to point at the location of the puppet.

Despite the fact that almost all of younger children were able to
identify themselves in the video, their rate of success in pointing at the
location of the hidden puppet were only fifty percent, “suggesting that
they did not see any special significance in the information provided in
self tape”®, i.e. they did not differentiate between the causal connection
between the events that involved them and the events that involved the
other child. Older children, on the other hand, were able to identify
themselves and also pointed at the location of the hidden puppet with
significantly high rate of success. In other words, older children
recognized themselves as extended in time and recognized and used the
significance of the information provided in the self tape, correctly

connecting the past with the present.

% Ibid., p. 90.
% Ibid., p. 91.
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5.6 Il1lusions of the sense of self

Interestingly, the sense of self is vulnerable and susceptible. Its elements
may perish when a person loses her memory, or is damaged
psychologically or physically. Moreover, the sense of self can also be
“tricked”. The “rubber-hand illusion” experiment, conducted in 1998 by

Botvinick and Cohen, shows how this is possible:

Each of ten subjects was seated with their left arm resting
upon a small table. A standing screen was positioned beside
the arm to hide it from the subject’s view and a life-sized
rubber model of a left hand and arm was placed on the table
directly in front of the subject. The subject sat with eyes fixed
on the artificial hand while we used two small paintbrushes
to stroke the rubber hand and the subject’s hidden hand,
synchronising the timing of the brushing as closely as
possible.

The result of the experiment was that the subjects experienced tactile
illusions, confusing the brush touches to their left hands and to the
rubber hand they saw. Basically, the scientists tricked the brains of the
subjects to perceive the rubber hand in front of them as the hands of the
subjects. The subjects perceived the rubber hand as their own,
appropriating a completely distinct and foreign object to their “selves”.
Such appropriation is possible not only with parts of a body, but also
with the whole body of a person. Metzinger discusses out-of-body

experiences, some of which were spontaneous, some carefully conducted

% Botvinick and Cohen, p. 756.
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in laboratory environment.”® Out-of-body experiences are said to be
illusions of being outside your body, typically you floating over your
body, watching yourself from above. Mysticism aside, Metzinger insists
that these experiences clearly demonstrate that self is “a form of
conscious representational content [that] can be selectively manipulated
under carefully controlled experimental conditions”.”” In other words, a
person can be tricked to perceive another person’s body or even an

object (such as a dummy) as her own.

Various experiments® regarding such experiences include setups
wherein the subjects are enabled to see a body of another person or a
dummy from the first person perspective. Using visual and tactile
stimuli conditioning, the subjects are manipulated into identifying with
another person’s body or with a dummy to such an extent that, when the
body or the dummy is threatened (with a knife or another sharp object),
the subjects exhibit higher skin conductance response®”, which is
considered to prove that the subjects identified themselves with the
dummy or another person’s body. The evidence shows that “visual

information from the first person perspective is critical for the experience

% Metzinger (2010b), pp. 82-101.
7 Ibid., p. 6.

% Petkova and Ehrsson (2008), Blanke O. et al. (2005), Olivé and Berthoz (2012),
Ehrsson (2007) and many others.

9 Skin conductance response (SCR) is the physiological reaction of the body, showing
increase in the electrical conductivity of the skin, typical for anxiety or fright.
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of owning a body.”!® Before we are even aware, we connect the touch of
the brush or the threat of a knife to the body we see from the first-person
perspective and somehow relate these in order to appropriate the tactile
impressions we have to the perceived body, identifying with it. We are
tricked to construct a “self” from our experience, or as Hume says, “in
order to justify ... absurdity we often feign and imagine some new and
unintelligible principle, that connects the objects [experiences]
together...”1"7 We seem to “localize” ourselves inside our bodies via
visual-spatial perception. By manipulating the conditions and creating a
conflict between senses of sight and touch, it is shown that a person can
“localize” herself inside another person’s body or a dummy. We have a

sense of being in another body.

100 Petkova and Ehrsson, p. 7.
101 Hume, p. 254.
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CHAPTER 6

SENSE OF SELF AND CONSCIOUSNESS:

NOW YOU EXIST AND NOW YOU DON'T

6.1 Thought experiments reviewed

When Alice goes through changes, what makes her the same person over
time? In order to be able to answer this question, let’s review the variety
of changes Alice could go through. We could disassemble her into
molecules and then reassemble her back molecule by molecule. In such a
case, just as in the similar variant of the Ship of Theseus, the reassembled
Alice® would be identical to the original Alice® over time. The following

statement seems plausible:

If X consists of a number of parts and these parts are disassembled and then
reassembled in such a way as to put the parts back into their original positions,
thus building Y, then Y is identical to X over time.

68



If Alice® looked in the mirror or saw herself in a delayed video feed, she
would immediately recognize herself and identify with the image. She
would have the same body and brain and the same beliefs, thoughts,
memories, plans for the future, etc. Ideally, since her brain would be
reassembled in the exact same way it was before, all neural paths would
be preserved, producing the same mental states. She would be the
continuation of Alice®. She would retain her senses of distinction,
control, appropriation and sense of presence in time, i.e. retaining her

sense of self, sense of being Alice®.

Now let’s destroy Alice® and then rebuild her from another set of
molecules, building her from “blueprint”, but with different molecules,
similar to the way the Ship of Theseus is destroyed and rebuilt to the last
detail, but using new planks, or when we teletransport Alice to another

planet.

If X consists of a number of parts and these parts are destroyed and then Y is
built using different materials in such a way as to put the different materials
into the original positions of the original materials, then Y is not identical to X
over time.

In this case, the rebuilt Alice®® is not identical to Alice%; she is just very

similar to Alice®. To clarify, let's modify the above principle as follows:

If X consists of a number of parts and then Y is built using different materials in
such a way as to put the different materials into the original positions of the
original materials while all parts of X are destroyed afterwards, then Y is not
identical to X over time.
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Basically, Alice® is cloned and then destroyed. In this scenario, the clone,
Alice®, is not identical to Alice® over time, because Alice® is not
physically the continuation of Alice®. Due to the similarity in the
material and structure, the body, the brain and the thoughts, memories,
etc. and sense of self of Alice® may seem the same, but the truth is
simple: Alice© ceased to exist. We can make hundreds of clones — each of
the clones will have their own distinct senses of self, but none of them

will have Alice®s sense of self; in that sense, none of them will be Alice®°.

I have already explored in previous chapters whether gradual
replacement of Alice®s molecules with different molecules makes any
difference on the bodily level because as a matter of fact, you and I lose
body parts at any given time (e.g. skin cells, hair, bodily fluids, etc.). A
more interesting endeavor would be to explore if her sense of self is
altered. How would that go? Let’s go back to the thought experiment of
Brain Swap, where Mr. Brown wakes up in Mr. Robinson’s body. To

recap Shoemaker’s intuitive description of what happens:

It seems to me that I can imagine being in the position of the
Brownson of my example. I can imagine waking up after an
operation and being surprised by the appearance of my body
(e. g., as seen in a mirror). I can imagine seeing some other
body, which I recognize (or seem to recognize) as my body of
the previous day, and being told that the brain from that
body had been placed in the skull of my present one.!?

102 Shoemaker, p. 32.
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We already decided that the resulting person should not be called
Brownson, because when he is hungry, it is he, Mr. Brown, who is aware
of the rumbling stomach in his current body. He has retained his mental
states and he is in control of his body, however different that body now
“feels” to him. Shoemaker thinks that “he will be surprised by the

appearance of his body”.

That may not be entirely true. To clarify, let me complicate the
situation and imagine that after the operation, Brown is laying in a
hospital bed, with bandages on his head and face, only the eyes not
obstructed. He is tightly covered with a blanket so that no body parts are
clearly visible. Suppose the hospital room has a mirror on the ceiling. As
everyone else, Brown has a mental representation of what he looks like,
an inner image of himself. When he opens his eyes, he is confused,
unaware of the mirror and his reflection in it first. Then he notices the
mirror, sees a reflection of a person in bandages lying on a bed covered
with blanket. He tries to look around and realizes that the reflection in
the mirror is consistent with the reality. When he tries to move his arm
or blinks, he sees that the person in the mirror also tries to move an arm
or blinks. Without actually recognizing himself (since bodily and facial
features are not visible to him), Brown identifies with the reflection in

the mirror.

He retains his sense of self due to the persistent senses of

distinction, control, appropriation and being present in time. Suppose
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Brown is then moved to a regular room without mirror ceiling, and
bandages are removed, but he is not allowed to get out of the bed. Now
he has a chance to look at his body, his hands, his torso and legs. He
notices that something has changed. Now if he catches a reflection in the
mirror, it will be just a reflection, he will not identify with it. Due to the
mental representation of himself, Brown has an expectation about his
own reflection, so when the expectation does not correspond to reality,
the first intuition a person would have would be to deny the reality,
relying on the inner representation. But as in the experiment with out-of-
body experience mentioned earlier, when the nurse sticks a needle in his
arm, or when the itch in his foot is reduced as he scratches it, Brown
would eventually somewhat “localize” himself in this new body — he
will appropriate this new body to himself, i.e. he will have a sense of

being in this new body.

Similarly, Mr. Robinson, who has woken up in Mr. Brown’s body,
would eventually appropriate the new body to himself. Such
appropriation though would hold only to a certain extent, given the fact
that prior to the operation, Brown’s and Robinson’s respective selves
were “in” their respective bodies. So, one can hardly imagine that Mr.
Brown would identify himself with an image of Mr. Robinson in a video
from, say, 10 years ago due to the fact that Mr. Brown obviously has no

memories of such event.
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Earlier, I discussed a thought experiment called Fission, where
Alice and her two triplet sisters have a terrible accident, where Alice’s
body is fatally injured, yet her functionally equivalent brain hemispheres
survive and while the brains of her sisters are irreparably injured, while
their bodies are in good condition, so each of Alice’s hemispheres is
transplanted to the bodies of her sisters. In such case, two distinct
persons come into existence, each with their own sense of self, senses of
distinction, control, appropriation and being present in time. Both Alice?
and Alice' have their own phenomenally unified senses of self. (Let us
note, however, that if the original Alice®s hemispheres were not
functionally equivalent, the resulting person might exhibit merely an
illusion of two separate senses of self, unlike what Joseph E. LeDoux,

Donald H. Wilson and Michael S. Gazzaniga tried to show.!%)

Let’s now consider the possibility of emergence of two separate
senses of self in one person by means of cutting the corpus callosum. The
following patient report seems to support the idea of two separate senses

of selves, emerging in this case:

In the first months after her surgery, shopping for groceries
was infuriating. Standing in the supermarket aisle, Vicki
would look at an item on the shelf and know that she wanted
to place it in her trolley — but she couldn’t. “I'd reach with
my right for the thing I wanted, but the left would come in
and they’d kind of fight,” she says. “Almost like repelling
magnets.” Picking out food for the week was a two-,

105 LeDoux et al., pp. 417-421.
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sometimes three-hour ordeal. Getting dressed posed a
similar challenge: Vicki couldn’t reconcile what she wanted
to put on with what her hands were doing. Sometimes she
ended up wearing three outfits at once.'®

This paragraph implies that Vicki had two senses of self with distinct
desires, opinions and presumably other mental states. But given what
we discussed regarding the constituents of the sense of self, it is now
obvious that Vicki’s sense of self was not split; she had a unified sense of
self, with exception of some impairment in her sense of control, but she
had nevertheless a singular sense of self. Corpus callosum is responsible
for the connection between right and left hemispheres, so when it is
severed, the hemispheres are simply unable to “communicate”; they do
not separate and form distinct consciousnesses. For instance, since the
left hemisphere is responsible for speech and analytical tasks while the
right hemisphere is responsible for emotions and imagination, once the
corpus callosum is severed, a split-brain person is unable to say the words
“white rabbit” written on a paper and shown to the right hemisphere,
but can pick the image of a white rabbit from a variety of images. This
shows that the right hemisphere can read, but is unable to articulate the
read text. This does not imply that there are two fields of consciousness
in split brain cases.
Patients whose commissure has been surgically severed

display a variety of behavioral deficits that indicate a loss of
access by one hemisphere to information it used to get from

104 Wolman, pp. 260-263.
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the other. However, in people with callosal agenesis (a
congenital defect in which the connecting cable is simply
absent), there is little or no behavioral deficit, suggesting that
the two hemisphere have learned to exploit the information
carried in other less direct pathways connecting them
through the subcortical regions. This suggests that, even in
the normal case, a developing hemisphere learns to make use
of the information the cerebral commissure deposits at its
doorstep.1%

6.2 Fused senses of self: the extreme cases of the craniopagus twins

Craniopagus twins are the twins born with conjoined heads and brains.
Such cases are extremely rare, some of the twins have died after
separation, some have been successfully separated, while others remain
conjoined, either by choice, or/and due to the significant risk to their
physical and mental health. For the purpose of my dissertation, I will
discuss two cases of craniopagus twins: Lori and George Schappell (born

in 1961) and Krista and Tatiana Hogan (born in 2006).

The Schappell twins are the oldest living craniopagus twins — in
2011, they celebrated their 50* birthday. In their youth, the twins were
institutionalized as mentally impaired, but as they reached adulthood,
they fought against their diagnosis and were released from the

institution. The sisters refused to be surgically separated, but they live

105 Churchland, p. 87.
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relatively separate lives despite the fact that they share 30% of the brain
tissue: their frontal and parietal lobes are connected and sisters face
opposite directions. George is an awarded country singer and Lori
arranges her work schedule in accordance with her sister’s needs,
because George has mobility impairment. Lori enjoys bowling whereas
her sister has got a number of pets. In their numerous interviews, sisters
persistently pointed out that they are two different people that just

happen to be conjoined.

A team of neurologists at the Hospital of the University of
Pennsylvania, lead by Dr. John A. Detre, M.D., conducted a number of
brain scans on the Schappell twins in order to test their brain functions.
Functional MRI scans identify brain activity by capturing the slightest
changes in the blood flow in response to various stimuli. Neurologists
transmitted auditory stimuli (playing recordings and setting tasks) to
only one of the twins at a time using tight headphones. Various parts of
the brain light up on the scans in response to the stimuli. If the other
twin could also detect the information coming into the brain of the twin
given the auditory stimuli, both their brains should have shown activity
on the scanner. With the variety of auditory stimuli, the scans reveal that
the certain areas of the brain are more active during the “task” phase and

less active during the “rest” phase.

The images acquired while George was listening to a speech

showed that certain areas in her brain were more active, while scans of
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Lori’s brain did not show any increase in the activity. Despite the fact
that 30% of the brain tissue of the twins is conjoined, the scans clearly
demonstrated that two brains functioned independently. Although
anatomically it seemed that the Schappell twins had a fused brain, fMRI
scans proved what Lori and George knew all along: they are two

separate people with two independently functioning brains.!%

Due to the extensive amount of the shared brain tissue and now
due to their age, Lori and George cannot be surgically separated even if
they chose to. It is safer to surgically separate craniopagus twins during
infancy, when the brains can still rearrange their nerves and blood flow.
Also, the infants withstand the shock of surgery easier than adults. But
in case of Krista and Tatiana Hogan, surgical separation not only
requires bone and skin transplantation and major vascular surgery, but
may cause serious brain damage. Krista and Tatiana Hogan’s case is
unique among the craniopagus twins because the girls share a neural
bridge called thalamus, which enables the transfer of the sensory data to
various areas of the brain and regulates conscious and unconscious
states. Dr. Douglas Cochrane, M.D., their pediatric neurosurgeon at the
British Columbia Children’s Hospital, states that due to this neural

bridge, the brains of the sisters could be receiving the sensory data

106 Discovery Channel documentary series, “Extreme Bodies”, retrieved from
http://videos.howstuffworks.com/discovery/32215-extreme-bodies-separating-cranial-

conjoined-twins-video.htm; BBC NEWS interview with Schappell twins as part of the
BBC's “Who Runs Your World” series, “Sisters' Hope: Conjoined Twins”, retrieved
from http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/2/hi/health/4260178.stm, published on 21.09.2005.
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almost simultaneously. The peculiarity of their unique case is described

by The New York Times journalist Susan Dominus as follows:

The twins, who sleep in one specially built, oversize crib, lay
on their stomachs, their bottoms in the air, looking at an
open picture book on the mattress. Slowly and silently, in
one synchronized movement, they pushed it under a blanket,
then pulled it out again, then back under, over and over,
seeming to mesmerize each other with the rhythm. Suddenly
the girls sat up again, with renewed energy, and Krista
reached for a cup with a straw in the corner of the crib. “I am
drinking really, really, really, really fast,” she announced and
started to power-slurp her juice, her face screwed up with
the effort. Tatiana was, as always, sitting beside her but not
looking at her, and suddenly her eyes went wide. She put her
hand right below her sternum, and then she uttered one
small word that suggested a world of possibility: “Whoa!” 1%

This short exclamation could mean that the sensory input received by
the thalamus branches into both brains, so Tatiana is able to feel what

Krista feels and vice versa:

“Now I do it,” Tatiana said, reaching for the cup from which
her sister was just drinking. She started to chug. Krista’s
hand flew to her own stomach. “Whoa!” she said.1%

Their phenomenal experiences seem to be shared to such an extent, that
when their mother covers Krista’s eyes and shows Tatiana a toy, Krista is
able to say that the toy is in fact a pony. Or, when their aunt tickles

Tatiana’s right foot while Krista’s eyes are covered and her mother asks

107 Dominus, p. 1.

198 Tbid., p. 2.
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Krista to show “where it tickles”, Krista reaches to Tatiana’s right foot.'®
These girls seem to have two distinct but somewhat merged senses of
self, because each of them has a sense of being her, yet each of them also
has a sense of being the other one due to the possibility of overlapping

experiences. (See Figure 6.1)

Figure 6.1 Experiences in craniopagus twins: this simple illustration
shows how some of the phenomenal experiences of Krista and Tatiana
Hogan may overlap. Dark region represents overlapping experiences.

Will they be able to differentiate between the stomach rumblings of each
other? In Dr. Cochrane’s opinion, the sensory data would branch from

the thalamus:

In the girl who is looking at the strobe or a stuffed animal in
her crib, the visual input continues on its usual pathways,
one of which ends up in the visual cortex. In the case of the
other girl, the visual stimulus would reach her thalamus via
the thalamic bridge, and then travel up her own visual
neural circuitry, ending up in the sophisticated processing

19 Discovery Channel documentary series, “Extreme Bodies”, retrieved from
http://videos.howstuffworks.com/discovery/32215-extreme-bodies-separating-cranial-
conjoined-twins-video.htm.
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centers of her own visual cortex. Now she has seen it,
probably milliseconds after her sister has.!°

At this point, the milliseconds gap between phenomenal experiences is
only a speculation, since the brains of the twins have not been scanned as

in the case of Lori and George Schappell.

But let’s suppose that this speculation is true. We can speak of a
number of possibilities: first, these phenomenal experiences, these senses
of self could be qualitatively identical. What would that mean exactly? In
case of such tactile stimuli as tickling, the twins seem to have
qualitatively identical phenomenal experiences: one sister feels what the
other feels. Does this mean that they are the same person? With regard to
visual stimuli, Dr. Cochrane conducted a simple “light test” (flashing
light into the eyes of one sister, while covering the eyes of the other)
combined with EEG, which showed activity in both brains. This test was
conducted when the girls were 2 years old. Perhaps future fMRI would
provide more precise data about the activity in their brains, revealing
whether any of their experience are qualitatively, or perhaps even

numerically identical, or not identical at all. (See Figure 6.2)

110 Dominus, pp. 5-6.
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Figure 6.2 Experiences in craniopagus twins: this simple illustration
shows how some of the phenomenal experiences of Krista and Tatiana
Hogan may be qualitatively identical (dark region). There is a possibility
that some of their experiences are numerically identical (rectangular
region within overlapping area).

However, documentaries reveal that object recognition might be
somewhat coincidental: while correctly naming the pony, the girl who
does not see the object calls a cat-like toy “Garfield” and a turkey,
“robin”. Of course these are “close enough” guesses, but these
experiences are hardly qualitatively identical. If they were, Krista
wouldn’t be answering the question “what does Tatiana have in her
hand?” from a third—person perspective. Krista would be answering the
question from a first-person perspective as if answering a question like
“what does Krista have in her hand as well?” which is absurd, because

she does not have anything in her hands.

The second and more plausible possibility is that the branched
phenomenal experience of the twin whose eyes are covered could be
merely an “echo”, a faint distorted copy of an actual experience of the
twin with open eyes, a by-product of neural bridge. In such a case, when

Tatiana “whoa!”s at Krista’s fast drinking, it is plausible to say that she
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experiences that from a third-person perspective, because the experience

she has is merely a copy of an actual phenomenal experience her sister

has.

Perhaps their “shared” phenomenal experience both separates
and merges their senses of selves. Can two things be one and one thing

be two?

“I have two pieces of paper,” Krista announced. The girls sat
at a small table in the living room, drawing, their faces, as
always, angled away from each other. Each had one piece of
paper.'!

From the number of papers in their hands, it is obvious that the singular
“1” in this sentence refers to both of them. Susan Dominus, the journalist
who conducted the interviews with the family and observed the girls,
claims that she had never heard them referring to themselves as “we”.
Each of the twins reacted and answered when someone called one of
them by name. How can we explain Krista’s sentence in the above
example? The first possibility is that they might see each other as the
continuation of each other. Since Tatiana is the “continuation” of Krista,
the number of papers in Tatiana’s hand should be added to the number
of papers in Krista’s hand. Hence, two papers. Another possibility could
be rather trivial: due to their young age and due to the fact that they are
literally stuck with each other, and perhaps due to the absence of a

plural form of second-person pronoun (“you”) in English language

1 Ibid,, p. 4.
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(everyone around them refers to them and to others as “you”), they

simply do not yet fully understand the fact that they are “plural”.

Their general grasp of the world is mostly kinesthetically
constrained because of being conjoined. These girls are still growing up,
forming their memories, thoughts, beliefs and desires, their senses of self
as their cognitive capacities increase. In terms of shared phenomenal
experience, right now they can be described as having partially
autonomous senses of self in cranially conjoined bodies. Unless they are
surgically separated, a considerable portion of their phenomenal
experiences throughout their lives might overlap and be copied into one
another’s consciousness. They may have two senses of self that may
overlap. Unlike in the cases of split brain, where the sense of self the split
brain patient has is nevertheless singular, such “fused” senses of self in
the cranially conjoined twins might be truly indeterminate as to being

merged or separated.

6.3 The continuity of the sense of self

The continuity of the sense of self can be linked to episodic memory.
Let’s say that yesterday Alice went to see the Mad Hatter but had some

wine instead of tea.!’? Yesterday’s Alice is sad and drunk. Today’s Alice

112 Jf you read the book, it is obvious that she could hardly have any tea at the Mad
Hatter’s.
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has a headache and nausea. Tomorrow’s or A-Year- From-Today’s Alice
does not and might never exist because she could die at any given time,
even today. She undergoes changes both physical and psychological, but
there is something about Today’s Alice that makes her the continuation
of Yesterday’s Alice. What could that be? The answer seems simple: she

remembers being drunk yesterday. But what if she couldn’t?

Let’s suppose that Alice is an alcoholic to such an extent that she
develops the Wernicke-Korsakoff syndrome.* Eventually, Alice cannot
remember several years of her past and is unable to form new episodic
memories. She knows who she is, remembers certain events in her life,
but the reality, the Now, “escapes” her in a way. When you and I learn
new information, we incorporate it in our overall sense of self; our new
memories are connected with our old memories, forming and shaping a
consistent system that is consciously and unconsciously accessible. A
Wernicke-Korsakoff patient, however, “can no longer retain new

information long enough to alter his total picture of himself”.114

Alice suffering from the Wernicke-Korsakoff syndrome could be
said to have an incomplete self, but her sense of self is yet present. I
would like to argue that Alice’s sense of self in such a case is also
continuous despite the gaps in episodic memory. Some of the Wernicke-

Korsakoff patients are unable to tell their age, but their sense of self does

113 Gardner, pp. 176-219.
114 Jbid., p. 207.
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not suffer from such memory glitch. Gardner describes a 45-year old
patient who did not know his age:

“How old are you?” “I was born in 1927.” “Which makes
you...” “Let’s see, Doctor, how I always forget, the year is...”

“The year is what?” “Oh I must be thirty-four, thirty-five,
what’s the difference...” He grinned sheepishly.

“You'll soon be forty-six, Mr. O’'Donnell, the year is 1973.”

Mr. O Donnell looked momentarily surprised, started to
protest, and said, “Sure, you must be right, Doctor. How silly
of me. I'm forty-five, that’s right I guess.” 1>

What is peculiar in this example is not that Mr. O’'Donnell did not know
what year it was at the time of the interview, but that for Mr. O’'Donnell,
he was at a certain age. This would mean that his sense of being present
in time was intact, however incorrectly he claimed what his age was. He
retained his sense of self consolidated in the past, but for him, it was the
present. The actual Now would escape him as soon as his focus is shifted

on another task.

If you asked him about his age again, he would follow the same
pattern of evasive answers and would be surprised at the answer you
provide in the end. The evasiveness of his answers can be explained by
his unwillingness to admit the absence of episodic memory required for
the answer, so when the patient fails to successfully avoid providing

direct answers, he simply uses the finite set of episodic memories he has

15 [bid., p. 178.
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and gives an answer containing the episodic memory that fits the context
best. It is not as if he is lying. Basically he tries really hard to answer the
question by accessing the available finite set of episodic memories. But I
think what this actually means is that without the correct, say, “up to
date”, sense of being present in time, he would be unable to represent his
past and present conscious states and experiences as features of the same
person. His confusion in fact is due to his inability to distinguish
between his current sense of self and the conscious state he experienced
in the past due to the gaps in episodic memory or due to the fact that the

set of the episodic memories he has is finite.

A more dramatic case of retrograde and anterograde amnesia''®
was the famous case of Henry Molaison!’” who underwent a bilateral
removal of the hippocampus to reduce his epileptic seizures. After the
surgery, he retained his memories of the past with the exception of a
couple of years prior to the surgery, but was unable to form new

memories:

Except for Dr. Scoville, whom he had known for many years
prior to the surgery, he was completely unable to recognize
members of the hospital staff; he did not recall and could not
learn the way to the bathroom; he did not remember the

116 Retrograde amnesia is the inability to remember the past. Anterograde amnesia is
the inability to remember the present, form new memories, and learn new information.

117 Until his death in 2008, Henry Molaison was known to the world as “patient H. M.”.
His brain is currently being studied at The Brain Observatory of the University of
California, San Diego and thousands of digitalized slices of the Henry’s brain are
available for observation online at http://thebrainobservatory.ucsd.edu/hm.
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death of a favorite uncle, although he was reminded of it
constantly, and became genuinely upset at each telling.!!8

It seems that information in his short-memory storage was “flushed”
instead of being consolidated in the long-term memory. But some of the
“flushed” new material stuck. For instance, when he was taught to play
a new piece on the piano one day and then asked to play the same piece
the next day, Henry claimed he did not know how, but after he was
shown the beginning of the piece, he would play it to the end himself.
Memories and experiences that are not directly connected to personal
history, such as semantic memory (e.g. knowing that the capital of
France is Paris) and motor skills are preserved. Playing piano is in a way
a motor skill. When I forget the pieces of music sometimes, I trust my
fingers to “remember”. Henry retained most of his motor skills and was
able to learn new ones. He had a clear sense of self to such an extent that
he could state explicitly, “I have trouble with my memory.” He could not
tell his age but knew that he was “older”; when he looked in the mirror,

he recognized himself, but he knew that he changed.

As I said before, the continuity of the sense of self is typically
associated with episodic memory. The sense of self seems to continue

despite the absence of episodic memory. But as Gardner puts it,

I, for example, think of myself as someone born at a certain
time, possessed of certain preferences, skills, and failings,

118 Gardner, p. 196.
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having undergone certain experiences in a definite order; in
the background are explicit goals, means of achieving them,
problems, pleasures, defenses, aspirations, etc. In short, I
have constructed a metaphor of myself, one to which I am
continuously making additions and revisions, shaping it in
response to my immediate environment...!"

So it is also clear that a sense of self is changing, it is formed and
maintained with the episodic memories. So what happens in a severe
case of the Wernicke-Korsakoff syndrome? Does the formation of sense
of self stop? Normally, my current sense of self influences how I recall
myself in the past and vice versa. However, Henry’s “current”!? sense of
self seems to be distorted by inability to recall even recent events. The
continuous integrity of the sense of self enables us to distinguish
between our memories of experiences and dreams. But for Henry,
everything is as normal as it was before, with exception of minor glitches
in his memory and knowledge of skills he had no idea he had had

before. In a sense, he continues.

19 bid., pp. 206-207.

120 Due to the finite set of episodic memories accessible to Henry because of his
retrograde and anterograde amnesia, his series of senses of self is limited to a certain
period of time in the past only.
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6.4 The unified sense of self

In previous chapters I examined the criteria for personal identity over
time, trying to establish which is more plausible. Perhaps the question
should be not how one can positively establish that Alice at t2 is identical
with Alice at t1, but rather how Alice’s conscious states provide Alice
with a singular, conscious, continuous, changing and unified sense of

self?

What is special about people, about selves, is that what
constitutes their identity through time is partially
determined by their own conception of themselves, a
conception which may vary, perhaps appropriately does
vary, from person to person.!!

Consider the following example: I am sitting in a coffee shop, reading
Patrick Stiskind’s “Das Parfum”. I hear the music and the baristas taking
the orders, I feel the texture of the book’s pages, the softness of the chair
and I smell and taste the freshly brewed coffee in my cup. As I read, I
imagine what the yellow plums in the hands of the girl from Rue de
Marais smell like, imagine the color of her hair and freckles on her chest.
I think of the summer of 1984, when I tasted yellow plums for the first
time. I return to the story in the book, vaguely noticing a freckled child
passing by and wondering where her mother is. All of these experiences

have one thing in common: they do not just happen as a sequence of

121 Nozick, p. 69.
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events, on the contrary, they are unified in my consciousness and I have

a sense of my self as the “experiencer” at the center.

I appropriate my experiences, whether it is seeing the color of the
floor tiles or feeling the foam of the coffee on my upper lip. I think of
myself in 1984 and I appropriate the memory of tasting yellow plums. I
also control my body when I adjust my chair and control my thoughts by
focusing on the book. I have a distinct sense of self which is
phenomenally unified. The experience of the taste of coffee is unified
with the mental state of remembering eating yellow plums for the first
time and of imagining the freckles of the girl from Rue de Marais and the
experience of seeing the freckles of the child passing by. If these were
disunified, then I would have different senses of self at the same time,

each with its own experience, unrelated and disconnected.

In his article, Carruthers proposes a phenomenological model of
self that distinguishes between selves as different cognitive capacities.
According to him, the sense of ownership is underlain by boundary and
agentive selves, which also underlie the sense of agency and the sense of
boundedness. However, he also states that “the different senses of self
are empirically dissociable. Underlying each of these senses of self is a
distinct cognitive capacity—a distinct self”.’? Carruthers expresses a
concern that his model may seem to contradict with the idea of the unity

of self due to the dissociatedness of the cognitive capacities he bases his

122 Carruthers, p. 538.
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theory on. But he claims that his model is plausible because “whilst the
self certainly appears in consciousness as a unified thing, we need not
suppose that this means there is a single mechanism underlying the
sense of self”.!> However, does his model also contradict the unity of the
sense of self? If we had a disunified sense of self with scattered conscious
states, we would not be able to make sense of our conscious experience.
This isn’t the case. It is plausible to say that my sense of self is singular,
conscious, unified and presumably changing through time: I have a
sense of self now and in 1984, I also clearly have perceptions and
memories that correspond to reality and I am capable of decision making
and acting upon the decisions I make. Even when a consciousness is
gappy, the sense of self is unified and persists through time because it is
not the continuity but unity of consciousness that is essential in relation
to the sense of self. There are numerous examples of discontinuity of
consciousness: blind spot, blackouts, sleep, coma, etc. You take a walk
through a park, stumble on a tree branch, fall, hit your head and black
out. Then you wake up in a hospital bed. Clearly, there is a gap in your
consciousness. Yet you retain your sense of self as you feel pain and
touch your head and feel the bump. As it was mentioned before,
One of the most striking features of consciousness is its

discontinuity — as revealed in the blind spot, and saccadic
gaps, to take the simplest examples. The discontinuity of

123 [bid., p. 540.
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consciousness is striking because of the apparent continuity
of consciousness. !

However, is unity of consciousness as apparent as its continuity? In
order to be able to answer this question, let’s discuss what the unity of
consciousness is. First of all, we can speak of representational unity in
relation to our conscious states. The content of our perceptions is
represented in our consciousness as integrated representations of the
reality. I do not only perceive the softness of the paper of the book, I
perceive the book, the table on which it is placed, the café at which the
table is, etc. My perceptions are bound together in representational
unity. They are also phenomenally unified, in a sense that I touch the
book while I hear the music and I see the letters while I touch the book. I
have these experiences all at once, in my phenomenal field of
consciousness. And the fact that these experiences are all mine also

enables us to speak of the unity of sense of being me.

6.5 The notion of self vs. sense of self

I have already analyzed various thought experiments and reported cases
that stand as challenging puzzles for the notions of self and personal
continuity. I have examined various approaches to the problem of self

and personal continuity, such as the psychological, biological and

124 Dennett, p. 356.
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narrative approaches. Individually, these approaches do not yield
sufficient solutions to the puzzles and reported cases and fail to provide
a sound account of the notion of self. Even Parfit's advanced
psychological approach involving the notion of the strength of
psychological connectedness provides less than satisfactory answer.
Dennett’s narrative approach, introducing the self as the center of
narrative gravity seems promising, because he is able to provide an
evolutionary account of how self could have evolved in the first place.
He proposes that we “spin” a self, like a spider spins its web. In a way,
we “construct” a self. Dennett’s account also tries to demonstrate that
our traditional “all or nothing” notion of self is not plausible. For
instance, he examines the case of a DID patient and concludes that unless
certain conditions for the emergence of a “fully fledged” self are met, the
self can be fractured and incomplete. But even such an approach cannot
provide solutions for the puzzling thought experiments. And Dennett

simply refuses to deal with such thought experiments:

My theory is similarly impervious to the claim — which I
would not dream of denying — that there could be talking
bunny rabbits, spiders who write English messages in their
webs, and for that matter, melancholy choo-choo trains.
There could be, I suppose, but there aren't — so my theory
doesn't have to explain them.!?

Thomas Metzinger’s phenomenological approach is more promising

than Dennett’s in the sense that Metzinger’s theory of Phenomenal Self-

125 [bid., p. 426.
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Model (PSM) and the self as PSM’s content is based on neurological
findings and attempts at combining psychological, biological and
narrative approaches. He offers a process that creates self as phenomenal

content:

First, our brains generate a world-simulation, so perfect that
we do not recognize it as an image in our minds. Then, they
generate an inner image of ourselves as a whole. This image
includes not only our body and our psychological states but
also our relationship to the past and the future, as well as to
other conscious beings.... By placing the self-model within
the world-model, a center is created. That center is what we
experience as ourselves, the Ego.!2

According to Metzinger, the phenomenal self is “that part of our mental
self-representation, which is immediately given in subjective
experience”.'” But could this account provide a sound solution for the
problematic thought experiments and anomalous real-life cases? In
Section 5.1 I discussed how such an approach could provide a plausible
explanation for the DID patient, Mary. However, the explanation
suggested by Metzinger is rather complex and sounds like hardly more
than a speculation. Moreover, the PSM approach with regard to the
thought experiments not only fails to provide a solution, but might even
further complicate the puzzle: how would PSM cope with the Brain
Swap, or what would happen to the PSM in cases of Fission or Fusion?

Furthermore, it is not clear how the PSM could handle the cases of

126 Metzinger (2010b), p. 7.
127 Metzinger (2010a), p. 27.
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craniopagus twins, where considerable amount of brain tissue is shared

by the twins.

Glen Carruthers’” phenomenological model of self also seems
promising at first, but his account is designed to explain only the
synchronic aspect of the sense of self, while my intention is to account
for the diachronic sense of self with a view to solve the puzzling thought
experiments and actual cases, where the notion of personal continuity is
involved. As I said before, Carruthers’ account has the potential to be
developed into a different and better account that will enable us to
dissolve the notion of self and provide clear approach to the known
puzzles. I propose a much less complex and hopefully more realistic
approach based on the notion of sense of self that fully recognizes the
diachronic aspect of the notion. Our sense of self at any given time
consists of various elements: sense of distinction, sense of control, sense
of appropriation and sense of presence in time. The sense of self is
deeply related to our episodic memory and the unity of our
consciousness and thus it is singular, continuous, ever-changing and
unified. I explored how synchronic and diachronic senses of self develop
in young children, how sense of self changes throughout a person’s life
and the continuous and unified nature of the sense of self despite the
apparent discontinuity of consciousness or gaps in episodic memory. I
tried to explain the relation between the sense of self and episodic
memory in reported cases of various types of amnesia. For instance, the

sense of self is retained even in the severe cases of the Wernicke-
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Korsakoff syndrome and patients with both retrograde and anterograde

amnesia.

Now I would like to show that when we approach the puzzling
thought experiments and actual cases in terms of the notion of sense of
self, the question of whether Alice’s self continues becomes moot and
inconsequential. The approach based on the sense of self provides
clarity, is capable of dissolving the puzzles, while the notion of an

enduring self complicates and confuses the matter.

Consider the puzzles raised by the various thought experiments
we examined in the previous chapters. I already argued that analyzing
the puzzles in terms of the sense of self provides more definitive
answers. For instance, in the thought experiments regarding Brain
Swap/Brain Transplant, where Mr. Brown’s brain is placed in Mr.
Robinson’s body and Mr. Robinson’s brain is placed in Mr. Brown’s
body, we are no longer forced to choose between biological and
psychological approaches to personal continuity, and consequently, the
puzzle dissolves. The criterion of the sense of self and its elements not
only provides a clear picture of what would happen in such a case, but
also provides a plausible scenario for the future of Mr. Brown and Mr.
Robinson. In the case of Teletransportation, the teletransported Alice
retains her sense of self and its elements, whereas in the thought
experiment of part replacement, in terms of the sense of self we can say

that the emerging person is a clone, being very similar to the original,
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but with her own sense of self. And if we replaced Alice’s brain with a
silicon brain in such a way that “Silicon Brain” Alice has a sense of self,

that is all that is relevant and what can and should be inquired.

In the case of the thought experiment Fission, such questions as
what happens if Alice® does not survive, whether Alice! become the
Alice, or how many Alices were there in the first place, etc. become
irrelevant. What actually would happen is this: two distinct persons
come into existence, each with their own sense of self, senses of
distinction, control, appropriation and being present in time. Both Alice?
and Alicet have their own senses of self that are singular, conscious,
changing and unified. In the case of split brain patients, the sense of self
is clearly singular: “despite the dramatic effects of callosotomy, W.J. and

later patients never reported feeling anything less than whole” .18

I analyzed the curious cases of the craniopagus twins in terms of
sense of self, trying to provide a clear picture of what happens as the
result of their fused brains. To say that in “fusion” cases of the
craniopagus twins there are two distinct people with clear senses of self
is more plausible than to speculate whether they “share” a continuous
unchanging “self”. However uncertain the future brain development of
Krista and Tatiana Hogan is at the present, the following account for

their future is more plausible than a description in terms of two separate

123 Wolman, p. 262, my emphasis. Patient W.J. was “a former Second World War
paratrooper who had started having seizures after a German soldier clocked him in the head
with the butt of a rifle”. He had his corpus callosum severed in 1962. Ibid., p. 261.

97



“selves” or a single “self”: they each have a sense of self that may be
overlapping at time t1 and may be separate at t2. Their individual senses
of self are retained despite the complexity of the sensory data they share

due to the neural connection via thalamic bridge.

With regard to the DID case of Mary discussed in previous
chapters, Mary retains her sense of self despite the alter “selves”. Mary,
Sally, Hatey and Peggy have their own senses of self, with their own
experiences, memories, plans and beliefs. Another variation of DID is the
case of dissociative fugue!'”. If Alice at t, for instance, entered a
dissociative fugue state and “changed” into Margaret at t” for, say,
twenty years, Alice would simply disappear for twenty years. They
would be two different persons with distinct episodic memories. When
the fugue state is over, Alice reappears with no episodic memory of the

777

fugue state. She will retain her sense of self at time t”” without any

distortion from Margaret’s sense of self at t”. (See Figure 6.3)

129 Klein, pp. 32-33.
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Margaret

tIII

Figure 6.3 Senses of self in DID: this simple illustration shows how
Alice’s sense of self is distinct from Margaret’s sense of self. Time t”’ is
t'+20 years.

Marvin Minsky states that “our sense of smooth progression from
one mental state to another emerges not from the nature of that
progression itself, but from the descriptions we use to represent it”.!%

Furthermore,

Whatever happens, where or when, we're prone to wonder
who or what's responsible. This leads us to discover
explanations that we might not otherwise imagine, and that
helps us predict and control not only what happens in the
world, but also what happens in our minds. But what if those
same tendencies should lead us to imagine things and causes
that do not exist? Then we'll invent false gods and
superstitions and see their hand in every chance coincidence.
Indeed, perhaps that strange word "I' — as used in "I just

130 Minsky, p. 232.
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had a good idea" — reflects the selfsame tendency. If you're
compelled to find some cause that causes everything you do
— why, then, that something needs a name. You call it "me."
I call it "you."3!

I tried to show that especially in thought experiments and problematic
real-life cases, this fiction of self caused confusion and thus should be
considered dispensable. The self is a fiction we create; it is the name we
conveniently give to the whole series of senses of self we have. A

schematic representation of this series is in Figure 6.4.

t1

Figure 6.4 A schematic representation of the series of senses of self
through time. ‘D’s stand for senses of distinction, ‘C’s stand for senses of
control, “A’s stand for senses of appropriation and ‘P’s stand for senses of
presence in time. The variety of size and pattern symbolizes the variety
in content. These shapes represent each sense of self someone has at
particular times ti, t2, t3, ..., tn.

191 [bid., p. 232.
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The variety in shapes (size and pattern) in the illustration shown in the
figure above symbolizes the variety in the content of each element. These
senses of self are conscious at t1, t2, t3, and etc. but in between, there
could be gaps such as sleep, blackout, etc. I have a sense of self now, and
I had a sense of self in 1984, and a sense of self three months ago, when I
read “Das Parfum” in a coffee shop. The content of each sense of self
changes with my experiences; my senses of self exhibit the features of
being continuous, unified, singular and conscious. Even if my brain was
transplanted into another body, I would retain a sense of self; if my
limbs were replaced with robotic limbs, I could appropriate them as part
of the content of my sense of self, just as I appropriate my memories and
experiences, and mentally travel into my past to remember the taste of
yellow plums for the first time or into my future, planning my wedding.
With this kind of approach, whether I have an unchanging enduring self
is beside the point and relieves us from an unnecessary ontological

commitment.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

I have examined the puzzling thought experiments of
Teletransportation, Brain Swap, Fission, Split Brain, etc. and looked into
the possibility of analyzing them in terms of such traditional approaches
to personal identity problem as psychological, biological and narrative
accounts. I explored how each approach attempts to meet the criteria of
identity through time and how the concept of self and personal
continuity in terms of these approaches plays a role in these thought
experiments. After a careful examination it became clear that the
presupposition of an unchanging and enduring self creates more
problems than solutions. It seems that the puzzles were unsolvable by
the criteria of psychological continuity or biological integrity. The
narrative approach of Daniel Dennett which rejects self as an ongoing

substance, or a soul, or a homunculus in a head, postulates that the self is
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the center of narrative gravity, which might enable us to survive in any
kind of situation, even death, as long as the narrative is there. As long as
there is gravity, there is a center of that gravity, however elusive to
perception. Such abstractive approach, according to Dennett, provides
simplification and explanatory power to such an extent that he does not

feel the need to solve the puzzles of the thought experiments.

Thomas Metzinger’s phenomenological approach (PSM) provided
an interesting alternative to conventional understandings of self and
consciousness. Like Dennett’s account, Metzinger’s approach stems from
an evolutionary point of view, stating that our brains evolved in such a
peculiar way that we construct the Phenomenal Self-Model that enables
us to unify the world around us and ourselves as organisms in it. This
model is transparent in the sense that we do not perceive the mechanism
in the background: when we get hurt, we feel pain directly, without
perceiving the firing of C-fibers in our brain. According to Metzinger,
the PSM could be an evolutionary tool that enables us to manage our
behavior and anticipate behavior of others, thus increasing our chances
of survival. So far so good, but when it comes to the puzzles of thought
experiments and real-life cases, say, callosotomy or DID, it is doubtful
that the model would be able to provide a solution that is not overly

complex and is convincing.

So I decided to focus on the synchronic and diachronic senses of

self, relying on the evidence from the experiments conducted by Daniel
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J. Povinelli, involving the reactions of 2-, 3- and 4-year-old children to
delayed videos, photographs of themselves and mirror reflections. The
importance of this experiment can be explained as follows: if the
experiment was conducted with mirrors, the subjects would try to
remove the sticker because of their synchronic sense of self. However,
their trying to remove the sticker after observing the delayed image of
themselves suggested that those children had a temporally extended
sense of self. I believe that what this experiment showed was the clear

distinction between the synchronic and diachronic senses of self.

These experiments were used by Glen Carruthers, who proposed
another phenomenological model of self and whose initial categorization
of the senses of self inspired me to propose my four-fold classification of
the elements of sense of self itself, which are shown in a schematic
fashion in Figure 6.4: sense of distinction, sense of control, sense of
appropriation and sense of presence in time. After defining and
explaining these senses, I investigated the development of these senses
by examining another series of experiments conducted by Daniel ]J.
Povinelli. I believe that these experiments stand as evidence for the
gradual development of the elements of the sense of self, as well as for

the variations in the content of the sense of self.

In order to provide a clear picture of what role these elements
play in the development of the sense of self, I focused on the gullibility

of these senses, first discussing the experiment called “rubber hand
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illusion”, conducted in 1998 by M. Botvinick and J. Cohen. These
scientists tricked the brains of the subjects to perceive the rubber hand in
front of them as the hands of the subjects. The subjects perceived the
rubber hand as their own, appropriating a completely distinct and
foreign object to their “selves”. The experiments of out-of-body-
experience show that such appropriation is possible for the whole body:
it is possible to appropriate the tactile impressions we have to the
perceived “false” body, identifying with it, having a sense of being in

that body.

In Chapter 6, after reviewing the thought experiments Brain
Swap, Fission and Split Brain in terms of the notion of sense of self, it
became clear that approaching these thought experiments in terms of the
sense of self provided definite answers. So, the abandonment of the
notion of self as presupposition for the thought experiment led to
dissolution of the puzzles, rendering the questions about personal
continuity moot. In order to further explore the sense of self as a key to
the puzzles, I also examined the real-life cases of the cranially conjoined
twins Lori and George Schappell and Krista and Tatiana Hogan. In terms
of the notions of self and personal continuity, they are the cases of so
called Fusion, where persons are said to be fused psychologically and
physically. I reviewed these cases in terms of sense of self, supporting

my argument with neurological findings.
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To provide a clearer picture of my approach, I sketched a crude
schematic representation of the whole series of senses of self, which
aimed at showing the features of the sense of self and the variety of
content in its elements and accounted for the diachronic aspect of the
sense of self. I believe that the inquiry I conducted showed that it is
more plausible to approach the thought experiments and real-life cases

in terms of sense of self, without employing the notion of self at all.
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APPENDIX B: TURKISH SUMMARY

Lewis Carroll'un Alice Harikalar Diyarinda kitabini okudugumuzda,
Alice’in bedeni degisiklik gecirdiginde onun kisi olarak ozdesligine
iliskin degisim sorunu ile karsilagsmistik. Ozdeslik kargasasi, sadece ani
beden biiyiimesi veya kiiglilmesi degil, Alice’in etrafinda bulunan
yaratiklarin da Alice’i, Alice’in de hem icebakigsal olarak hem de ¢evresi
bakimindan kendisini tarumlama basarisizligindan kaynaklaniyordu.
Karakterin karsilastigi bu sorun, zamanda kisi 6zdesligi sorunu olarak
bilinmektedir. Felsefi olarak ifade edecek olursak, boylesi durumlarda
Alice’in hafizasi, eylemleri, diisiinceleri, onun fiziksel ve psikolojik
devamlili1 gibi kriterler ciddi sekilde sorgulanmaktadir. Bugtinkii Alice,

diinkii Alice ile ayni kisi midir?

1. Kendini Ag¢ikla!

Icebakis yoluyla Alice, ti aninda upelkuchen gérdiigiiniin, t aninda onu
yediginin, ts anmnda tadmin aldiginin ve t:+ aninda bedeninin
biliytidiigliniin farkina varir. Bu izlenimlerin altinda, bizim “benlik” diye
adlandirdigimiz herhangi bir ontolojik varlik s6z konusu degildir.
Zaman igerisinde degismeyen, biitiinlesik bir “benlik” degil, ayr1 ve
birbirinden farkli olan algilarin ardisikli1 s6z konusudur. Hume bunu,
nedensellik iligkisini agiklamasina benzer bir sekilde, hepimizde ortak

olan sagduyusal bir inang¢ olarak agiklar. Nedensellik s6z konusu
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oldugunda, nedensel baglasimlarin tekrarlayan algilar1 araciligiyla biz,
nedensel zorunlulugu inancini gelistirir ve belirli olaylar arasinda
kopmaz bir bag oldugu fikrini olustururuz. Benzer sekilde zihinsel
aktivitemizin ardisik izlenimlerini gézden gecirdigimizde, duvardaki bir
resim gibi tekil, degismeyen bir benlik fikri olustururuz, halbuki
gercekte olan sey, sadece birbiriyle iligkili bir takim deneyimlerin

demetini algilamamizdir.

Zamanda ayni kisi olmanin ne demek oldugunu inceleyelim.
Giinliik hayatta insanlara “kisi” deriz ve bazen “O artik eskiden oldugu
gibi bir kisi degil” gibi ctimleler kurarken, “kisi” ile “kisilik”
kavramlarim1 karistiririz. Diger yandan “kisi” aslinda diisiinceleri,
deneyimleri ve diger Ozellikleri ve nitelikleri olan, ahlaki sorumlulugu
olan insandir bizim igin. Kisi 6zdesligi sorununa farkli yaklasimlar:

temsil eden bir¢ok kriter vardir.

2. Diisiince Deneyleri: Psikolojik Yaklasim, Biyolojik Yaklasim ve
Itirazlar

“Theseus'un Gemisi” olarak bilinen diistince deneyi, kisi 6zdesligi ve
kisi devamliligina iligskin ilgin¢ bir bilmecedir. Aymi zamanda kisi
ozdesligine iliskin biyolojik yaklasim ile ilgilidir. Temel olarak biyolojik
yaklasim, kisi Ozdesliginin psikolojik olarak degil, biyolojik olarak
degerlendirilmesi gerektigini vurgular. Neden olarak, 6z biling ve

benzeri Ozelliklerin ancak belirli gelisim asamasinda ortaya ¢ikmasi
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olarak gosterilir. Ornegin Olson (1999), cenindeki beynin ancak 5
aylikken islevsel olmaya bagladigmi, dolayisiyla psikolojik yaklagima
gore 5 aylktan kiiclik ceninin psikolojik kapasitesinin olmamasi

sebebiyle aslinda var olmadigini soyler.

Silikon Beyin Yenileme, Beyin Nakli, Beyin Degis Tokusu ve
Boliinme (Fission) gibi diisiince deneyleri de kisi 6zdesligi sorununa
iliskin bilmeceleri ele almaktadir. Silikon Beyin Yenileme diisiince
deneyi, Alice’in beyninin silikon bir beyin ile degistirildigini var sayar.
Bu tiir bir silikon beynin, Alice’i “psikolojik” olarak olusturan tiim veriyi
icerdigi de var sayilir: hatiralari, inanglari, niyetleri, vs. Psikolojik
yaklasima gore Alice’in zaman i¢indeki varligi, zorunlu ve yeterli olarak
onun akli durumunun devamhiligina baghdir. Ancak biyolojik yaklasima
gore bir kisinin zaman i¢inde sagkalimi, o kisinin biyolojik devamliligina
baghdir. Bu durumda silikon bir beyin Alice’in biyolojik devami
olmadigindan, silikon beyinli kisinin Alice olmadig: kamisina varilr.
Silikon beyinli kisinin tiim akli durumlarinin biyolojik beyinli Alice’in
akli durumlarina 6zdes olsa bile, s6z konusu bedenin bir kisminin
biyolojik olmayan bir materyal ile degistirilmis olmasi1 gergegi, biyolojik
devamlilik kriterine aykir1 olur.

Beyin Nakli diisiince deneyinde ise, durum daha da karmasik
hale gelmektedir. Ornegin eger Alice fiziksel olarak bitkisel hayatta iken

beyni ve dolayisiyla tiim psikolojik kapasiteleri ve akli durumlar1 baska

bir bedene nakledilirse, biyolojik yaklasima gore Alice’in bedeni hayatta
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tutuldugu stirece Alice o bedende var olmaya devam edebilir, beynin
nakledildigi kisi ise, Alice’in sadece bir kopyasi olur. Alice’in bedeni
oldiigtinde de geriye kalan sadece Alice’in deneyimlerine, isteklerine
inanglarina vs. sahip bu silik kopya olur. Gergekten de durum oyle
midir?

Sydney Shoemaker, Beyin Degis Tokusu diisiince deneyini ele
alip analiz etmektedir. Bu diisiince deneyinde Robinson ve Brown
adinda iki kisinin beyinleri degis tokus edilir, ardindan da Brown'un
bedenine (ve Robinson'un beynine) sahip olan kisi oOliir. Kolay
adlandirma agisindan hayatta kalan kisiye Brownson denir. Biyolojik
kriter acisindan Brown'un hayatta kalip kalmayacagi konusunda
istedigimiz kadar tartisabiliriz, ancak yalin gercek sudur ki, hayatta kalip

kalmadigini bize sadece Brownson soyleyebilir.

Psikolojik ve biyolojik yaklasimin karsilastig1 bir bagka sorun da,
Boliinme (Fission) olarak bilinen diistince deneyindeki bilmecelerdir. Bu
diistince deneyinde Alice ve onun iki iigiiz kiz kardesi korkung bir kaza
gecirir ve bu kaza sonucunda Alice’in bedeni oliimciil bir sekilde
yaralanmistir ancak iglevsel olarak esit yarimkiireleri olan beyni saglam
kalmistir. Kiz kardeglerinin bedenleri ¢ok az yaralanmig, ancak beyinleri
onarilamaz bir sekilde zarar gormiistiir. Alice’in yarimkiirelerinin her
biri, kardeslerine nakledilir. Bu operasyonun bariz sonucu, iki kisinin
ortaya ¢ikmasidir. Uyandiklarinda her biri, Alice’in hatiralarina,

hayallerine, niyetlerine sahiptir ve kendini Alice olarak tanimlamaktadir.
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Her ikisi de, psikolojik olarak Alice’in devamidir ve ticiiz olduklar icin
de tipki Alice gibi goriinmektedirler. Bir sey iki sey olabilir mi? Iki (hatta
orijinal Alice’i de sayarsak, ii¢) Alice mi var? Ortaya ¢ikan bu kisilere,
Alicet ve Alice® diyelim. Hem Alice’ hem Alice?, kendisinin Alice
oldugunu iddia eder. Peki, gercekten dyle midir? Alice’e ne oldu? Iki
kisiye mi boliindii? Ya da belki en basta iki kisiden olusuyordu ve bu
kaza sayesinde sonunda ayrildilar, ya da Alice her iki bedende de var
olmaya devam ediyordur? Ya da daha kotiisii, bu bedenlerin birindedir,
digerinde ise bambagka bir kisi vardir? Eger durum 0Oyle ise, hangisi
hangisidir? Alice kimdir ve nerededir? Alice’in beyinin bedeninden
cikarildig1 anda artik var olmadigimi soylemek makuldiir. O andan sonra
var olan kisiler Alice® ve AliceR olur. Ancak her ikisi de Alice olduklarim
iddia eder ve hem psikolojik hem biyolojik yaklagima gore ikisinin

arasinda ayrim yapmamizin bir yolu yoktur.

Parfit (1984), bu diistince deneyi konusunda farkli bir yorum
yapar. Alice, hem Alicel hem Alice? olarak sag kalamayacagma gore
Alice ve digerleri arasinda bir 6zdeslik iliskisi yoktur. Dolayisiyla Alice
transplantasyon sonucunda sag kalamamugtir. Tabi bu geleneksel bir
olim olarak yorumlanmamali: Alice’in kisiligi, hatiralari, diistinceleri,
istekleri, niyetleri ve inanglar1 hem Alice® hem Alice® i¢cinde devam
etmektedir. Yani bir sekilde Alice hayatta kalmistir. Parfit'e gore
psikolojik devamlilik korundugu siirece 6zdeslik iliskisi bir kisinin
sagkaliminda ¢ok Onemli bir rol oynamamaktadir. Hatta ona gore

burada asil 6nemli olan sey, sagkalimin kendisidir. Dolayisiyla Parfit’e
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gore burada sorulmasi gereken soru, Alice’in Alice’ye mi yoksa
Alice¥ye mi 0Ozdes oldugu sorusu degil, hayatta kalip kalmadig:

sorusudur.

3. Benlik: Ya Hep ya Hi¢?

Oznesi olmayan bir biling durumunu hayal edebilir miyiz? Benlik
olmadan, bilincin olamayacagin1 soylemek makul goriiniiyor. Birden
fazla benlik olmasi durumunda, birden fazla biling ortaya ¢ikar mi?
Humphrey ve Dennett (1989) “tipik” bir Dissosyatif Kimlik Bozuklugu
(Dissociative Identity Disorder, bundan boyle DID olarak anilacaktir)
vakasmi betimlerken “tek bir kisinin birden fazla farkli benligi olmas:
miimkiin mii?” sorusunu sorar. Bu sorunun cevabi kolay degildir. Tipik
bir DID vakasinda hasta, bir “dominant” ve ¢ok sayida “6teki” benlik
sergiler ve bunlardan her biri, farkl1 davranis sergileyip, moda, konusma

tarzi, hatta cinsiyet farklar1 gostermektedir.

Birden fazla benlik olasiligma iliskin soruya bir cesit cevap
verebilmek adina yazarlar, iki tiirden “benlik” arasinda ayrim yapar:
“0zgii benlik” ve “uydurma benlik”. Birinci tiirden benlik, Alice ve diger
insanlarin “benlik” olarak ele aldigi, Alice’in diistincelerini diisiinen,
inanglarina inanan benliktir. Dindar olanlar buna “ruh” diyebilir. Ikinci
tirden benlik ise, sizin ve benim ve ¢ok sayidaki psikanalist ve

telsefecinin aklinda olan seydir.
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Bu yaklasima gore benlikler gercek bir sey degildir; yalmizca
aciklayia giicii olan kurmaca seylerdir. Humphrey ve Dennett, “benligi”
“anlat1 agirlik merkezi” olarak tanimlar. Dennett’'in
“heterofenomenolojik metodu” bu anlat1 agirlik merkezini, yalinlastirma
saglama ve agiklayict giicli arttirma amaciyla sunar, tipk: fizikgilerin
fiziksel nesnelerin agirlik merkezlerini, o nesneleri daha iyi anlatmak
icin kullandiklar1 gibi. Anlat1 benlik burada aslinda bir soyutlamadir,

herhangi bir gercek degere veya ontolojik varliga atif yapmaz.

“Benlik” fikri i¢imizde ¢ok derin bir yer etmistir. Ancak kafami
yarip acarsaniz, gercekte “evde kimsenin olmadigimi” goriirsiiniiz.
Oyleyse “benlik” veya “kisi” nedir, diisiinen, hisseden, hayal kuran
“ben” nedir? Evrimsel agidan kendim, bedenim, beynim ve elbette diger
her sey arasinda ayrim yapmaya meyilliyim. Kendim hakkinda, zaman
icinde devam eden bir varlik olarak diisiinmeye meyilliyim. Daha 6nce,
Humphrey ve Dennett tarafindan betimlenen tipik DID vakasmni
tartismistim. Bu tiir vakalarda, benligin aslinda biitiinsel ve tekil olmak
zorunda olmayabilecegi goriilmektedir. Benlikler, parcalanmug, eksik
olabilmektedir. Bu tiir vakalar1 daha ayrintili bir sekilde inceleyerek ve
Boliinmiis Beyin (Split Brain) olarak bilinen diisiince deneyine iliskin
daha derin bir anlayis saglayarak Dennett, bu diistince deneyinin
anlamsizligin1 vurgulamaya calisir. Adil olmak gerekirse, Boliinmiis
Beyin tam olarak bir diisiince deneyi degildir. 1960’lardan beri bircok

epilepsi hastasi, komistirotomi olarak bilinen, iki beyin yarimkiiresi

arasindaki  corpus  callosum  baglantismin  kesilmesi  yoluyla
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rahatlatilmigtir. Bu tiir vakalarin diistince deneyi olan tarafi, boylesi bir
operasyon sonrasi iki benligin ortaya ¢ikip ¢itkmadig: tartigsmasini igerir.
Yarimkiireler arasindaki baglanti, dolayli olarak korunmaktadir, ama
diistince deneyinin ana fikri sudur: beyin yarimkiirelerinin islevlerinin
lateralizasyonu o kadar bariz bir sekilde ortaya ¢ikar ki, iki frakl kisinin

ortaya ¢iktig1 izlenimi olugur.

Dennett, Boliinmiis Beyin diistince deneyinin duygusalligini
reddeder ve ampirik bulgularin, tam yetkin ¢ok sayida benligin ortaya
ciktigini soylemek igin yetersiz oldugunu ifade eder. 1974 yilindaki
makalesinde Nagel'in “Yarasa olmak nasil bir seydir?” sorusuna benzer
bir sekilde Dennett, “Boliinmiis Beyin hastasinin sag yarimkiiresi benligi
olmak nasil bir seydir?” sorusunu sorar. Verdigi cevap moral
bozucudur. Sag yarmmkiiredeki benlik dilsizdir, sag burun deligi harig

viicudun sag tarafina tamamen yabancidur.

4. Benligin Fenomenolojik Modelleri

Metzinger ve Carruthers

Basli basina benlik bir illiizyon ise, Alice’in riiyalarimi goren kimdir?
Deneyimlerimizi ve  algilarimizi  igebakigsal olarak gbzden
gecirdigimizde gercekte olan sey nedir? Alice’in hatiralarini, Alice’in
hatiralar: yapan sey nedir? Thomas Metzinger, Fenomenal Benlik Modeli
(Phenomenal Self Model, bundan sonra PSM olarak anilacaktir) ve

Fenomenal Ego kavramlarini ileri siirerek bu sorulara cevap vermeye
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calisir. PSM, beyin tarafindan olusturulur ve “beyin tarafindan
etkinlestirilen, organizmanin bir biitlin olarak bilingli modelidir”. Bir
kisinin bedeni, duygulari, diistinceleri ve diger akli durumlarina iliskin
benimsenmesini, sahipligini saglayan seydir. Metzinger'e gore
Fenomenal Ego ya da fenomenal benlik, PSM'nin icerigidir, bir baska
deyisle Alice’in fiziksel duyumlari, hisleri, hatiralari, algilari, inanglari,
vs. Metzinger'e gore fenomenal benlik, zaman i¢inde degismeyen,
devam eden bir tiir varlik degildir. Aksine, “sadece su anki PSM’inizin
icerigidir.”

Metzinger’in yaklasiminda ilging olan sey, bu fenomenal benligin,
Fenomenal Ego'nun PSM'in gseffafli§1 sayesinde var olmasi (var olma
kelimesini, yalmizca daha iyi bir kelim olmadig: i¢in kullaniyorum).
“Seffaflik” derken Metzinger temel olarak sunu kasteder: “bilginin bize
vasitasiyla ulastigt medyumun farkinda olmuyoruz.... Yanip sonen
noronlar1 gormiiyoruz, bildigimiz tek sey bunlarin bize yansittiklaridir.”
Basitce, biri sizi ¢imdiklediginde, aciy1 olusturan sey, C-Fiber’lerin
yanmast  degildir; aci, bilincimize yansitilmaktadir.  Ancak
mekanizmanin kendisi seffaftir: biri sizi ¢imdiklediginde, beyniniz bir
gerceklik olusturur ve aci duygusu deneyimlersiniz, arkasindaki

mekanizmanin yansitilmasi olmadan.

Metzinger'e gore fenomenal benlik veya “benlik olmanin bilingli
deneyimi, beyninizdeki PSM’in biiyiik bir kisminin seffaf olmasindan

dolayr ortaya c¢ikar.” PSM, beyinlerimizde olusturulan bir
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simiilasyondur, dolayisiyla “gercekligin kendisi degil, gecekligin
imajidir” - “benligimiz” aracihifiyla “diinyay1” gormemize olanak
saglar. Seffafligin olmadig1 veya hatali oldugu durumlarda ise (belki de
sizofreni vakalarinda oldugu gibi) simiilasyonun biitiiniinde ¢atlaklar
olusur ve bir igerik olarak fenomenal benlik ¢6ziiniir ve bizi iceriksiz ve

oznesel olarak habersiz hale getirir.

Benlige iliskin bir baska fenomenolojik model de, Glenn
Carruthers tarafindan ortaya atilmistir. Carruthers, zihnimizin
olusturdugu fenomenolojinin altinda, belirli bilissel kapasiteler
kiimesinin yattigimmi1 iddia eder. Yazar, Thomas Metzinger'in
fenomenolojik yaklagimina atifta bulunarak baglar ancak Metzinger’in
basli basma benlik diye bir sey olmadigina dair fikrini reddeder.
Iddiasim1 desteklemek igin Carruthers, “benlik duyusu” kavramim
kullanir ve benligin, “gesitli benlik duyularinin altinda yatan biligsel
kapasiteler kiimesi” oldugunu soyler. Amaci, bir benlik modeli
olusturmak tizere bu biligsel kapasiteleri modellemektir ve bunun igin
gesitli deneylerin Orneklerini kullanir. Carruthers’a gore, smurhilik
duyusu, etkenlik duyusu, sahiplik duyusu ve zamanda uzamlilik
duyusu gibi gesitli benli duyular1 vardir ve her biri bilissel kapasite olan
bu duyularin altinda, senkronik benlik (belirli bir andaki bir benlik) ile
diyakronik benlik (zamanda uzamli benlik) yatmaktadir. Bu benlik
duyularinin ilk tig tanesi, senkronik benlik ile, sonuncusu ise diyakronik

benlik ile ilgilidir.
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Benlik duyusunun gelisimi ve bilesenleri

Rochat’a gore 6z farkindaligin alt1 seviyesi vardir: Sagkinlik, Ayirt Etme,
Konumlandirma, Tanimlama, Kalic1 Kilma ve Oz Biling. Tk dort seviye,
senkronik benlik duyusu, son ikisi de diyakronik benlik duyusu ile
iliskilendirilebilir. En ilgin¢ buldugum seviyeler, kisinin hem simdiki,
hem de ge¢miste ve gelecekteki benligi ile 6zdeslestigi “Tanimlama” (3)
ve “Kalicr Kilma” (4) seviyeleridir. Bu 6z farkindalik seviyeleri, en iyi
sekilde Daniel J. Povinelli'nin yiriittiigii deneylerde gosterilmektedir.
Povinelli'nin ana arastirma konusu sempanzelerdeki zamansal uzaml
benlik olsa da Povinelli, insan ¢ocuklarindaki zamansal uzamh benligi
de arastirmaya karar vermistir. Tezimin amaglar1 i¢in Povinelli'nin
deneylerini tartisirken benligin senkronik ve diyakronik duyular
arasindaki farki gozeterek ilerleyecegim. Ik olarak Povinelli, aynalar
yerine ¢ocuklarin geciktirilmis video goriintiilerini kullanarak,

cocuklarin kendilerini tanima yetilerini test etmeyi amaglamstir.

Bu deneyin 6nemi, su sekilde agiklanabilir: eger deney, sadece
aynalar ile gerceklestirilmis olsaydi denekler, kafalarindaki yapiskan
kagid1 benligin senkronik duyusu ytiziinden ¢ikarmaya ¢alisirdi. Ancak
kendilerinin  geciktirilmis video goriintiilerini izledikten sonra
kafalarindaki yapiskan kagidi ¢ikarmaya c¢alismalar: igin, benligin

zamansal uzamli, diyakronik duyular1 olmas: gerekir.

Benlik duyusunun diyakronik yoniinii de iceren daha dinamik bir

model olusturabilmek icin, Carruthers tarafindan uygulanan
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kategorizasyonu gozden gegiriyorum ve benlik duyusunun bilesenlerini
bu gozden gecirmeye gore yeniden tanimliyorum. Bundan sonra
“smirlilik duyusu” yerine, “ayr1 olma duyusu” kavramini kullanacagim
¢iinkii boylesi bir kavram sadece bedenin, zihnin ve ¢evrenin smirlarini
degil, ayn1 zamanda hem cevre ile hem kendi beden ve zihnimiz ile
diger kisilerin bedeni ve zihni arasindaki ayrimi vurgular. Ayrim sadece
Alice ve diinyanin geri kalan1 arasinda degil, Alice ve diger kisiler
arasindaki ayrim olup, diisiince deneyleri ve bilinen olagandis1 gercek
vakalardaki bilmeceleri de ele almamizi saglamaktadir. “Etkenlik
duyusu” yerine “kontrol duyusu” kavramini kullanacagim ¢linkii
Carruthers’in kategorizasyonunda ongoriilen etkenlik, bir benligin
varhigin1 da var sayar ki ben bu kavramin ¢oziinmesinin bir yolunu
artyorum. “Kontrol duysu” kavramimi kullanarak ayni zamanda
Carruthers’in “etken benlik” gibi bir kavrama ve “istemli/istemsiz
eylem” gibi ayrimlara olan gereksiz ontolojik yliklenmeden de kaginmis
oluyorum. Carruthers’in baslangigtaki kategorizasyonunda kullandig:
“sahiplik duyusu” kavramina gelince, daha genis kapsami olduguna
inandigim “benimseme duyusu” kavramini kullanmay1 tercih ediyorum:
ornegin diistinciilerimize veya isteklerimize sahibiz ancak sahti anilar
veya Uglincti kisilerin sahitliklerini benimseyebiliriz. Carruthers'e gore
“sahiplik duyusu, smir benligi ve etken benlik ile ortaya ¢ikar”. Bu
durumda hem etken benlik, hem sinur benligi, sahiplik duyusunun
altinda yatar. Bunlardan herhangi birinin ortadan kalkmasi durumunda,

sahiplik duyusunun kaybi meydana gelir. Ancak diisiince sokma
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deliizyonu veya yabanci kontrol deliizyonu gibi baz1 patolojik vakalarda
insanin sahiplik duyusu olmayabiliyor ama yine de yabanci uzuv veya
diistinceye iliskin benimseme duyusu mevcut olabilir. Boylelikle
“benimseme duyusu” kavrami, Carruthers’in kullandig1 “sahiplik
duyusu” kavramindan daha dinamik ve etkili bir kavramdir. Son olarak
“zamanda uzamlibk duyusu” yerine “zamanda varhik duyusu”
kavramini kullanacagim c¢iinkii bu kavram, benlik duyusu kavraminin
hem senkronik hem diyakronik yoniinii yansitmaktadir. Carruthers’in
baslangictaki kategorizasyonunun ve benlik duyularinin bagimsiz ve
baglantisiz birer bilissel kapasite oldugunu soyleyen ¢ikarimimin aksine
bu yeniden tamimladigim benlik duyular1 hem birbiriyle daha
baglantilidir hem daha dinamiktir, dolayisiyla da diisiince deneyleri ve
olagandis1 gercek vakalara iliskin benlik kavraminin ¢oziindiirme

amacim i¢in de daha uygundur.

Bu duyular, benlik duyusu olusturur. Peki bu benlik duyusu nasil
bir seydir? Guruldayan karnin Margaretin degil de, kendi karm
oldugunu Alice nasil bilebiliyor? $Su agiktir ki, Alice’in benligi
Margaret'in benligi degildir. Onun fenomenal dogasi, asagidaki gibi
ifade edilebilir:

Alice’in benligi onun benligidir ve Margaretin benligi degildir ciinkii Alice,

kendisi oldugunu ve Margaret olmadigini hisseder.

Enteresan bir gekilde benli duyusu kolayca zedelenebilir ve son

derece hassastir. Kisinin hafizasi zedelendiginde veya kisi psikolojik ya
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da fiziksel =zarar gordiigiinde benlik duyusunun bilesenleri
parcalanabilir. Dahasi, benlik duyusu “kandirilabilir”. 1998 yilinda
Botvinick ve Cohen tarafindan gerceklestirilen, “Lastik-el illiizyonu”
olarak bilinen deney, bunun nasil miimkiin oldugunu gostermektedir.
Bu deney sonucunda denekler, temassal illiizyon yasayip, sol ellerine ve
gordiikleri lastik ele yapilan firca darbelerini karistirdilar. Basitge
sOylemek gerekirse, Botvinick ve Cohen, deneklerin beyinlerini,
onlerinde gordiikleri lastik eli kendi elleriymis gibi gormeleri igin
kandirdi. Denekler, tamamen ayri ve yabanct bir nesneyi, kendi
viicutlarmin bir parcasiymis gibi algiladilar ve benliklerine benimsediler.
Bu tiir bir benimseme sadece parcalarla degil, viicudun tamamiyla da

mumkindiir.

5. Benlik Duyusu ve Biling: Bir An Varsin, Bir An Yoksun

Diisiince Deneylerinin Yeniden Degerlendirilmesi

Onceki béliimlerde, cesitli diisiince deneylerini inceledik. Ornegin
Alice’in molekiillerinin farkli molekiillerle degistirilmesine iliskin fikirler
yuriittiik. Ancak daha ilging bir girisim, Alice’in benlik duyusunun
degisip degismedigini gormek olur. Bu nasil miimkiin olabilir? Daha
once ele aldigimiz, Bay Brown'un Bay Robinson’un bedeninde uyandig;,

Beyin Degis Tokusu diisiince deneyine bir daha bakalim.
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Meseleyi biraz daha karmagik hale getirebiliriz. Ameliyat
sonrasinda Brown, hastane yataginda, bedeninin herhangi bir yeri
goriilmeyecek sekilde cenesine kadar tamamen ortiilii, basit ve yiizii
sadece gozleri agik olacak sekilde bandajli olarak yatiyor olsun. Hastane
odasmin tavaninda ayna oldugunu varsayalim. Herkeste oldugu gibi,
Brownun da kendisinin nasil goriindiigiine dair bir zihinsel temsili
vardir, kendisinin igsel bir imaji. Gozlerini ag¢thiginda saskinlik
icerisindedir ve aynanin ve aynadaki yansimanin farkinda degildir.
Aynay1 fark ettiginde, aynada yatakta uzanan, tamamen Ortiilmiis, bas:
ve yiizli bandajli birisinin yansimasini da fark eder. Etrafina bakmaya
calishginda aynadaki yansimanin, gerceklikle Ortiistiigiinii anlar.
Kolunu battaniyenin altinda oynatmaya kalktiginda veya goziini
kirptiginda aynadaki kisinin de kolunu oynatmaya calistigini, goziini
kirptigin1 fark eder. Kendisini gercekte tanimamis olmasina ragmen
(¢inkii bedensel ve yiizsel Ozellikler gortinmez durumdadir) Brown,

aynadaki yansima ile kendini 6zdeslestirir.

Siirekli ayr1 olma, kontrol, benimseme ve zamanda varlk
duyular1 sayesinde benlik duyusunu korur. $imdi de Brown'un aynali
tavani olmayan siradan bir hastane odasina tasiyalim ve bandajlar
¢ikaralim, ancak yataktan ¢ikmasima izin vermeyelim. Artik bedenine
kollarina, gogsiine ve bacaklarina yatay pozisyonda bakabilme sansi
vardir. Brown, bir seylerin degistigini fark eder. Su anda aynada bir
yansima gorse, bu yansimay1 kendisi ile 6zdeslestirmeyecektir, sadece

bir yansima gorecektir. Sahip oldugu zihinsel temsil sayesinde yansimasi
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konusunda belirli bir beklentisi vardir, dolayisiyla beklentisi gerceklikle
ortiismediginde ilk tepkisi, gercekligi reddedip igsel imajina giivenmek
olur. Ancak tipki bir beden-disi-deneyim deneyinde oldugu gibi,
hemsire koluna igne sapladiginda act duymas: veya kasman bacagim
kasidiginda kasintinin azalmasi gibi durumlar sayesinde Brown zamanla
kendisini bu yeni bedene “lokalize” eder — bu yeni bedeni benimser,

baska bir deyisle, yeni bedende var olan benlik duyusu olusur.

Daha once, Alice ve iki tic¢liz kiz kardesinin korkung bir kaza
gecirip, Alice’in bedeninin yok oldugu ve islevsel olarak esit beyin
yarimkiirelerinin kardeslerinin zarar gérmemis bedenlerine nakledildigi,
Boliinme (Fission) olarak bilinen diistince deneyini tartismistik. Boylesi
bir durumda iki ayr1 kisi ortaya ¢ikar, her birinin kendi benlik duyusu ve
ayr1 olma, kontrol, benimseme ve zamanda varlik duyular1 olur. Hem
Alice®1n hem Alice"1n kendi i¢lerinde fenomenal olarak biitiinlesik birer

ayr benlik duyusu vardir.

Birbirine gecen benlik duyulari: kafadan birlesik ikizler

Kraniopagus ikizler, hem kafalarindan hem de beyinlerinden birlesik
olarak dogan kisilerdir.Bu tiir vakalar son derece nadir vakalardir;
ayirma operasyonundan sonra bazilar1 6lmiis, bazilar1 basarili bir sekilde
ayrilmus, bazilari ise birlesik olarak yasamaya devam etmektedir (kimisi
goniillii olarak, kimisi saglik tehlikesi yiiziinden zorunlu olarak).

Tezimin amaglari igin iki ayr1 kraniopagus ikizler vakasini ele alacagim:
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Lori ve George Schappell (1961 dogumlu ikizler) ve Krista ve Tatiana

Hogan (2006 dogumlu ikizler).

Paylastiklar1 beyin dokusunun oranindan (%30) ve ilerlemis
yaslarindan dolay1 Lori ve George isteseler bile cerrahi olarak ayrilamaz.
Kraniopagus ikizlerini kiigiik yasta, beyinleri hala sinir dagilimini ve kan
akisini yeniden diizenleyebildigi cagda ayirmak daha giivenlidir. Ayrica
cocuklar, ameliyat sokuna erigskinlerden daha dayarniklidir. Ancak Krista
ve Tatiana Hogan vakasinda cerrahi ayirma sadece genis capta kemik ve
deri nakli ile ciddi damar cerrahisi gerektirmekle kalmiyor, ciddi bir
beyin hasarma da yol agma ihtimali s6z konusudur. Krista ve Tatiana
Hogan'in vakasi kraniopagus ikizleri vakalar1 arasinda emsalsizdir
¢iinkii kizlar, talamus denilen ve beynin gesitli bolgelerine verileri
iletmekte olup bilingli ve bilingsiz durumlar1 kontrol eden sinirsel bir

koprii paylasmaktadir.

Kizlarin fenomenal deneyimleri Oylesine bir Olglide paylasiyor
goriiniiyor ki, annesi Krista'min gozlerini kapatip Tatiana’ya bir oyuncak
gosterdiginde Krista, oyuncagin ne oldugunu sdyleyebiliyor. Dahasi,
Kristamin gozleri kapali iken teyzesi Tatiana'min sag ayagim
gidikladiginda  annesi  “neresinin  gidiklandigimm1”  gostermesini
istediginde Krista, Tatiana'nin sag ayagina uzaniyor. Bu kizlarin farkh
ancak bir sekilde de birbirine ge¢mis benlik duyular1 varmis gibi

goriiniiyor, ¢iinkii her biri kendi benlik duyusuna sahip ama oOrtiisen
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deneyimler olasiiindan dolay1 digeri olma duyusuna da sahip gibi

goruntiyor.

Diinyay1 genel algilama bigimleri, birlesik olmalarindan dolay:
cogunlukla kinestetik olarak simirlandirilmistir. Bu kizlar hala biiytime
caginda; anilari, inanglar, istekleri, benlik duyular: bilissel kapasiteleri
arttikca gelismektedir. Paylasilan fenomenal deneyim agisindan su anda
kafadan birlesik bedenlerde kismi olarak otonom benlik duyularma sahip
kisiler olarak tanimlanabilirler. Cerrahi olarak ayrilmadiklar1 siirece
fenomenal deneyimlerinin biiytik bir kism1 hayatlar1 boyunca ortiisebilir
ve birbirlerinin bilinglerine kopyalanabilir. Ortiisen ama ayr1 iki benlik
duyular: olabilir. Boliinmiis beyin vakalarindaki tekil benlik duyusuna
sahip hastalarin aksine bu tiir “kaynasmis” benlik duyularin s6z konusu
oldugu kraniopagus ikizler vakalarinda ayr1 mi yoksa birlesik mi

olduklar1 gercekten de belirsiz olabilir.

Benlik duyusunun devamlilig:

Alice’in, Wernicke-Korsakoff sendromuna yakalanacak kadar alkolik biri
oldugunu varsayalim. Oyle bir nokta gelir ki Alice, gegmisine dair birkag
yili hatirlamaz ve yeni eylemsel bellek olusturamaz haldedir. Kim
oldugunu biliyor, hayatindaki bir¢ok olay1 hatirliyordur ancak gerceklik,
Simdi, ondan bir sekilde “kagmistir”. Siz ve ben yeni bilgi edindigimizde
bu bilgileri, benlik duyumuza dahil ederiz; yeni anilarimiz, eski
anilarimizla birleserek bilingli ve bilingsiz olarak erisilebilir tutarli bir

sistem olusturur ve sekillendirir. Bir Wernicke-Korsakoff hastasi ise
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“yeni bilgileri, kendisine iligkin total resmi degistirecek kadar uzun siire

koruyamiyor”.

Son derece carpici ve bir o kadar da meshur olan retrograd ve
anterograd amnezi vakasi, epilepsi nobetlerini azaltmak igin iki tarafli
hipokampus ¢ikarmasi operasyonu gegiren Henry Molaison vakasidir.
Ameliyat sonrasinda Henry'nin, ameliyat oncesi bir-iki yil hari¢ tiim

gecmis anilar1 korunmustur, ancak hig yeni ani olusturamamasti.

Agir bir Wernicke-Korsakoff sendromu vakasinda neler olur?
Benlik duyusunun olusumu durur mu? Normalde giincel benlik duyum,
kendimi ge¢miste ne sekilde hatirladigimi etkilemektedir. Tersi iliski de
gecerlidir. Ancak Henry'nin “giincel” benlik duyusu, en son
yasadiklarimi bile animsamamasindan dolay1 bozulmusg gortinmektedir.
Benlik duyusunun siirekli biitiinliigli, deneyim arular ile riiyalarimiz
arasindaki farki gormemize olanak verir. Ancak Henry icin, her sey
eskiden oldugu gibidir, hafizasindaki birka¢ sorun ve daha Once
bildiginin farkinda olmadig1 yeni becerilerin bilgisi hari¢. Bir anlamda

Henry, devam eder.

Benligin biitiinlesik duyusu

Onceki boliimlerde, zaman icinde kisi 6zdesligi kriterlerini inceleyip,
hangisinin en uygun olabilecegini belirlemeye ¢alistim. Belki sorulmasi
gereken soru, t2 anindaki Alice’in t1 anindaki Alice ile 6zdes olup

olmadigr nasil kesin olarak belirlenir sorusu degil, Alice’in bilingli
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durumlarmin Alice’e tekil, stirekli, degisen ve biitiinlesik bir benlik

duyusunu nasil sagladigi sorusudur?

Carruthers’in, farklh bilissel kapasiteler olarak benlikler arasinda
ayrim yapan fenomenolojik bir benlik modeli olusturdugunu daha 6nce
tartismistik. Carruthers’e gore sahiplik duyusu, sir benligi ve etken
benlik ile desteklenmektedir ve bunlar da, sinirlilik duyusu ve etkenlik
duyusu altinda yatarlar. Ancak yazar, farkli benlik duyularmin ampirik
olarak iliskisiz oldugunu, her bir benlik duyusunun altinda ayr1 bir
bilissel kapasitenin, ayr1 bir benligin yattigini sdyler. Bunlar1 savunurken
modelinin, kuramini dayandirdig bilissel kapasitelerin iligkisizliginden
dolay1 benligin biitiinltigli fikrine aykir1 olabilecegine dair endisesini dile
getirir. Ancak savunmasini, benligin bilingte biitiinlesik bir sey olarak
goriinse de, benlik duyusunun altinda tek bir mekanizmanin yattig:
anlamimi ¢tkarmamamiz gerektigini sdyleyerek yapar. Peki modeli,
benlik duyusunun biitiinligi fikrine de aykirt midir? Dagilmus biling
durumlar ile biitiinlesik olmayan bir benlik duyumuz olsaydi, bilingli
deneyimimizi anlamlandiramazdik. Boyle bir sey s6z konusu degil.
Benlik duyumun tekil, bilingli ve biitiinlesiktir ve zaman iginde
degismektedir: su anda ve 1984 yilinda benlik duyum vardir, gerceklige
tekabiil eden algilarim ve amilarim vardir ve karar verme yetim ile
kararlarim dogrultusunda eyleme ge¢cme yetim de vardir. Biling
bosluklu olsa dahi, benli duyusu biitiinlesiktir ve zaman i¢inde devam
eder ciinkii benlik duyusu s6z konusu oldugunda 6nemli olan sey,

bilincin devamlili1 degil, biitiinliligiidiir.
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Benlik kavramina kars1 benlik duyusu yaklasimi

Benlik ve kisi devamlilig1 kavramlari i¢in zorlu bilmeceler olarak bilinen
cesitli diisiince deneylerini ve rapor edilmis Ozel vakalar1 analiz ettim.
Psikolojik, biyolojik ve anlati yaklasimi gibi benlik ve kisi devamliligina
iliskin farkli yaklasimlari inceledim. Bireysel olarak bu yaklasimlar
bilmecelere yeterli ¢oziimler sunmuyor ve benlik kavrami igin elverisli
bir agiklama da saglamiyorlar. Parfit'in psikolojik baglantiilik giictinii
iceren ileri psikolojik yaklasimi bile, tatmin edici bir cevap vermiyor.
Dennett’'in, benligi anlati agirlik merkezi olarak sunan anlat1 yaklasimi
umut verici gortinmesinin sebebi, evrimsel agidan benligin nasil gelismis
olabilecegine dair bir agiklama sunuyor olmasidir. Dennett’e gore bir
benlik “Oreriz”, bir oriimcegin agim ordiigl gibi; benligi “insa ederiz”.
Dennett’'in yaklasimi aynm1 zamanda bizim benlik konusunda “ya hep ya
hi¢” tavrimizin da makul olmadigim gostermektedir. Ornegin bir DID
vakasmi inceleyerek, “tam yetkili” bir benligin olusmas: igin belirli
kosullarin  olmamast durumunda benligin pargalanmis, eksik
olabilecegini soyler. Ancak bu yaklasim da, diisiince deneylerinin
bilmecelerine ¢6ztim getirmemektedir. Dennett ise bu tiir diistince

deneylerini ele almay1 bile uygun bulmadigini belirtir.

Thomas Metzinger'in fenomenolojik yaklasimi, Dennett'in
yaklasimindan daha umut verici goriinmektedir ¢linkii Metzinger’in
benligin PSM igerigi oldugunu soyleyen kurami, norolojik bulgulara
dayanmaktadir ve psikolojik, biyolojik ve anlati yaklasimlarmi

birlestirmeye girismektedir. Peki bu yaklasim, sorunlu diisiince
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deneylerine ve gergek vakalara iliskin bilmeceler i¢in makul bir ¢6ziim
sunabilir mi? Maalesef DID vakasi i¢in sunulan ¢o0ziim Onerisi
karmasiktir ve bir spekiilasyondan Oteye gecememektedir. Dahasi bu
PSM yaklasimi diisiince deneylerine ¢6ziim getirmemekle kalmayip,
bilmeceleri daha da zor hale getirebilir: PSM, Beyin Degis Tokusu
diistince deneyini nasil ele alacak, veya Kaynasim (Fusion) ya da
Boliinme (Fission) diisiince deneylerinde PSM’e ne olacak? Ayrica, PSM
yaklasiminin, beyin dokusunun paylasildigi kraniopagus ikizlerinin

vakalarini nasil ele alacag1 da agik degildir.

Glenn Carruthers’in benlige iliskin fenomenolojik modeli de basta
umut verici gibi goriinse de, bu model, sadece benligin senkronik
yoniinii agiklamak icin tasarlanmistir. Halbuki benim amacim, kisi
devamliliginin ele alindig1 diistince deneylerine ve bilinen olagandis:
gercek vakalara iliskin benlin duyusunun diyakronik yonii igin bir
aciklama saglamaktir.  Carruthers’in yaklasimi, benlik kavramini
¢ozlindiirecek ve bilinen bilmeceler i¢in agik bir cevap verebilecek daha
farkli ve daha iyi bir yaklasima gelistirilme potansiyeline sahiptir.
Karmasik olmayan, daha yalin ve belki de daha gercekgi, benlik
duyusuna dayanan ve benlik duyusunun diyakronik yoniinii de taniyan
bir yaklasim one siirtiyorum. Herhangi bir andaki benlik duyularimiz,
cesitli bilesenlerden olusur: ayri olma duyusu, kontrol duyusu,
benimseme duyusu ve zamanda varlik duyusu. Benlik duyusu, eylemsel
bellegimiz ve bilincimizi bitiinligiu ile yakindan iliskilidir; tekildir,

devam eder, bilinglidir, degisir ve biitiinlesiktir. Kiiglik c¢ocuklarda

137



benligin senkronik ve diyakronik duyularmin nasil gelistigini, kisinin
hayat: igerisinde benlik duyusunun nasil degistigini ve bilingteki bariz
bosluklara veya eylemsel bellekteki hasarlara ragmen benlik duyusunun
nasil devam ettigini gostermeye calistim. Eylemsel bellek ile benlik
duyusu arasindaki iliskiyi, ¢esitli amnezi vakalarini tartisarak gosterdim.
Ornegin en agir Wernicke-Korsakoff sendromu vakalarinda ve retrograd
ve anterograd amnezi hastalarinda bile benlik duyusunun

korunabilmektedir.

Bilmece gibi diisiince deneylerini ve gercek vakalari, benlik duyusu
kavramina dayanarak ele aldigimizda bir kisinin benliginin devam edip
etmedigi sorusu gereksiz ve 6nemsiz hale gelir. Siirekli bir benlik kavramina
dayanmak meseleyi karmasiklagtirirken benlik duyusuna dayanan bir
yaklagim, agiklik saglamakla beraber kisi devamliligina iliskin bilmecelerin
¢oztindiirilmesine de olanak verir. Sonug¢  olarak, 0Ozellikle diisiince
deneylerinde ve sorunlu gergek vakalarda benlik kurgusu karmasaya yol
actigindan, vazgecilebilir sayilmalidir. Benlik, yarattigimiz bir
uydurmadir, benlik duyular1 serilerine rahatlik igin verdigimiz bir
isimdir. Yaklasimimi daha net bir sekilde gosterebilmek icin benlik
duyusunun o6zelliklerini ve bilesenlerinin igerik ¢esitliligini gostermeye
amaclayan ve benlik duyusunun diyakronik yoniiniin hesabini vermeye
calisan, benlik duyular: serilerinin sematik agiklamasinin taslagim
cizdim. Ydriittigiim bu arastirmanin, diisiince deneylerini ve gercek
vakalari ele alirken benlik kavramina hi¢ basvurmadan, benlik duyusu

acgisindan yaklasmanin daha uygun olacagini gosterdigine inaniyorum.
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APPENDIX C: TEZ FOTOKOPI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisti

YAZARIN

Soyadt: Sugorakova

Ada: Daria

Boliimii: Felsefe

[ ]

TEZIN ADI : An Attempt at Dissolution of the Notion of Self

TEZIN TURU :

Yiiksek Lisans

Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi

aliabilir.

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi almabilir.

3. Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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