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Let me begin by focuang onthelong Ist of agreements between the Dan Zahavi and me.
As heissuch acareful and schdarly author, there are dmog no misundestandingsto get
out of theway first.

At the beginning of section 2, there is a conflation of different concepts of
possibility. If we grant that imaginability is conceivability (in the sense of beng
describable withoutany logical contradictions, if we pass over Qpractical Opossibility as
a nondefined term, and grant that by (bhyscallyOpossible Zahavi very likely means
honologicallyO possible, it still would present a major step to say that something is
conaeptualy or (my emphasis) metaphyscally possible. Not everything tha is logically
or conceptudly possible is metaphyscaly possible as wellN metaphyscally possible
worlds (jug like nonologicaly possible worlds) have to be interpreted as a subset of
logicaly possible worlds How this can be doneis a subject of intense and highly
technical debaes in current philosophy of mind. We cannd possibly enter this debae
here, but let me jus point out how, for ingance, ZahaviOsremarks in the second
paragraph of page 4 rest ona conflation ketween nonvlogical and logical posibility.

A second misundestanding, traditiondly and typicaly reiterated by
phenomenologsts, is the rhetorical question of whether pathology can actudly reveal
something fundamenta about the deep structure of normal experience.
Neurophenomenological case studes are smply ingruments in the search for a
functiondist theory of mind. The aim is not to make sweeping claims aboutthe structure
of nonpahological experience, but to isolate distinct causal roles, to find doubke
dissodationsN to investigate which forms of phenomend content are independent of each
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other and can exist in isolationN and thereby to gradudly uncover the fundiond
architecture of the consciousmind. This is a well-introdueced methoddogy, not only in
philosophy of mind, but in neurops/chdogy and related disciplines as well. It simply has
nothing to do with scientistic ideology or the attempt to GimplyOdrav Qunqualified
condusions about normal casesO (p. 5). The more interesting observation is how
phenomenologists keep reiterating this shalow misundestandingN they could make a
greater contribution by investigating which aspects of the consious mind might be
systematically immune to this type of empirically informed functiond andysis. This,
however, is dready beéng donél by analytical philosophers.

Zahavi also discovered an important linguistic error in BNO (p. 455, see p. 7).
What | actudly wanted to say is tha the autophenomenologcal reports of Cotard
paientsN doubke bookkesping and allN should still be seen as sincere reports, even if
they canna be truthful on logical grourds | am graeful to him for pointing out this
mistake. At the beginning of section 3, he reiterates the old Glluson misundestandingOl
already drew attention to in my reply to Gallaghe, jus as he does in a number of places
in his recent book (e.g., p. 103).1 explained why this metaphor containsa logcal mistake
on thelast page of BNO. Mineness has nathing o do with Heidegga OJemeinigketO(p.
9), congiousess as such certainly does not have the quality of (heing-in-the-worldO(p.
10), the philosophical postion of scientific realism certainly is nat the same as the
primitive ideology of Qunrestrained scientismO(p. 16), and so on--but arguably, these are
jug minor points. On the contrary, it is striking to see how many points of agreement
between Zahavi and e there actudly are. Let me name some of them.

Yes, | agree tha philosophes like Hume and even literary authorslike Friedrich
Nietzsche have made claims with regard to the self that supeficialy resemble my own.
The question, however, is not so much what ther claims were, but which arguments they
used. | agree with Zahavi tha the history of philosophy is one of the mog important
subdisciplinesin the field. In orde to redlize its epistemic patential for current systematic
debaes in philosophy of mind, however, it mus be recondructed as a history of
arguments, not as a history of claims. Good historical scholarship should not consist in
creating a stamp collection, but in making epistemic progress visible. | also agree with
ZahaviOsloubs aboutthe ultimate ussfulness of thoughtexperiments: designing logically
possible worlds is a fantastic tod for sharpening philosophical debaes, making implicit
backgroundassumptionsexplicit. The problem, however, is twofold: first, ever new and
more subtle implicit backgroundassumptionsdetermine such scenarios, and second, it is
a princdpled problem whether any epistemic progress with regard to the actual world can
be made by investigaionstha are not daa-driven. On the other hand, | also fully agree
tha the theoretical impact of an empirical case study is not easily deermined, and | also
agree that | mog certainly undeestimated the difficulty associated with taking the
phenomenology of pathdogical cases serioudy (p. 5). | agree with ZahaviOs
differentiation between ownership and agency (althoughl would have wanted to know
wha the conceptual relationdip beween the two propeties is). | also believe tha it
might have been better to present an explicit series of case studies of schizophtenia in
orde to take a closer look at the relationdhip between cogniive agency and the
phenomenologica clam that inserted thoughs are actudly experienced by the
schizophrenic as appearing in his own mind (p. 6). As mentioned in my reply to
Gallaghe, | wholeheartedly agree with Zahavi that it is mog certainly wrongto interpret
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ddusonsas atype of ordinary bdief that merely happensto befalse (p. 7)N anunber of
goodpostive ideas can befoundin Gerrans 2000.Zahavi isrightin pointing out that my
own phenomenological apprcach to psychopahology in BNO mog certainly was much
too simplistic and facile. | look forward to learning more abou the precise conceptud
progress presented by Minkowski, Binsvange, Tatossian, Tellenbach, Blankenburg, or
Zahavi, as they could make vauable contributionsto the current debate. Findly, | aso
agree that there are many different concepts of the self in the current debate (p. 8). In the
series of literary authorsand the beautiful phenomendogical poetry Zahavi qudes, | am
mog grateful to him for draving my attention © abeautiful sentence by Michd Henry (p.
9), which | find very ingiring in the context of the different nations of internality |
developad in BNO. | aso like many of the podic metaphorsZahavi introduces himself,
like the Onvariant dimension of first-persond givennessO(p.10).Having grown upin the
county of Brentano, Husserl, and Heidegger, | agree with Zahavi that mog philosophical
phenomenology | have encountred was actudly a dressed-up form of folk psychology
(p. 12). Historical scholarship is impartant, and Dan Zahavi is certainly an excellent
example of it. But where is the postive, systematic contribution of German
phenomenology to the issues the global philosophica community faces today? Where is
the phenomenological contribution that lives up to the standads of conaeptual precision
of todayOsest current philosophy of mind? | wholeheartedly agree with Zahavi on the
dangeas of phenomendogical reification, the standad phenomenological fallacy. If we
want to decide what exists, | think a good strategy is to investigate the coherence, the
predictive and explanaory power, and the heuristic fertility in generating new hypotheses
of competing theories tha make ontological claims. It is true tha there are certain
complex events like opaas, marriage ceremonies, and civil wars (p. 11) which cannot be
predicted by the naturd sciences. No one predicted the German wall coming down. This
was a surprise for everyone. But where is the phenomenologca theory about operas,
marriage ceremonies, and civil wars that exhibits a highea degree of predictive power? |
also conade tha a maor shortcoming in BNO is my frequent us of the term
(phenomendogyQin the absence of an extended discussion of its meaning. | also, of
courge, agree with ZahaviOsnterpretation of Husserl bang a transcendental philosophe
and not an introgpectionist, and with his criticism of nasve introgectionism. It isaso true
tha the book could have been philosophically more interesting if | had included
arguments that are more explicit for some of the backgroundassumptions

From a phenomendogical perspective, | of coure agree with many of the
observations made by Dan Zahavi makes in his recent monograh, where he carefully
reviews research fields like theory of mind, autism, or embodment from a
phenomenologca perspective. | may disagree, however, that it islegitimate to speak of a
nonconaeptual sense of ownership strictly whenever we are phenomendly congious
(2005:197), beause | want to take the phenomenology of pychiatric syndromes like full
depersondization or of certain spiritual experiences more serioudy as well. Nevertheless,
| agree with Shoemaker (1984 105; Zahavi: 203f) tha it makes little sense to
conceptually assimilate pre-reflective self-awareness to object perceptionN causal
proximity, the nonexistence of a distinct sensory modality, plus the emotiondly
represented propeties of self-susainment and homeodasis present important examples
for arguments aganst the thesis that primitive sef-knowledge is a form of object-
representation. And jud like Zahavi (2005 204),1 have pointed out how the subgymbolic
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self-modd is not only a specific type of experiential content, but a mode of presentation:
self-congiousness is an epistemic format unde which facts can be represented. Wha |
had hoped for were new and origind arguments to supportour common case. But Zahavi
frequently just states how phenomenologyOscontribution condsts in OndstingOthat a
prereflective form of self-awareness exists. Yes, it is true tha all such clams,
paticularly in combinaion with thar implications for a theory of pre-conceptud
intersubjectivity, posess an (pbvious relevance not only for related discussions in
andytical philosophy of mind, but also for empirica disciplines, such as developmental
psychology and psychiatryO(2005: 177). But in orde to build a bridge to the research
frontier in analytical philosophy of mind, arguments or conceptud andyses would be
needed, and in the end, any congructive contributon to the empirical disciplines
investigating human self-coniousess would probaly have to come up with some kind
of testable prediction. | am sure tha the future work of Dan Zahavi will provide uswith
both of these missing links

Let me close by thanking nat only him, but once again al the authors of the
preceding commentaries for the great care and work they put into ther thouwghtful
criticism of the self-model theory. | have learned a lot and ganed a whae range of
postive impulses. Thisis aso true of a number of very interesting critical commentaries
which could not be induded in this special issue of PSYCHE. If | may add a persond
interim conduson from the current debate: It may be more fruitful to investigae the
representational and functiond deep structure of phenomenal self-consciousess from a
truly interdisciplinary perspective, to focus on systematic detail questions and fine-
graned, empirical bottom-up condraints, than to get log in a competition of theories
aboutwhat the appropiate weak notion of QelfOis. Given the current stage of research, it
may be beter to turn to detail questions and discuss them in a suganable manne.
Ontology and the big picturewill eventudly fall into place all by themselves.
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