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l. Introduction

For a long time introspection was thought to be rirethod to get to know our own mental states,
especially our own conscious experiences and tisteece of the self. Descartes claimed that the
knowledge we obtain by introspection is epistenhjcaértain, in contrast to methods of perception.
This claim was the basis for the asymmetry betwsslftknowledge and knowledge of the world,
making knowledge of our own minds the basis forvidedlge of the outside world. In the®2@entury

this principle was not only doubted but replaceédwés the time of the psychological behaviorism,
which let to the downfall of introspection as metho

After long discussions, it seems that today thestjoe of the status of introspection as methodilisas
controversial one. Many contemporary Philosophéasmcthat introspection — as epistemological
special — can at least be endorsed about certegetsa— especially conscious experiences. Others
defend that introspection ia not special, evenhiosé cases. Therefore, the dispute concerns the
problem whether we should maintain introspectios@ecial method or not. Decisions about questions
like 'Is introspection enough to know our own méstates?', 'Is it sufficient to describe the bebav

of someone?' or 'Can a MRI show what we are thg®irwill influence the way we study the
knowledge of our private mental life.

Similar problems apply to introspecting the selfagSically, introspection is the access to the &if
now this is an open question. The question is wéretitrospection can count as adequate method to
grasp all aspects of the self. To put it differgni$ it enough to treat the self as a target ttbspection

or is the notion of 'the self as subject' more amdntal?

Introspection is a problematic topic. Still, it s&® no matter what decisions we make, introspection
will continue to have an influence on how we stadyscious experiences and the self. But this might
be no longer true. Recently, Eric Schwitzgebel carpewith the thesis that introspection is not a



singular process but a plurality of processéfsthis is the case, any form of introspectiorghtibe at
risk.

In this paper | want to explore if this radical adeeally affects all accounts of introspection. The
strategy can be described as ‘case studies’. | wandentify a particular target of introspection —
namely the phenomenal character of experiencesxplain the problem posted by Schwitzgebel and
see if it applies. After that | want to repeat fh®cedure, substituting the phenomenal character of
experiences for the self. | will conclude that guessibility for introspection depends on the comipje

of the target. In the case of the phenomenal cterat experiences the plurality thesis is no tbrea
But introspection — as method — is impossibleusian when the self is the target.

Il. The phenomenal character as target

When we talk about the target of introspection \iterotalk about mental states. Since there is more
than one kind we have to be more specific. In gdn&he two most commonly cited classes of
introspectible mental states aa#titudes such as beliefs, desires, evaluations, and iote)t and
conscious experiencesuch as emotions, images, and sensory experigiiebwitzgebel 2010, p. 7)
The limits are not always clear. Often a compleouthht might include more than one type of mental
states. According to Schwitzgebel there can be gheblem to what extend one introspective
mechanism — for one specific target — is a reliabbchanism in general or for some other specific
target. This is an issue we should keep in mindilltbe briefly discussed in the next sectionsEithe
intended target needs to be clarified.

The introduction already states that the firstécstsidy' will be about thehenomenal charactexs the
target of introspection. The phenomenal charasterimarily connected toonscious experienceBut

that is not enough. The entanglement has to be mquliit. Experiences (see Siegel 2007, 2011a and
Chalmers 2010) can be thought in this way: for gpedence, there is its content and its phenomenal
character (here, the focus does not lie on theeodormf an experience, the intended target is the
phenomenal charactesf an experience). This may lead to some concéng. concern is how the
phenomenal character or property is instantiatetoAding to Chalmers there are two possibilities:
One is that “[...] phenomenal properties are insised by mental states and as if there are esititie
namely experiences, that bear their phenomenalepiep essentially.” (Chalmers 2010, p. 253) The
other possibility is that “[...] one can [...] speak if phenomenal properties are directly instaatidty

! See Schwitzgebel forthcoming



conscious subjects, typing subjects by aspectshait W is like to them at the time of instantiatibn
(Chalmers 2010, p. 253) This suggests differemlogtes. This problem is of no concern here, since
both cases some sort of relation between subjeperience angphenomenal charactds availablé.
The only important thing is: there phenomenal charactetifferent from the content of the experience
that is related to the content of the experienc®aw lthis relation is instantiated has — in this atar
case — no effect on the discussion of the podsilaifian account of introspection.

Another concern may be that this could tie gteenomenal characteto a metaphysical claim.
Chalmers for example defends phenomenal realisns iBh“the view that there are phenomenal
properties (or phenomenal qualities or qualia) epprties that type mental states by what it is tike
have them — and that phenomenal properties areamuteptually reducible to physical or functional
properties.” (Chalmers 2010, p. 252) | think thathis particular case that is also not neces3ary.
only thing necessary is to take the quality 'whas like' to have them seriously and one can dinso
various ways. | propose therefore to leave the phgtsical and ontological issues aside and
concentrate instead on 'what it is' like qualitiesan intuitive sense as implied in Thomas Nagel's
article What is it like to be a bat?He describes it as: “Conscious experience is desyread
phenomenon. [...] No doubt it occurs in countlessn®totally unimaginable to us, on other planets in
other solar systems throughout the universe. Bumatter how the form may vary, the fact that an
organism has conscious experieateall means, basically, that there is something itke to be that
organism. There may be further implications abbetform of the experience; there may even (though
| doubt it) be implications about the behavior bé torganism. But fundamentally an organism has
conscious mental states if and only if there isething that it is tde that organism — something it is
like for the organism.” (Nagel 1974, p. 1)

This implies no particular metaphysical claim. fiypoimplies that for something to count as conssiou
it has to have aubjective character of experien(see Nagel 1974). The target of introspectiorhia t
‘case study' — thephenomenal characteof an experience- can therefore be characterized as the
subjective conscious character of an experieticat means the subjective quality what it is like
someoneto have an experience. This might not be an exkfinition, but it is a sufficient

characterization.

2 It probably would turn out that in the two cases the models and the status of introspection would differ. But |

am not concerned with models and status, | am interested whether an account of introspection is possible or

not.



. The plurality thesis

The target of introspection for the first ‘casadst has been identified as what is calledghenomenal
characterof an experience. The question will now turn to fibléowing: can we give an introspective
account of the target? The Schwitzgebelian plyrahiesis might prevent such a possibility. Agafn, i
introspection is not one single process but a ptyraf processes then it might be difficult to a&slish

an account of introspection.

Let us consider Schwitzgebel's thesis from theclartntrospection, What?“Introspection is not a
single process but a plurality of processes. ltisafity bothwithin andbetweercases: Most individual
introspective judgments arise from a plurality ebgesses (that's the within-case claim), and the
collection of processes issuing in introspectivdgjments differs from case to case (that's the leetwe
case claim). Introspection is not the operatiomm gingle cognitive mechanism or small collection of
mechanisms. Introspective judgments arise fromitlirgh confluence of many processes, recruited
opportunistically.” (Schwitzgebel forthcoming, p. 2

The between-case claim has no influence in thisqodar analysis. There is one characterized target
and it is enough that an introspective accountb@agiven which is only valid for this particularget.
Just to be more explicit. The preceding charactdna (about the target of introspection) already
stated that there might be a difference betweerodpécting one'sttitudes and one'sconscious
experiencesConsider Christopher Hill's idea: “[...] assumitigat pains and images are alike in that
they have little or no conceptual content, the It&esI responsible for registering their comings and
goings are likely to resemble one another more thdner resembles the faculty that is charged with
keeping track of passing wishes.” (Hill 2011, p)*#ill is saying that different introspective target
can differ in their faculties as well. Since thdaeulties lead to introspective judgments, one iadif
account of introspection is problematic. This sedmse a valid point, but it is no thread to an
introspective account which is only valid for orerular target. Since | do not want to claim ttreg
introspective account of the phenomenal charadtexperiencess valid for another target or valid in
general, the between-case claim can be disregarded.

When we think about the within-case claim, circuanses are different. It is assumed that even fer on
target there might be different introspective mesms. To explain the problem, Schwitzgebel
chooses three examplesamnscious experience¥isual experiences, EmotioasdImagery.In those

examples he tries to explain how we get to know experiences, using introspection. Since we are

3 See also Schitzgebel forthcoming



talking about different targets of conscious exgeces he suggests different forms of introspection
again. That is not all. He also suggests that asehdifferent examples, there is not one introspect
process involved but a variety of cognitive proesssvhich cannot be isolated from the introspective
process. The view he endorses is the followingtrolspection is the dedication of central cognitive
resources, or attention, to the task of arriving gatdgment about one's current, or very recerdit,p
conscious experience, using or attempting to useesmapacities that are unique to the first-persse c
[...], with the aim or intention that one's judgmeetlect some relatively direct sensitivity the t@irg
state. It by no means follows that from this cheazation that introspection is a single or cohére
process or the same set of processes every tietintzgebel forthcoming, p. 19) Let's have a look
at one example and the corresponding explanation.

For convenience | have chosen thsual experiencexample, but any other would do as well. The
example is described in the following way: “I loolat the window and reach the judgment not only
that there's a tree outside but also that I'm ltpaimisual experience of that tree. | have greevisinal
experience of the leaves, and the tree's spreddliagches seem to dwarf the mountain in the
background. It has just rained, and in the re-emgrgun, the tree sparkles beautifully. Focusing my
gaze on the rightmost branches, | notice a flutgemdistinctness in my experience of the left sfle
the tree. | cross my eyes, thinking it might make tree double, but instead the tree only swimsrato
my visual field, blurring and flattening.” (Schwgebel forthcoming, p. 6) What are the conclusions
Schwitzgebel draws from this example? The firstobasion is about the greenish visual experience of
some sort he is having. He assumes that someam#sstaxt to him and can reach the same conclusion
about his greenish visual experience. For all theroperson knows, “(a.) that [he is] looking ajraen
thing in good conditions and (b.) (let's supposeatt[he is] not colorblind.” (Schwitzgebel
forthcoming, p. 6) Even though Schwitzgebel doet agsume that some sort of knowledge about
outward objects grounds his knowledge about higrgsé visual experience, he still thinks that this
sort of knowledge combined with his own capacitas “[...] play some causal and justificatory rme
[his] knowledge of [his] visual experience.” (Schmgebel forthcoming, p. 6) Since he knows different
things about his environment, he concludes thatkhowledge influences not only his experience, but
also his expectations about his experience, hingiless to make judgments about his experience and
judgments of the experience itself. For him “[jjudgnts about the sensory experience can easily
collapse into judgments about the outside worl8c¢hiwitzgebel forthcoming, p. 7) So, if we introspec
our visual experiences it is not a singular procdssre is no process of seeing and apart fromahat
process of detecting. Both processes cannot bdetlyihere is a process overlapping. That is ndteal

concludes. He also thinks that there is more tioaih just knowledge of external objects. “For exbnp



trying andfailing to discern features of the tree is also part ofgteeess by which [he] arrive[s] at
judgments about [his] visual experience.” (Schwetzgl forthcoming, p. 8) Furthermore, he assumes
some cultural influences. To see the tree occalntlountain (like in a snapshot) or the tree's lyefmut
example, depend on certain cultural concepts omateast culturally influenced. What he thinks in
general is that “[he] reach[es] introspective, @parently introspective, conclusions in part by
launching processes that, considered on their annnot introspective.” (Schwitzgebel forthcoming,
p. 8) Like stated at the beginning of the sectilonpuld have considered themotionandimagery
example as well. Apart from the differences betwientargets (Schwitzgebel therefore assumes that
in the other cases we also have to consider theeleetcase claim), | think the idea is clear. The
example fromvisual experienceeems sufficient to analyze what is going on. Itwamote here that in
what follows | will give an argument why this istniie case when we talk about introspecting the

phenomenal charactaf an experience, but no detailed introspectiveant will be given.

V. The argument against the within-claim

As long as we talk aboutonscious experienceks think that Schwitzgebel's argument is quite
convincing. It seems to make sense that certain features —thikeknowledge of external objects,
cultural influences and so on — form part of thgrative processes we use to obtain knowledge about
those particular experiences. Even though it séamsn these cases the question remains whetaer th
is true in all cases, and here especially in tlee ad thephenomenal charactefo see if the plurality
thesis works as an argument against an introsgeatigount of the phenomenal character let us have a
look atthe method of phenomenal contfast

1. The method of phenomenal contrast

The method of phenomenal contrast has been brdoghard by Susanna Siegel to determine the
content of experience, especially visual experient&ill not engage myself in describing what type
of contents of experienckare possible, nor will | explain the method of pbmenal contrast in detail,
what interests me are the implications of this roéth

The idea behind themethod of phenomenal contrastthat we are not capable to distinguish certain

4 See Siegel 2007, 2011a

®  For clarification see Siegel 2011b



hypotheses about tleontent of experiencds introspection alone. Introspection can alreadyg put
certain contents — due to the phenomenal charattiére experience — but it cannot decide between
other hypotheses of the content.

To get an idea about why introspection is limite, should have a look at an example: “Suppose you
are looking at a bowl of expertly designed fru¥isu have a visual experience when you see thisescen
and we can ask which properties your experienceesepts as instantiated in the scene before you.”
(Siegel 2007, p. 2) According to Siegel this le&mldwo hypothesis. The first — the so called color-
shape hypothesis — states that your experienceseqs colors and shapes but not more. This means
that your visual experience does not represent tagrfruits. The second hypothesis is the cherry-
content hypothesis. It states that your visual aepee actually represents the fruit as being & &mnd

also that they are fruits in a bowl. It seems thabspection does not help us to decide between th
first and the second hypothesis. Introspectiohesefore limited in its conclusions about the cohte

In what aspect can introspection help us to detegrtiie content? Siegel defends that for any content
represented by an experience, there is a corresgppdenomenal character. This presupposes at least
the following claim: contents of experiences hawephenomenally adequételf | understand her
correctly this means an experience with the repitesecontent 'yellow' will differ phenomenally from

an experience with the represented content 'blirerefore, introspection can detect ffreenomenal
contrastof those experiences and therefore certain casitdntrospection is for Siegel basically about
the phenomenal character of an experience in a@wasense, that means introspection can detect

phenomenal differences in different experiencesratedout some contents.

2. Phenomenal contrast and the plurality thesis

For Siegel introspection is quite limited. To puini her words: “All that introspection is relieghon to
do is to detect the phenomenal contrast.” (Sie@872 p. 15) But how does the idea of limiting
introspection to the phenomenal contrast help Usmtban argument against the plurality thesis? The

key lies in the analysis of experiences. While Stiyebel seems to exploit the idea of@scious

®  See Siegel 2007, 2011a
"I want to note that the question about the phenomenal adequacy will have no effect on the rest of the
discussion here. At this time | think that it is a strong claim — strong in the sense that it is controversial
whether this is really the case. The idea seems to depend on an ontological claim, namely that the

phenomenal properties seem to depend on experiences essentially.



experienceas a whole, Siegel seems to develop a pictureatiaisessonsciougvisual) experiences.

A conscious (visual) experience in this analysidascribed as having a content and a corresponding
phenomenal character. More importantly: introspectrefers to the phenomenal character of an
experience — as it detects the phenomenal contrastl not to the content. Schwitzgebel's pluialist
account on the other hand describes the formingnointrospective judgement aboutcanscious
experienceas a combination of factors. In a situation wherseé a green tree my introspective
judgement about this 'green tree' depends on knulgeleof the external world, my expectations,
cultural influences and so on. The reason for ithitatpretation is that in my view Schwitzgebel'sy&t

is the conscious experience as whole, that isydreaphenomenal character of the experience and th
content of the experience combined. The pluraditgreated by giving introspection a target which is
complex. So, when | have a 'green tree' experiandeform a judgement about that experience as a
whole, then there are influences other than inospn. A description of that experience may inelud

a component of background knowledge or knowledgeiatihe world, expectations, cultural influences
and other factors. This depends on how | am indlit@ analyze the content of the 'green tree'
experience. The phenomenal character of that eepesion the other hand does not depend on this
kind of information. Introspecting the current pbarenal character of the 'green tree' experiencg onl
relies on the phenomenal character itself, evehat means that the self-knowledge obtained is an
extremely limited one. It might be that introspenti- in this case — only leads to something like th
detection of the phenomenal contrast of differeqpiegiences and therefore its value only lies imsi®d
comparison. As | see it that depends on the acagfuntrospection one defends. In general, | thimk
shows that introspective accounts are possiblen élveugh more elaborated accounts have to be

careful that they do not claim too complex struesur

V. Knowing one's self by introspection

The previous discussion — if an account of introipa is possible — also has an influence on the
question of what Brie Gertler calls Self-identifica®. The idea is the following: “In self-attributing a
mental state, | recognize the state as mine in |@nee, and my self-attribution partially consista
reference to myself.” (Gertler 2011, p. 37) Thessleal view is that knowledge about one's owniself

reached by introspection. This view is based oncBesscogito argument. “Thecogito argument

8  See Gertler (2011)



serves as a model for introspective self-awarebesause introspection is the only source of evidenc
about the self that is available to Descartes' tatati when he performs theogita” (Gertler 2011a,
p.217) As we can see, introspection is thoughtetdhe method — at least in the classical view + tha
guaranties the access to one's own self. The quelstiow want to turn to is: how does the plurality
thesis affect the possibility of introspecting en@wn self? To do so, | will first analyze the
introspective accounts of the self in general alisthe plurality thesis works as an argumenitrega
those accounts afterwards.

1. The self and introspection: an analysis

In the introduction | stated that apart from thekpem of certainty, introspecting the self has the
problem of adequacy. Introspective accounts ok#ie— like the Cartesian one — take the self tthiee
object of introspection. “Introspectivism thus itiéas the “I” with theknownthing, rather than with
the knower.(Gertler 2011a, p. 223) It seems that introspadinerefore fails to explain a fundamental
notion of the self, namely the self as a subjebe Tea behind the distinction is that the sels-aa
object — cannot be misidentified because it doé$haee to be identified with the subject and thé-se
as a subject — has to be interpreted as a basanndb say it with Gertler's words: “the knownfssl
that conceived as an object, whereas the knowsameseived as a subject.” (Gertler 2011a, p. 22% Th
suggests that we should take a closer look atdfi@s an object and the self as a subject.
Introspecting the self as object means becomingeawafahe self as an object. According to Gerthes t

is the case, because “[...] the introspective aatotiself-awareness is observational.” (Gertlet 1)

p. 223) This form of self-awareness is called abgsif-awareneSsBecoming aware of the self as a
subject on the contrary is no inside we can knowiriiyospection. This so called subject self-
awareness is the foundation of self-awareness.

The distinction between object self-awareness abjest self-awareness seems to be close to an idea
defended by Gallagher and Zahavi. They claim tle#tconsciousness actually exists in two forms.
Apart from the reflective self-consciousness, thera pre-reflective self-consciousness which can b
characterized in the following way: “[...] (1) its not an explicit or thematic form of self-

consciousness, and (2) reflective self-consciossiepossible only because there is a pre-reflectiv

® See Gertler 2011a
10 3ee Gertler 2011a



self-awareness that is an on-going and more prirsalfyconsciousness.” (Gallagher/Zahavi 2010, ...)
This suggests that there is an access to thevdalfh is immediate and non-observational, it présen
itself in a first-person experience. They argueseguently that phenomenal consciousness includes a
minimal form of self-consciousneéd¥’. Gallagher and Zahavi put it this way: “To havesaelf-
experience does not entail the apprehension oéaaself-object; it does not entail the existenota
special experience of a self alongside other egpees but different from them. To be aware ofseife

is not to capture a pure self that exists sepgrdtem the stream of experience, rather it is to be
conscious of one's experience in its implicit fipstrson mode of givenness.” (Gallagher/Zahavi 2010,
...) From this view we can conclude: introspection oaly tell us something about the reflective self-
consciousness or object self-awareness, but nattdbe pre-reflective self-consciousness or subject

self-awareness.

2. The plurality thesis and object self-awareness

As we have seen in the previous section, the metaatrospection can only be used to analyze the
self as an object. Stated differently: Introspetti® a form of reflecting about the self as an obje
Introspective accounts of the self are often careid as problematic. Gertler, for example, thire t
an introspective account “[...] relies on the adqizance theory of introspection, any challengehtat t
theory will also constitute a challenge to theaspective account.” (Gertler 2011a, p. 224) | thim
case is even worse: the Schwitzgebelian pluratigsis prevents an introspective account right from
the start.

As stated in section lll. The plurality thesis csitsin two claims, namely the between-case claioh a
the within-case claim. The between-case claim halVe no affect on the discussion, since only one
singular target (the self as an object) is of egerTherefore the focus lies on the within-caaérl To
remind the reader, the main idea is the followitigtrospection is the dedication of central cogreti
resources, or attention, to the task of arriving gaidgment about one's current, or very recerdit,p

conscious experience, using or attempting to useesmpacities that are unique to the first-persme c

' See Gallagher/Zahavi 2010
12" Note that the minimal self-consciousness is not identical to the phenomenal consciousness. If this were the
case, introspection about the phenomenal character of experiences would not be possible. Even though the

relation between both is an interesting topic, it exceeds the intention of this paper.



[...], with the aim or intention that one's judgmeetlect some relatively direct sensitivity the tirg
state. It by no means follows that from this cheazation that introspection is a single or cohére
process or the same set of processes every tirSeliwjtzgebel forthcoming, p. 19) Schwitzgebel
concludes that an introspective account cannotibengsince there are influences like overlapping
processes (background knowledge or knowledge @hewvorld), expectations, cultural influences and
so on, which make it impossible to describe suchaetount. We have seen that in the case of
conscious experiences that might be true, buthferghenomenal character it is not. The reason — as
stated above — is that a conscious experiencereadl a complex target while the phenomenal
character of an experience is not.

What about the self as an object? As far as | sdbd self qualifies as a complex target. Having a
analytical view on conscious experiences showsithamsists at least of two partsthe phenomenal
character and the content. As we have seen ablowesetf can also be analyzed in two ways, namely
the self as a subject and the self as an obje¢hig\point, one may be inclined to construct aal@gy.

| believe that this is not the right strategy. mamalogy the phenomenal character would correspond
the self as subject or the pre-reflective selfs lbbvious that this cannot be the case. The phenam
character is introspectible while the pre-refleetself is not. Also, at least according to Siegehtents

of experiences have to be phenomenally adetfu@@e some sort of close, mutual relation between
content and phenomenal character seems to be anple pre-reflective self and the reflective sif

the other hand do not have such a relation. Acogrdo Gallagher and Zahavi, “[tjo have a self-
experience does not entail the apprehension oéaaself-object[.]” (Gallagher/Zahavi 2010, ...)&h
pre-reflective self-awareness is therefore necgdsan reflective self-awareness, but it doesimgty

it.

So, why does the self — as an object — count asmplex target for introspection then? Because dt is
conceptual construct. The self we are aware ohenfirst place is the self as a subject. Sinces it i
minimal, we conceptually construct a 'self' aroimdhtrospecting this 'self' means we actuallyieef
about it. When | want to know something about ng}f"d consult my memory, | apply concepts |

learned from psychology, | expect to find certaades, | compare myself to others, | see my 'aslél

13 This does not mean that the parts of conscious experiences really exist independent from each other. | would

rather think of them in a way that — while co-existing — the phenomenal character of an experience is the
subjective, qualitative processessing of an experience, while the experience — as representation — has an
informational content.

4 See Siegel 2007, 2011a



genuinely existing individual, not like in Buddhistultures, and so on. This actually indicates the
Schwitzgebelian idea “[...] that introspection i®f] a single or coherent process or the samefset o
processes every time.” (Schwitzgebel forthcoming,19) It is rather a pluralistic process where
introspection is closely tied to other cognitiveogesses. We cannot resolve the overlapping issues
since we cannot construct an account of introspedtr the 'self* as target. An introspective actaf

the 'self' is therefore not possible. This shoved thtrospection — as a method — allows no conohssi
about the self whatsoever.

Not so fast. An opponent might still argue thataspection interpreted as reflection is too mucagk.

He could argue that introspection can be seen as @detecting device, just like in the case of the
phenomenal contrast. | think — according to whas waid in this paper — this is not an option.
Detecting the self is already prior to the act mfaspection. It is the subject self-awareness whic
discovers the self. This pre-reflective self-consshess ensures our first-person mode of givéhess

which leads to introspection in the first place.

VI. Conclusion

Introspection — as methodology — is a problematlgext. Even more, when a pluralistic overlapping
of cognitive processes makes any thesis of intigpeimpossible. | think | was able to defend that
introspection is not completely lost. The pluralihesis is a strong weapon, but it cannot destloy a
attempts of theorizing about introspection. It deggeon the target. The most important criteridhé t
the target is not too complex. The phenomenal cierraf experiences is one example of targets which
can resist the plurality thesis. It is still noeat what kind of introspective account one showfiid

in this case, but | think this paper shows thatehe the possibility.

It was also shown how powerful the plurality thesisThe self as target of introspection has nartut

Of course, we can continue to reflect about thk baet the introspective method is of no help.

15 See Gallgher/Zahavi 2010
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