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This paper aims to analyze neuropsychiatric pathological experiences (as thought insertion and
delusions of control) in which features intrinsic to subjectivity are deeply affected to the extent that
the first-person perspective is lost, an essential core of the subjective condition. The distinction
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terminal lucidity, the case in which an unexpected return of mental clarity and memory take place
shortly before death in patients suffering from severe psychiatric and neurologic disorders. Based on
these phenomena it is suggested that subjectivity may be underlain by some ‘mechanisms’ different
from those usually assigned by neuroscientific models of normal brains. Finally, the challenges that
emerge both for neurology and for phenomenological analysis are set out, opening new paths for the
research and comprehension of subjectivity.
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B nmaHHOI cTaThbe aHAMSUPYIOTCA BU/IbI IIATOIOTMYECKOTO OIIBITA, OIVIChIBaeMble B HEMPOIICUXH-
aTpuy (HalpyuMep, «Iy>Kye MBICT» U 6pefi BO3[eiiCTBUA), B KOTOPBIX XapaKTePUCTUKYU CYObeK-
TUBHOCTM ITIOPa’Kal0TCA HACTOJIBKO, YTO MIPAKTUYECKM yTPauMBaeTCs IepCleKTUBa IepBOTro NnLia
B Ka4ecTBe [IeHTPaTbHOTO AApa cyOobeKTBHOCTU. KpoMe Toro, aBTop paccMaTpuBaeT pasnmde-
HIe MeXJY YyBCTBOM JlesATeNIA ¥ YyBCTBOM IIPUHA/IEKHOCTHU AEMCTBUA, B YaCTHOCTH, B KOHTEK-
CTe HaBA3YMBBLIX MBIC/IENl M BHYLIEHNUI. ABTOp IpejijlaraeT IpaypoBaHHYI0 MHTEPIIPeTaIIIo
TaHHOTO Pas3IMYeHNs; BMeCTe C TeM, TOTHUMAeTCsA IpobieMa GeHOMEHONMOIMYeCKOIl JOCTOBEP-
HOCTM YyBCTBA JieATe/ A II0 OTHOLIEHMIO K MBICTAM. [IpuBOAATCA HeCKPUIITUBHbIE apPTyMEHTBHI
IJIA MJUTIOCTPalvM IIPUPOJBI MUHUMABHON GopMBI «s». KpoMe TOTO, CTaBUTCA BOIIPOC O TOM,
KaKIM 00pa3oM MMHUMaNbHOE «I» He Mcues3aeT Mpy KpaitHuX GpopMax HeBPOMATOMOTUIT M IICUXO-
HaTOJIOrNit. B yacTHOCTY, 06CY>KIaeTCs CIydait TAKOTO 3aTraJOYHOTO ABIEHNA, KaK IIpeficMepTHas
ACHOCTDb yMa, IIpY KOTOPOM Y HALIMeHTOB, CTPAJAIOIMX TsAXKeNbIMM IICUXUATPUYECKMMU Y HEBPO-
JIOTMYeCKMMM PACCTPOMCTBAMY, HE3aT0/IT0 1O CMEPTY HEOXKMTAHHO IIPOSABIIAETCA BO3BpallleH1e
ACHOCTY CO3HaHMA U MaMATH. OCHOBBIBAACH Ha STUX SABNEHMAX, ABTOP BBICKA3bIBAET IIPEIIONO-
JKEeHMe O TOM, UTO CyO'beKTUBHOCTb MOXKeT PyHAMPOBAThCA HAa HEKMX MeXaHM3MaX, OTIMIHBIX OT
TeX, KOTOpbIe ONMCBIBAIOTCA B HelpOHayKe Py IIOMOLITY MOJie/I HOpMajIbHOTO Mo3Ta. B 3axio-
4eHNY 06CY>KIaI0TCs Te MPobIeMHble BOIPOCHI, KOTOPbIe BCTAIOT KaK Iepe/ HEBPOIOT e, TaK
u nepef, GeHOMEHOTIOTMYEeCKIM aHaIN30M, OTKPbIBasA HOBbIE YTY JJIA VCCIeTOBAHNUA U HOHMMa-
HIIA 4e/I0BeYeCKol CyObeKTUBHOCTHL.

Knioueswvie cnosa: KorHuTuBHBIE HayKl, MUHUMAaJ/IbHas CAaMOCTb, ar€HTHOCTb, IICMXOIaTO/I0I 1 4,
MBICJIEHHAA MHCEPU VA, MAaHUA KOHTPOJIA, TEPMIMHAIbPHAA ACHOCTD.

1. INTRODUCTION

After along period of conductivism and functionalism, in which consciousness
was merely tackled by the functional analysis of intentional behavior, followed by the
localization and identification of particular neural correlates with functions, it seems
obvious that the problem of subjectivity must necessarily consider the first-person
experiential dimension. In order to study consciousness, in contrast to any other
‘thing,’ the phenomenological aspect must be taken into account: investigations of the
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self and experience have to be integrated if they are both to be understood (Zahavi,
2005), and therefore first-personal givenness is a primary feature of experiential life.
While appealing to the physical basis of consciousness can explain some points, this
attitude seems to present difficulties.

Many scientists have considered so far that research of phenomenal
consciousness is inherently unreliable due to its subjective nature and is thus
inappropriate for scientific research: if science only assumes third-person data, any
attempt to explain what the first-person is in terms of the third-person fails to capture
what it intends to explain. Yet, as Nagel (Nagel, 1974) has pointed out, a necessary
requirement for any coherent reductionism is that what is to be reduced be properly
understood.

A phenomenological comprehension of consciousness recognizes its subjective
character, even in neuroscientists’ presentations. No phenomenologist commits to
the naturalization of consciousness or intentionality, if this is understood as an
attempt to reduce them to non-intentional mechanisms and processes. However,
many consider naturalization possible and indispensable if it is understood as the
possibility of elucidation of the phenomenal character working on personal-level
descriptions coming from disciplines such as psycho- and neuro-pathology, cognitive
psychology, anthropology, etc., that can hold phenomenological relevance.

In this sense, the study of pathological phenomena not only can serve as
a demonstration of the relevance of the phenomenological analysis of subjectivity,
but also can enrich our comprehension of the nature of consciousness. Pathological
cases can function as a heuristic resource: core features of subjectivity, including
fundamental aspects of self-experience, can be more clearly understood through the
study of their pathological disruptions.

Hence, this paper aims to analyze neuropsychiatric pathological experiences—
such as thought insertion and delusions of control—in which features proper of
subjectivity are deeply affected, to the extent that they are generally described by
phenomenological psychiatry as an inversion or loss of the first-person perspective,
the essential core of the subjective condition. My aim is to provide descriptive
arguments that: first show what a minimal self consists of so that it does not even
get lost in extreme pathologies of subjectivity, in order to then present the puzzling
phenomenon of terminal lucidity, in which an unexpected return of mental clarity
and memory take place shortly before death in patients suffering from severe
psychiatric and neurologic disorders. The acting self with a damaged brain should
bring to the attention other ‘mechanisms’ of self-endurance. Finally, I will set out
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the challenges that emerge both for neurology and phenomenological analysis (in
which that minimal self could indicate a clue) opening new paths for the research
and comprehension of subjectivity.

2. THE MINIMAL SELF

The self has been a fundamental explanatory principle for understanding
consciousness, to account for its synchronic and diachronic unity, and for that
essential feature that characterizes experience: its subjectivity, its for-somebody-
ness, for-me-ness or mineness, its first-person character, a necessary condition for
the possibility of manifestation.

Many approaches and descriptions of the self have been developed by
philosophical, scientific and psychological perspectives (Neisser, 2008; Ricoeur, 1994;
Taylor, 1989; Frankfurt, 1988); while some authors have denied its existence, and
supported its illusory nature (Metzinger, 2003; Albahari, 2006).

Facing this plurality of features, I would like to first point out what Gallagher
(2000) has called the minimal self, in an effort to arrive at primitive aspects or to the
essential core of this principle, especially within the scope of pathologies in which
the self may precisely be disrupted, as in the case of schizophrenia. I will introduce
Gallagher’s distinction between the sense of ownership and the sense of agency as
two separable modalities of experience of the minimal sense of self, and will then
offer some objections to this sharp distinction.

The phenomenology of these pathological experiences is a touchstone of the
notion of minimal self that should lead us to the essential constituent of the agentic
nature of the self, namely, intentionality, that is, a relational character. It could be
shown that this minimal self seems to remain intact even under extreme disruptions
of the self. Furthermore, if, as some authors suggest (de Haan & de Bruin, 2009), this
sense of agency can be present even as a potential capacity, as a Husserlian ‘T can,
I therefore propose that any state of consciousness should keep its minimal sense
of self, of agency.

2.1 SENSE OF OWNERSHIP AND SENSE OF AGENCY

Gallagher’s notion of a ‘minimal self” emerges from the intuition that there is
a basic, immediate, and primitive ‘something’ that we are willing to call a self “even
if all of the unessential features of self are stripped away” (Gallagher, 2000). With
respect to this minimal self, he argues that it is possible to identify two separable
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modalities of experience: (1) a sense of ownership or the sense that I am the one who
is undergoing an experience, and (2) a sense of agency or the sense that I am the one
who is the initiator or source of the action.

In normal voluntary or willed action, the sense of ownership (SO) and the
sense of agency (SA) are intimately intertwined and often indistinguishable. However,
Gallagher argues that there are a number of situations in which it becomes possible
to distinguish them, namely in cases of involuntary movements, unbidden thoughts,
and schizophrenic experiences such as thought insertion. In these cases, according
to this author, the sense of agency is lacking but the sense of ownership is retained
in some form.

As some authors (de Haan & Bruin, 2009) show, a closer examination of
involuntary movements, unbidden thoughts and thought insertion reveals that the
distinction between sense of ownership and sense of agency is not as clear cut and
unambiguous as Gallagher proposes. Even here, agency is not completely absent. It
seems that SO and SA remain intimately related and distortions of the latter also
affect the former. Gallagher proposes his distinction at the level of experience as an
alternative to a higher-order distinction made by other approaches at the level of
attribution (Graham & Stephens, 1994'). This means that the sense of ownership and
the sense of agency are originally first-order, phenomenological (nonconceptual)
aspects of experience, prereflectively implicit in action (Gallagher, 2007a; 2007b). The
conceptually informed higher-order attributions of ownership and agency depend
on these first-order experiences.

Although Gallagher formulates a number of slightly different versions of what
counts as a sense of ownership?, there are two main interpretations in his writings:
one in terms of mineness, and the other in terms of kinesthesia or proprioception. This
mineness is an experiential feature of the minimal self that allegedly stays constant
throughout all experience and does not depend on something apart from the
experience itself, since it is the most primitive form of experience that is necessarily

According to Graham and Stephens, ownership and agency should be primarily thought of as attributions on
the basis of a reflective acknowledgment. They distinguish between the attribution of ownership; the reflective
ascription of a certain action to myself, and an attribution of agency; the reflective ascription that I am the
cause or author of a certain action.

For example, he defines it as “the sense that I am the one who is undergoing an experience” (Gallagher,
2000), as “the sense that it is I who am experiencing the movement or thought” (Gallagher, 2005), and as
“the pre-reflective experience or sense that I am the subject of the movement (e.g. a kinesthetic experience of
movement)” (Gallagher, 2007a).
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self-conscious. “The minimal (or core) self possesses experiential reality and is in fact
identified with the first-person appearance of the experiential phenomena” (Gallagher
& Zahavi, 2008). The SO explicated as proprioception means that it involves a kind
of proprioceptive awareness: “a frame of reference that applies to the lived body as
perceiver and actor” (Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008).

Concerning the sense of agency, Gallagher distinguishes between SA as a first-
order experience linked to bodily movement (Gallagher, 2007a; 2007b), and SA as
a first-order experience linked to the intentional aspect of an action, a task, a goal, etc.

One prototypical example of distinguishing sense of agency from sense of
ownership is the case of involuntary movement: if someone pushes me from behind
I sense that it is my body that is moving. I thus have a sense of ownership. However,
since I did not cause the movement, I do not have a sense of agency. Nevertheless,
my reaction might already be considered agentic and provides me with a sense
of agency. The influence of an outside force alone is not sufficient to compromise
my sense of agency. On the contrary, to battle with the forces of nature (e.g., when
sailing, swimming or climbing) is exciting exactly because we feel more capable and
alive when doing so. It is precisely in those situations that we experience ourselves
as active agents and have a strong sense of agency.

Other examples that Gallagher presents in favor of an SO-SA distinction are
unbidden thoughts. Just like movements, thoughts can be involuntary too: they
show the same lack of agency to promote the distinction between SO and SA. But
the willy-nillyness of these thoughts certainly does not limit my sense of being their
author. Especially if we define the sense of agency as the sense of being the source of
a movement, action or thought, as Gallagher himself does (Gallagher, 2005; 2007a;
2007b); then, it is obvious that even unbidden thoughts do not at all lack this sense
of agency. Gallagher actually does admit that

not only do they [unbidden thoughts] appear to be part of my stream of consciousness,

but, despite the fact that I am not willing them, and may even be resisting them, they
still seem to be generated within my own cognitive experience. (Gallagher, 2005)

But if those thoughts seem to be “generated within my own cognitive
experience,” this already reveals that the sense of agency is still firmly in place here.
For the sense level, it is enough that they seem to be generated by me. I believe that
the difference between unbidden and inserted thoughts is precisely that the latter
are only happening in my stream of consciousness, that is, without any experience
of generating them. Gallagher writes: “in the case of involuntary cognitive processes,
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I may acknowledge that I am the one who is thinking, but claim that the thoughts are
not willfully generated by me” (Gallagher, 2005). This is in fact a stronger notion of
SA than the description of SA in terms of being the source of a movement or thought.

In principle, just like in the case of ownership, I would welcome a gradual
reading of these different notions of SA that Gallagher uses interchangeably; because
it also makes clear that unbidden thoughts are no proof for a strict SO-SA distinction
either. However, I doubt whether we ever experience a strong SA in terms of willful
generation for thinking. When applied to movements, SA as willful generation
makes sense. But when SA refers to thinking, such a description does not seem to
be phenomenologically warranted.

As can be seen, most ordinary life examples do not convincingly demonstrate
a strict distinction between a sense of agency and a sense of ownership.

3. PSYCHOPATHOLOGICAL DISCRUPTIONS

Gallagher (2005; 2007a) argues that we can understand schizophrenic
experiences such as delusions of control and thought insertion as a loss of the sense
of agency, while the sense of ownership remains unimpaired. Schizophrenic patients
may indeed report experiences such as a loss of natural movement (the body becomes
a ‘machine’ that needs to be ‘steered’), their body moving on its own account, or
alien thoughts that are in one way or another inserted in their heads (Frith, 1992,
66; Mellor, 1970, 17; Fuchs, 2000, 138 ff.). These experiences clearly lack the sense of
agency that is so characteristic as to go unnoticed in ‘normal’ everyday life. But they
report a lack of a sense of ownership as well. In fact, the hallmark of both inserted
thoughts and delusions of control is that they do not feel as the patient’s own thoughts
and movements®. Thus, although they might feel compelled to make an attribution
of ownership, this does not guarantee a corresponding sense of ownership at all.

Even recent empirical, phenomenologically informed research points in this
direction warning that the most fundamental level of selthood that appears to be
affected in early schizophrenia is the automatic, prereflective articulation of the
first-person perspective (Parnas, 2003). In fact, first-onset schizophrenic patients
often report that although they know that it is their body that is moving and realize

*  “One man said that thoughts were being put into his mind and that they ‘felt different’ from his own; another

said that the television and radio were responsible for different thoughts, which were ‘tampered with electri-
cally’ and always felt the same way (i.e. recognisably different from his ‘own’)” (Spence et al., 1997).
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that it must be their thought—after all, it is going on in their mind—what is utterly
disturbing about the experience is that it just does not feel that way. This objection
demonstrates that Gallagher established the intactness of SO by subtly changing
the target to be explained, that is, ‘thought,” to ‘mind.” That is, the SA is lost in
certain thoughts and the SP remains at the level of consciousness or self. If, however,
we insist on keeping the target the same—i.e., if we keep focusing on the inserted
thought itself—it is easy to see that both SA and SO for the thought are distorted.
They are precisely not ‘his thoughts.” In fact, what is typical in the case of thought
insertion is that schizophrenic patients report thoughts that are alien to them, instead
of reporting that this thinking does not belong to them®. Such a difference between
experiencing a thought and thinking could account for the different levels at which
SO and SA are lacking and at which they are still intact. As Gallagher himself points
out, one of the challenges in understanding thought insertion is precisely that not
all thoughts feel foreign. Specific movements and thoughts are experienced as alien,
but not everything and always. Thus, the relevant distinction is between specific
inserted thoughts that lack both SA and SO and between the schizophrenic’s own
thinking, in which SA and SO are both intact.

Sass’ suggestion, that the feeling of depersonalization may ultimately be due
to an exacerbation of self-consciousness, a kind of ultrareflection, rather than due to
a lack or loss of self-consciousness, also supports the intactness of this pre-reflective
self-consciousness and intertwined condition of the SA and SO. He explains that
the subject is so obsessively preoccupied with his or her experiences that they are
gradually transformed and substantialized into objectlike entities, which are then
experienced as alien, intrusive, involuntary and independent (Sass, 1994, 12, 38,
91, 95).

The various cases put forward by Gallagher as well as the other phenomena
presented here have shown that most forms of SO already come clothed in SA. I think
that this invites a gradual reading of the distinction between SO and SA rather than
a categorical distinction between the two of them.

But let us consider the following: what all of my experiences have in common
is the quality of mineness. At the same time, however, some of my experiences seem
to be ‘more mine’ than others. Bodily processes such as breathing and sweating,
the passive absorption of impressions, in other words, ‘mere movements’—those

* A schizophrenic patient describes inserted thoughts as “com[ing] at any moment like a gift [...] I do not dare
to impart them as if they were my own” (Jaspers, 1963).
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are undeniably my experiences. But if we compare those to experiences such as
swimming, thinking, and reading, we are inclined to say that these are in a sense
‘even more mine.” The difference seems to lie in the fact that I brought them about
and that these experiences are generated by me and are not just ‘passively consumed.’
In other words, the difference seems to lie in the absence or presence of agency.
Following this line of thought, it is tempting to say that, whereas I am the subject
of all my experiences, I am only the agent of those experiences that I have caused.

This intuition might very well be the underlying motivation for Gallagher’s
SO/SA distinction: being the subject of one’s own experiences (the one who
‘undergoes’ them) should then be identified with SO and being the agent of one’s own
experiences (the willful generator of the action) with SA. Since agentic experiences
are just a subset of all of my experiences, this clarifies why it is attractive to claim
that there is an asymmetry between SO and SA in which SO is more fundamental
than SA. The distinction between SA and SO thus seems to reflect a distinction
between agency-inspired actions and mere bodily movements. The bottom line is
whether it is necessary to make such a distinction. I think it is neither necessary
nor desirable. In the previous paragraphs, I have tried to show that SO is a gradual
phenomenon that in all but its very weakest form already includes some element of
agency. If I was correct to identify the intentionality involved in even very ‘passive’
experiences, this renders it doubtful whether there are, phenomenologically speaking,
actually such things as mere bodily movements. In fact, a large part of our everyday
movements and actions are indeed not volitionally or deliberately steered, but this
should not fool us into categorizing them as ‘mere movements.” Rather, they exhibit
an incorporated intentionality: let us consider, for example, even bodily processes
like breathing, sweating or heart rate, since they can become the object of intentional
steering. Or, furthermore, some movements usually considered to be unintentional
and automatic are in fact learned and once required our attention.

I would thus agree that a strong SO always includes some element of agency.
I would even expect that the amount of agency involved is one of the key components
in determining the strength of this feeling of mineness, since I think that SA
modulates SO.

I would like to propose a sketch of a broader interactive conception of agency—
one that blurs the distinction between SO and SA (and also resists the temptation
to privilege SO) and goes beyond the distinction between SA as movement and
SA as intention as well. Although I agree that there are differences in the intensity
of the intentionality involved, I challenge the assumption of an intentionality-
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free sense of agency as—mere—SA as movement. I would think that it is precisely
the intentionality that makes out the agentic nature. If we presuppose some form
of intentionality, we can still discern gradations within SA depending on how
deliberative the intentionality is. In a traditional, very strong conception, agency
refers to the initiation of a priorly-intended action. If we leave out the prior intention,
we get the weaker definition of agency in terms of being the ‘source’ of a movement or
thought. I would like to go one step further and suggest that SA can also be present
in the form of a potential capacity, as a Husserlian ‘I can™ in a broader sense, that
is, to experience the possibility of relating as acting without actually performing
a movement or an action. The experiencing subjectivity is not only a consciousness
of movement or thought, but a subjectivity capable of movement and thinking. So,
my sense of agency increases the more I realize these potentialities.

Instead of understanding agency as a one-way-directed imposition of my self-
initiated will on the environment (i.e., SA as intention), I propose to conceive of
agency as a relational capacity: resulting from our interactions with our environment
and other agents. Agency refers to my capability to participate in the world, to
interact with it and with others. As such, agency involves adjustment and receptivity
as much as initiation. Participation is a two-way dynamic: it implies a constant
modulation between acting and reacting and between forming and being formed,
to such an extent that an easy divide between passive versus active and between
internal versus external becomes questionable.

In summary, the analysis of extreme disruptions of the self, such as thought
insertion and delusions of control show that alienation is not only compatible but
supposes an intact SO and SA at the level of the originary experience that allows to
explain the experience of an inserted or alien thought. But this then also supposes
that the minimal sense of self does not get lost.

Is it possible for one to lose the minimal self? I think there is enough evidence
to reject such an idea. I would like to consider some conclusions already gained in
the analysis of pathologies of the self. The phenomenology of agency and ownership
has disclosed that the fundamental and minimal feature of self can be conceived of
as intentionality or a relational capacity. But even more fundamentally, as a potential

The bodily ‘T can’ is the foundation of any T do.” Husserl points out that there is an experience of being able
to move without actually moving, because the experiencing subjectivity is embodied, what means that the
body can be not only constituted, that is, experienced, but also constituting, that is, a subjectivity capable of
movement.
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capacity, and this means, not only as a relational possibility itself but also in action
as potential, that is, intentionality is such because it shapes the relational character
itself by opening possibilities or a relational horizon. This first experiential level of
description puts the question about the minimal self and the intentional action in
its proper place, namely on a personal level.

Consequently, the minimal and fundamental sense of self seems to not be
originally linked either to movements or to psychological states of consciousness.
I find in this phenomenological approach an appropriate description substantiating
that the minimal self does not get lost, no matter what pathologies burst into it.

4. THE CASE OF TERMINAL LUCIDITY AND OTHER OUTLIERS:
AN EVEN MORE PUZZLING PHENOMENON

Considering the embodied and embedded condition of the self, neuro-
psychiatric pathologies have shown the fragility of subjectivity and how it becomes
altered; but, at the same time, how, nevertheless, the core of subjectivity seems to
remain.

Although psychiatric disorders are naturally correlated with brain damage
in functional accounts of consciousness, in practical psychiatry and neurology, we
have not said anything so far about this assumed self-brain relationship. What is
usually ignored is that it results from an abstract generalization coming from the
part of neuroscience and neuropsychology: both behavioral outcomes as well as
brain images transformed into standard coordinate space are data averages which
strictly exclude outliers. Although they are inevitable up to a certain point to reach
some degree of validity in the description of the functional constitution of the organ,
these criteria and their results are challenged by some cases or phenomena that force
them to extend explanatory typical and normalized patterns.

In relation to extensive brain damage, for example, it could have been verified
that a multidimensional sensorimotor, cognitive and socio-affective preservation
was possible in a stroke patient (Garcia et al., 2017); another case is that of a man
who could efficiently serve as a civil servant although he had progressively lost
roughly 75% of his brain (Feillet, Dufour & Pelletier, 2007); a housewife with
a primary cerebellar agenesis had only mild motor symptomatology (Yu, Jiang, Sun
& Zhang, 2015); multiple patients exhibited considerable restitution of language
skills following early left hemispherotomy (Hertz-Pannier et al., 2002); among
others.
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In this sense, another challenge for an embodied and interdisciplinary account
of the self can be found in the case of terminal lucidity. The unexpected return of
mental clarity and memory shortly before death in patients suffering from severe
psychiatric and neurologic disorders is a frequently reported yet rarely studied
phenomenon. Terminal lucidity has been reported in medical literature over the
past 250 years (Nahm & Greyson, 2009; Nahm, Greyson, Kelly & Haraldsson, 2012)
in patients suffering from brain abscesses, tumors, strokes, meningitis, dementia or
Alzheimer’s disease, schizophrenia, and affective disorders.

The recovery of lost memory, cognitive functions and self-identity with
a deteriorated brain raises challenges both for neurology and philosophy.

Some questions for neurology could be formulated as follows:

- The neuroscience of terminal states may be more complex than has been
traditionally thought.

- Seemingly irreversibly lost cognitive functions can somehow be regained.
More neurologic studies are needed in terminal states.

From a philosophical perspective, the following questions arise:

- How are memory and cognitive contents retained when self-identity and
cognitive abilities have been lost to be later brought back when these abilities are
recovered.

- Subjectivity seems to have different ‘mechanisms’ to endure and to manifest
than those usually assigned by neuroscientific models of normal brains.

5. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

All functionalist perspectives that maintain ‘the principle of localization’ seem
to crumble. Neural plasticity and compensation refute any hope of localizing and
tying up faculties or functions to areas, specific modes or even networks. What
we call ‘the principle of unity, on the contrary, appears confirmed: every part or
fragmentation of the body, or every other dimension is subsequent to the unity as
such, and this means that its constitution, its very notion and proper finality (as part
or dimension) can only be defined from the whole that they constitute (Anton Mlinar
& Lopez Vicchi, 2016). In this sense, the self becomes an originally unifying and
agentic principle, embodied and embedded, which does not mean tied as correlated
to specific neurons, regions or networks.

Outliers become, in turn, a heuristic resource, both for neuroscience and
philosophy, as they force them to lead the analysis to the limits of the possibilities
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of a sense and beyond generalizing patterns. Apart from our current theories of
brain plasticity, compensatory mechanisms, or cognitive reserve, there seem to be
hitherto unknown forms both of functional and self-resilience.
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