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Cognitively modernhumanminds are built to conceive of sceresthat are athumanscale.
At humanscale, we operate within certain ranges of spaceard time. We partition our sersory
fieldsinto object and everts, where some of those objects areagerts. We engage with afew
agentsin patternedacivity. Weinteractwith objects. We detect, acquire, and manipulate
object, oftenasinstrumerts for acion. We eat we move, we fight, we mat, we procreate.

Thatis pretty much what we arebuilt for. In one serse, it iswhatwe are.

But humanbeings have a special ahility, a defining ahility, one so basc to us and so
immedate that we usually do not noticeit. It iscalled "double-scope blending" (Turner 2007,
Fawonnier & Turner 2002 & 1998, Turner 1996, Turner 2001). Becatse of double-scope
blending, we do much more thanwhat we are built to do. Because of double-scope blending, we
are much more than what we might have been Double-scope blending expands our concepual
world, including our concepts of self ard other.

Martin Gardner once arguedthat just asthe mind of adog will never grap quartum
physics, so theremust be agects of reaity whose conception liesbeyond humancognition. The
aralogy ismisleadng. We are not like dogs or dolphins or any member of any other species
becatse we have robust double-scope blending. They do not. We arethe only oneswho canturn
what does not suit our cognition into something thatdoes We canbecame quite comfortake
with what we arenot built for, because we canturn it into something that we arebuilt for. The
dog or dolphin camot turn whatis beyond it into something it cangra9, but we can by packing
diffuse rangesof information that arenot at humanscale into useful and congenial humanscale
sceres Through double-scope blerding, we pull whatis aliento usN including quartum
physicsN into our own native sphere, and therety compreherd, marage, and orgarizeit. That
whichis foreign becanessecond nature. Exotic expansesbecame familiar humantscale terrain.

Let us take up some specific examydesof whatis at humanscale and how double-scope
blending cantransform whatis not at humanscale into congerial humartscale sceres We are
realy good at understanding certain kinds of sensory experience asan agent's performing an
action on an object that causes it to move in a direction. \We arebuilt for this human-scale
concepual frame, and language is built to express such humanscale concepual frames We can
say, "I throw the ball overthe fence.!" Thisisa Caused-Motion conceptual frameand a Cawsed
Motion clausal construction. Similarly, we arereally good at underganding certain kinds of
Sersory experienceasan agent's performing an action on an object with a result for that object.
We are built for it and language is built to expressit. We cansay, "l paint the wall white." This
isa Realltative conceptual frame and a Reaultative clausal construction.

Double-scope blerding enablesus to blend small human-scale scereslike the Caused
Motion frame or the Reaultative frameN thatis, scereswe are built to undergandN with other
rangesof information, oftendiffuse, often conflicting radically with these human-scale scenes
We canblerd the Caused-Motion conceptual frame, which appliesto scereslike I throw the ball
over the fence, with quite differert kinds of information, so that our Caused-Motion
underdanding works to organize Hunk chokes the life out of him or France moves England
toward war. We canblend the Realltative concepual frame, which appliesto scereslike I paint
the wall white, with quite diff erert kinds of information, so that our Reaultative underganding



works to organize The earthquake shook the building apart ard Roman imperialism made Latin
universal. Suchblending is called"double-scope" because the two (or more) conceptual arays
thatareblendedto give anotion like Roman imperialism made Latin universal areso differen,
indeedconflicting. Latin, for examgde, is not anobject, not athing; it is adistributed social
behavior with cognitive principles Nonetheless, it canbe blended with the physical objectin the
redultative frame. Latin isonekind of concep; physical object is quite another; they both
contribute to the conception of the double-scope blend. Asareallt, Latin cannow be acted upon
by Roman imperialism with areault for Latin thatit becomesuniversal, just asthe wall becanes
white.

We use conceptual blending to make sense of ourselves To make sense of ourselves we
must do work to marufacture undergandings at humanscale. We marufacture a sense of stalle
personal idertity, despite the marifed evidence of discontinuity and variation across our
individual lives Degite the swarm of detail in which we are embedded, we use blending to
marufacture small narrativesof ourselvesasagerns with stable personal idertities Thisisan
indispersab e part of our cognitively modern humancognition, and other speciesdo not seemto
possess this mertal ahility in any substartial measire. Stabe personal idertity that doesnot
suppress the details is areault of blending acrass mary complex and nuanced experiences with
aralogiesand disanalogiesbetweenthem. In the blend, the analogiesarecompressedto one
elemen, a stable personal identity, and the disanalogiesarecompressedto change for that
personal idertity.

Cognitive science hasshown that humanbeings are mentally much more complicatedand
diffuse thanour folk theariesof mind sugged. For example, thereis no controversy in vision
scienceor language science that the mechanisms of vision and language are extraardinarily
complex, quite unlike commanserse conceptions of how they work, and mostly invisible to
humanbeings, who see ard talk and offer folk theariessuch as"l just openmy eyesand the scere
comesin" or "Words have meanings so | say what| mean"

Greatrangesof backstage cognition make vision and language happen. Thereisno
scientifi c dispute over this matter, although the secondary ard tertiary details make for erjoyale
sciertific controverses The principal rea®n that humanbeings think that sight and language
happenin fairly simple ways, with fairly simple principles and with intelligible, human-scale
frames isthat vision and language do produce somesmall, integrated, useful packagesand
delivertheminto consciousness, and thes little packagesdo seam to us to be fairly simple, with
simple principlesand with intelligible, human-scale frames The cognitive sciertistisina
curious situation: humanbeings are not built to grasp actual mental functioning sciertificalyN
doing reseacchin the field is slow, hardworkN but humanbeings areindeedbuilt to grag these
little human-scale packages of consciousness, and to blend the framefor the sciertific quegion
with the framefor a conscious human-scale package, and so to produce, in the blend, human
scale folk theariesof who we are and what we do.

For examge, for certuries scientific notions of percegion dependedon the "Cartedan
theaker." The Cartedantheatr isthe implicit ideathat thereisalittle perceiverin the head a
kind of attertive homunculus, who pretty much watches arepresertation of what we arewatching
in the world, and who figuresit out. In the simple humanscale framein consciousness of the
Perceiving Self, each of usisanattentive self looking at the world and figuring it out. To answer
the quedion what is the mind doing?, we blerd the simple frame of the Perceiving Self with our
framefor the scientific quedion and so creak afolk-theary of mind in which thereis anattertive
mertal agert looking not atthe world but at a mertal represertation of the world. In the double-
scope blend, thereis a watchful little perceiving guy looking at sersory represertations of the



world. Thiswatchful little perceiving guy is the audience of the Cariedantheaer. The notion of
the watchful internal homunculusin his Caresantheater hadinfl uertial sciertifi c standing for
certuries But it turns out that vision works nothing like that Vision isfar more complicated,
thereis no attertive homunculus in the mind, and there is no anatomical spot where sensory data
areassemHbedinto aunified represertation of the sort we imagne, much less on abig screenwith
surround-sound and supplemers for olfactory, gustatory, and tactile percegtion. Indeed itisa
deepsciertifi c problemto explain how someting like a coffee cupN with its hue, saturation,
reflectance, shape, smell, hardle for grasping, topology, temperaure, and so onN canseemin
consciousness like one unifiedobject In neuroscience, this problemis called "the binding
problem" or "the integration problem." We arebuilt to think that the rea®n we cansee a coffee
cup asone unifiedobjectis simply that the coff eecup is one unifi ed object whose inherert unity
shoots straight through our sensesonto the big screenin the conscious mind, where the unity is
marifeg, unmistakabe, no problem. It is natural to hold such a belief, but the belief turns out just
to be afolk theay, another case in which we make aframeblend of the sciertific quegion with a
frame of consciousness. It doesnot sean to usin consciousness that we are doing any work atall
whenwe pars the world into objects ard everts and attribute permarence to some of those
objects, but these mertal achevemerts constitute major open sciertific problems

In consciousness, typically, we frame experience asconsisting of little stories our basc
story frameincludesaperceiving self who is anagert interactng with the world and with other
agents. Degiite the detail in which we are embedded, and the marifest discontinuitiesin our
lives we marufacture small conscious narrativesof ourselvesasagens with stable personal
idertities and these small narrativesare at humanscale and eadly intelligible.

In these narratives we possess straightforward powersof decision, judgmert, and choice.
Consciousnessis equippedfor just such little storiesof choice: we encounter two paths, or afew
fruits, or afew peple, and we evaluate, decide, choose. We actso asto move in the direction of
one of the possibilities We say, "I'll have anegresso.” We are not setup to seethe greatrange
of invisible backstage cognition that subtends what we take to be evaluation, decision, and
choice,any more thanwe are set up to see the work of vision or language. But we aresetup to
make ablend of (1) the human-scale conscious experience of a chooser choosing and (2) the
scientific quegion of how the mind decides

Thereallt is homo economicus—afolk theory of arational acbor in the head, with
preferernces choices and actions. Homo economicus is ahomunculus much like the little mental
guy in the Cartesian theater. The Cartedanhomunculuslooks atthe screenand perceives homo
economicus |00ks at choicesand chooses In the homo economicus blerd, each of usisastabe
chooser with interegs, living a narrative momert asanagen with a personal idertity,
encountering other such agents. This humanscale narrative blerd of the self asa stable idertity
with preferencesthat drive choicetoward outcomesis marelously useful, instrumertal in acion,
motivation, and persuason. It isaworthy fiction that helps us grag rangesof reaity thatare
diffuseand complicated. (SeeTurner2001.)

Here | cometo the blend of self with communications tecmology. For the most part, we
arebuilt to undergand personal technology. Speech, for example, is a personal technology
developedfor communicaton. It isathumanscale. It operaeswithin congenial human
dimersions, with pleasng proportions. We have asimple concepual framefor speechin
consciousness. In thisframe of Speech, one peron uses speechto communicate with another
person, and they take turns. Whenwe ak ourselveshow we realy work and what we realy are,
it iseay for usto blerd the sciertific mater with the humanscale conscious experiernce of
speech Thereallt isaconception of self asa Converser. Thisisablend of self with



communicaionstechmology. Oncewe havethis blend, we canuse it asaninput for further
blending. Thought canbe conceived of asa colloquium, either informally, aswhenwe conceive
of thought asaninternal debate or conversation, or scientifically, aswhenwe imagne that
different agect or evenamtomical locations of the brain aretalking to each other,
communicaing. Soit turns out that one of our maost basc concegions of self derivesfrom
blending our concep of self with our most basc communicaions tecmology, speech

Writing systemsare another communications techmology, only several thousard yeas
old, and not widegpreaduntil quite recertly in our history. Mary concepgions of self derive from
blending our mertal activity with writing systems These concepgtions range from the notion of
the tabula rasa to Hamlets promise to the ghost:

Y ea, from the table of my memay

I'll wipe away all trivial fond records,

All saws of books, all forms, all presurespad,
That youth and observation copiedthere;

And thy commardmert all alone shall live
Within the book and volume of my brain,
Unmix'd with baser mater. (Act1, Scere 5)

The invertion of each new communicaions tecmology hasbrought new opportunities
for underganding the self by blending our vague, diffuse notions of self overtime with our notion
of self asauser of the technhology. These techologiesinclude semaghore signaling systems
signedlanguage, telegraphy, personal letter writing, telephony, rado, television, email, and chat
rooms. We know our technologies better than we know ourselves. Our communications
technologies are designed to operate at human scale and are therefore at the center of what we
know best. Accordingly, we think of ourselves in terms of them, by blending our general concept
of ourselves with our understanding of how the communications technology works.

Pertaps the next big platform in telecanmunications is the 3D web, asexemplifiedin
masively multiple online synthetic worlds such asSecond Life. Second Life presens mary
opportunitiesfor blending self with telecanmunications techmology. | will focus on one: we often
unpackour humanscale concept of self into a more diffuse array so thatit canbe repackedinto a
different humanscale blend for underganding the self. For example, consider the scerein which
we look atour reflecionN in a mirror, window, or pool of water. In this scerg, two differert
aspects of the self that are packedinto one conceptual unitN such asthe professional self and the
domedic selfN canbe unpackedinto two selves The availakility of the reflection makesit
possible to blend one of the selveswith the body and the other with the refl ecion. The now two
separak but related selvescanbe blended with the human-scale scere of a conversation between
two peaple. And so, the domedic self canlook atthe professional self thatisin the mirror ard
addressit, saying, "You have forgottenwho isin charge here." Or the youthful self and the aged
self canconfront eachother. The possibilitiesfor unpacking and repacking are mary.

Communications tecmologiesfrequertly include arepresertation of self: a
videaconfererce, for example, preseris avirtual self. Thisrepresertation of the communicating
self canbe viewed either asaninstrumert thatis depoyedby the "true" self or asabeing with a
mind of itsown. The gereralself and the communicating self, unpackedinto separat but related
selves canbe recapguredby a humanscale blend. The blend might have the two related selvesin
conversation. Or it might have anew version of the self thatinherits agoects of both the gereral
self and the communicaing self. Thisunpacking and repacking of the self hasbeenimagnedin



mary fictional works, ranging from storiesof avatarsor disguisesor masked performarcesto the
explicit separaion of self and daimon in Philip PUlmaris His Dark Materials.

Secand Life contains arepresertation of the communicating self: anon-line avatar, a
digital citizen The avatar preserts many possibilitiesfor unpacking and rebderding the self. The
avatar canbe desgned so asto be a separate self, asite of experimertation with selfhood. The
direcbrial self canbe framedasthe observer and the avatar asthe agert; the directorial self can
be surprised, challenged, refreded by the actions of the agert, and learnfrom them, even
incorporate them or rejectthem. In thiscas, it isasif thereis anexperimertal self held ata
distance who is auditioning for influence in the selfhood of the directorial self. One of the most
intereging agpects of online avatarsis thatthey canact in ways that are not explicitly intended by
the directorial self. Just to give one example, thereare several scripted geduresavailade to the
on-line avatar, such asdanceroutines Thedirectorial self canengage the avatarin one of these
danceroutineswithout knowing whatit will involve. In such cases the avataris not a closely-
controlled puppet of the direcborial self. On the contrary, the direcorial self canbe surprisedto
seeitsavatar engagedin actvitiesthatthe direcborial self did not intend. The communication
technology makesit possible for other playersto construct not only clothing but also behaviors
for other avatarsto adopt. In Second Life, thes bits of self, offeredby others canbe blerded
directy into the avatar, and the avatar, so closely related to the director, canbe blended with the
gereralself. The communicatonstechology of Second Life pushesthe envelope of selfhood.
Events canhappenin Secand Life that a givenavatar doesnot intend, doesnot wart, doesnot
actually undergard, or camot redst, but the director must dealwith the experience of having had
themsynthetically.

We know what we are less than perfectly because we are not equippedto know what we
are. A scientific understanding of the humanmind isin its emlryonic stages atbed. But we are
indeedequippedto make human-scale blends thatinclude human-scale conceptions of self,
relying heanily on simple conscious framesto do so. Thereault is notionslike the Caredan
Pereiver, homo economicus, the mind asaninternal conversation, and so on. Because
telecanmunicatons tecmologiesare built to be used at humanscale, they provide powerful
potertial inputs to such blended notions of self. It isnot thatthese telecanmunications
techhologiesareblurring the boundariesof the self; rather, they are making it possible for usto
have certain humanscale concepions of self in thefirst place
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