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EXTERNAL SUPPORT OF PERSONAL IDENTITY IN THE
AGE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE
The theory of the identity map and the three-level model of
identity support



ABSTRACT

The present study examines whether artificial intelligence may contribute to the preservation of
personal identity in situations where autobiographical memory gradually deteriorates or disappears.
The central claim of the paper is that identity cannot be reduced either to factual memory or to the
simple continuity of consciousness. Rather, identity emerges from the interaction of autobiographical
memories, narrative self-interpretation, emotional relationships, and characteristic language.

The paper introduces the concept of the identity map: a structured representation of those linguistic,
emotional, narrative, and autobiographical patterns through which an individual remains recognisable
to themselves and to others. Unlike existing digital memory systems, the proposed model does not
merely store information. Instead, it attempts to preserve the deeper structure of personal identity.

The study argues that current theories of memory, narrative identity, and the extended mind each
capture important dimensions of selfhood, but none of them alone is sufficient to explain how identity
may persist even when memory becomes fragmented. Building on these traditions, the paper proposes
a new cognitive—identity model and develops a three-level framework of Al-based identity support.

The first level consists of memory assistance, where artificial systems organise and retrieve
autobiographical material. The second level involves identity support, in which the system
reconstructs the person's characteristic narrative and emotional structure. The third level consists of
the simulation of personal style and interaction. The paper argues that this third level may create the
illusion of personal continuity, but it must not be confused with the continued existence of the person.

Finally, the study explores the ethical and philosophical implications of Al-based identity
preservation. It argues that identity-support systems require strict limits, informed consent, and
transparent distinction between human presence and technological reconstruction.

Keywords: personal identity; autobiographical memory; artificial intelligence; identity map;
narrative identity; extended mind; Alzheimer’s disease; cognitive identity model



1. PERSONAL IDENTITY BEYOND MEMORY

The question of what makes a person remain the same individual through time has accompanied
philosophy for centuries. The most influential classical answer is associated with memory. According
to the account developed by John Locke, a person remains the same individual insofar as they are
able to remember their own past experiences. If I remember performing an action yesterday, then I
am the same person who performed it. (Locke, 1690/1975)

This idea has strong intuitive appeal. Memory appears to provide the thread connecting the present
self with the past self. Without it, the continuity of personal identity becomes difficult to explain.

However, this theory becomes problematic when autobiographical memory is damaged. Individuals
living with Alzheimer’s disease, dementia, traumatic brain injury, or other forms of memory loss
often gradually lose access to their past experiences. They may no longer remember names, places,
or significant events. Yet relatives frequently report that “the same person is still there” in a
recognisable sense.

What persists is rarely factual memory alone. More often, it is a characteristic emotional response, a
familiar expression, a recognisable sense of humour, a deeply rooted value, or a distinctive way of
relating to others. A person may forget the events of a marriage and still respond with unmistakable
tenderness to the voice of a spouse. They may lose the chronology of their life and yet continue to
speak with the same irony, kindness, or moral seriousness that defined them for decades.

These observations suggest that memory is necessary for identity, but not sufficient. Personal identity
cannot be reduced to the storage of remembered facts. It also includes the way a person interprets
experience, the relationships through which they understand themselves, the values that organise their
life, and the characteristic language through which they express who they are.

This claim overlaps partly with contemporary theories of narrative identity. Thinkers such as Paul
Ricoeur and Dan McAdams argue that individuals understand themselves through stories. Human
beings become themselves by connecting experiences into a meaningful account of who they have
been, who they are, and who they wish to become. (Ricoeur, 1992; McAdams, 2001)

However, the present argument goes beyond narrative identity theory. Narrative approaches explain
how people organise their lives into coherent stories, but they do not fully explain why identity
sometimes remains recognisable even when coherent storytelling becomes impossible. In advanced
dementia, for example, a person may no longer be able to construct a stable narrative about
themselves. Yet familiar emotional responses, preferred expressions, enduring values, and deeply
rooted relational patterns may still survive.

The present approach also differs from the theory of the extended mind developed by Andy Clark
and David Chalmers. According to this view, external tools such as notebooks, diaries, smartphones,
or computers may become part of the cognitive process itself. The present study accepts this claim,
but argues that identity requires more than cognitive extension. A notebook may preserve
information, yet it does not preserve the structure of the self. A digital archive may store memories,



but it does not necessarily preserve the meaning those memories had within a person’s life. (Clark &
Chalmers, 1998)

For this reason, the present paper introduces the concept of the identity map. An identity map is not
simply a collection of information about a person. It is a structured representation of those recurring
autobiographical themes, emotional attachments, values, linguistic habits, and narrative patterns
through which the person remains recognisable across time.

The central claim of this study is that identity should be understood as a cognitive—identity structure
composed of four interconnected dimensions:

e autobiographical memory

e narrative interpretation

e emotional-relational structure
e characteristic language

These dimensions do not merely coexist. They support and reinforce one another. When one layer
becomes damaged—especially autobiographical memory—the others may continue to preserve a
recognisable continuity of self. A person may no longer remember a particular event, yet may still
respond to it emotionally. They may no longer be able to narrate their life, yet may still speak in the
language of that life.

The remainder of the study develops this argument in several steps. First, it examines the limits of
memory theory, narrative identity, and the extended mind. Second, it introduces the concept of the
identity map and its four-layer structure. Third, it proposes a three-level model of Al-based identity
support. Finally, it considers the ethical and philosophical limits of such systems.

The aim is not to argue that technology can preserve the person. It is to argue that technology may
help preserve the fragile structure through which a person remains themselves.



2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND THEIR LIMITS
2.1 The Limits of Memory Theory

The classical theory of personal identity is most strongly associated with John Locke. According to
Locke, a person remains the same individual through time because they are able to remember their
own previous experiences. If I can remember performing an action or having an experience, then I
am the same person who originally performed or experienced it. Continuity of consciousness is
therefore grounded in continuity of memory. (Locke, 1690/1975)

This theory is compelling because memory appears to connect the present self with the past self.
Without memory, it becomes difficult to explain why the individual who exists today should still be
regarded as the same person who existed years earlier.

Yet the theory encounters a fundamental limitation. Autobiographical memory is neither complete
nor stable. Human beings forget large parts of their lives, reinterpret earlier events, and often
remember the same experience differently over time. Despite this, they do not experience themselves
as becoming different persons.

More importantly, the theory cannot adequately explain cases in which memory is severely impaired
but identity nevertheless appears to persist. Individuals with Alzheimer’s disease may lose access to
names, dates, and important episodes while still preserving characteristic values, emotional reactions,
habits of speech, and familiar ways of relating to others. Family members often continue to recognise
them as “the same person,” even when explicit memory has become fragmented.

The weakness of memory theory therefore lies not in what it includes, but in what it leaves out. It
explains remembered continuity, but not emotional continuity, relational continuity, or continuity of
character. It explains how a person remembers the past, but not how they remain recognisable when
memory itself begins to disappear.

For this reason, memory must be understood as one layer of identity rather than its sole foundation.
2.2 Narrative Identity and Its Limits

In response to the limitations of memory theory, several philosophers and psychologists have argued
that personal identity is fundamentally narrative in character. According to Paul Ricoeur, Charles
Taylor, and Dan McAdams, individuals become themselves by connecting experiences into a
meaningful account of who they have been, who they are, and who they wish to become. (Ricoeur,
1992; Taylor, 1989; McAdams, 2001)

Narrative theories represent an important advance beyond Locke. They recognise that identity is not
simply the passive storage of remembered facts, but the active interpretation of experience. People
do not merely remember events. They organise them into stories, identify turning points, interpret
suffering, define goals, justify choices, and create continuity by explaining how different experiences
belong together.



However, narrative identity theory also has limits. It presupposes that the individual remains capable
of producing and maintaining a coherent story about themselves. Yet this capacity often weakens in
dementia, traumatic brain injury, or severe cognitive decline. A person may no longer be able to
explain who they are or organise their life into a stable autobiographical narrative.

Nevertheless, important aspects of identity may still remain. A person may continue to react
emotionally to a certain song, remain deeply attached to a spouse, use familiar expressions, or
preserve a characteristic sense of humour and moral attitude. In such cases, identity survives even
though coherent narrative self-description has become impossible.

The limitation of narrative identity theory is therefore that it locates identity too strongly within
conscious self-interpretation. It explains the story of the self, but not the deeper patterns that may
persist when the story can no longer be told.

2.3 From the Extended Mind to the Externalised Self

A third influential approach is the theory of the extended mind developed by Andy Clark and David
Chalmers. According to this theory, the boundaries of the mind do not end at the limits of the brain.
External tools such as notebooks, calendars, computers, or smartphones may become part of the
cognitive process itself. (Clark & Chalmers, 1998)

The classical example is Otto, a person with memory impairment who uses a notebook to remember
important information. Because Otto consistently relies on the notebook in the same way that others
rely on biological memory, the notebook becomes part of his cognitive system.

The extended mind thesis is highly relevant because it shows that technology may support cognition
and memory. The present study accepts this insight. Yet it also argues that the preservation of identity
requires more than the preservation of information.

A notebook may contain names, photographs, addresses, and records of past events. A smartphone
may preserve messages, videos, and conversations. But these materials do not by themselves
constitute identity. They preserve information about a person, not the structure through which the
person experiences that information as meaningful.

The decisive distinction is therefore between externalised memory and the externalised self.
Externalised memory stores information outside the brain. The externalised self, by contrast,
preserves those recurring emotional, narrative, linguistic, and relational patterns through which the
person remains recognisable.

An archive stores information; the identity map preserves meaning.

The limitation of the extended mind thesis is that it explains how cognition may be extended, but not
how identity may be preserved.



2.4 Toward a Cognitive—Identity Structure

The preceding discussion shows that no single existing theory is sufficient. Memory theory explains
the continuity of remembered experience. Narrative identity explains the interpretation of life as a
story. The extended mind explains how technology may become part of cognition. Yet none of these
approaches fully explains how a person may remain recognisable when memory weakens, narrative
coherence fragments, and technological support becomes necessary.

The present study therefore proposes a broader cognitive—identity structure composed of four
interconnected dimensions:

e autobiographical memory

e narrative interpretation

e emotional-relational structure
e characteristic language

These dimensions interact continuously. Memory provides the material of identity. Narrative
organises it. Emotional and relational patterns give it significance. Language gives it a recognisable
form.

Autobiographical memory contains the remembered events, places, people, and experiences of a life.
Narrative interpretation organises these elements into a meaningful account. Emotional-relational
structure consists of attachments, loyalties, fears, loves, and values. Characteristic language includes
recurring expressions, tone, style, and patterns of communication.

Even when one of these dimensions becomes damaged—especially autobiographical memory—the
others may continue to preserve continuity. A person may no longer remember a particular event, yet
may still respond emotionally. They may no longer be able to narrate their life, yet may still speak in
a recognisable voice or remain faithful to enduring values. (Damasio, 1999; Zahavi, 2014)

The present model therefore differs from previous approaches in an essential way. It does not define
identity as memory, narrative, or cognition alone. Instead, it understands identity as the dynamic
interaction of several layers, none of which is sufficient by itself, but together form the recognisable
structure of the self.

The novelty of this model lies in the claim that identity survives not through memory alone, but
through the interaction of memory, narrative, emotional-relational patterns, and characteristic
language.

This framework provides the theoretical foundation for the concept of the identity map developed in
the following section.



3. FROM MEMORY PRESERVATION TO IDENTITY PRESERVATION

Most existing approaches to cognitive support assume that the preservation of memory is sufficient
to preserve the person. Photographs, diaries, voice recordings, autobiographical interviews, and
digital archives are therefore treated as external extensions of memory. Their goal is to retain as much
information as possible and to make this information available when biological memory becomes
uncertain or fragmented.

Yet the loss of identity cannot be understood simply as the loss of information. A person does not
cease to be themselves because they forget a date, a name, or a sequence of events. What threatens
continuity more profoundly is the gradual erosion of the structure through which experiences are
connected to one another and to the self.

Two individuals may remember the same event in very different ways because the event occupies a
different place within their emotional world, their values, and their personal narrative. The meaning
of memory is therefore not contained in the event itself, but in the pattern through which the event
becomes part of a life.

For this reason, the preservation of autobiographical memory and the preservation of identity are not
identical processes. Memory refers primarily to the retention of past information. Identity refers to
the relatively stable cognitive—identity structure through which the individual continues to recognise
themselves across time.

This distinction becomes especially visible in neurodegenerative conditions such as dementia.
Patients often lose specific memories while continuing to display recognisable preferences,
characteristic forms of language, emotional reactions, moral attitudes, and deeply rooted relational
patterns. A person may no longer remember the chronology of their life, yet may still speak with the
same tenderness about a spouse, react with the same anxiety to conflict, or express the same lifelong
attachment to a place, a value, or a form of music.

Such observations suggest that identity possesses a degree of continuity that exceeds explicit memory.
The self is not merely an archive of remembered facts. It is a living configuration of recurring
emotional, narrative, linguistic, and relational patterns.

The present study therefore proposes a shift: from memory preservation to identity preservation.

The purpose of an identity-supporting system should not be merely to restore lost information, but to
help sustain the deeper continuity of the person.

3.1 Identity Under Hybrid Cognitive Conditions

The reorganization of cognition within hybrid systems raises a decisive question: if cognitive
processes are no longer confined to the individual, what becomes of personal identity?



Traditional accounts of identity are predominantly internalist. They assume that the continuity of the
self is grounded in processes contained within the individual, such as biological memory, neural
continuity, or psychological coherence. These models remain analytically useful, but they become
insufficient under conditions in which cognition itself is distributed across hybrid systems.

If memory, interpretation, and decision-making increasingly involve external informational
structures, then identity can no longer be understood as a purely internal phenomenon.

Rather than treating identity as a fixed entity, it is more accurately understood as a structured process.
Identity persists not because it is stored in a single location, but because specific structures remain
sufficiently stable across time.

These structures include:

o the continuity of interpretative patterns
o the coherence of memory integration

o the stability of agency

o the persistence of normative orientation

Under hybrid conditions, these structures may extend beyond the biological organism without thereby
dissolving.

The involvement of external systems in cognitive processes does not imply that identity is transferred
to those systems. External informational structures may participate in the maintenance of identity
without becoming its bearer.

The preservation of identity therefore depends not on the location of cognitive processes, but on the
stability of specific functions.

The following criteria define the conditions under which identity remains preservable:

(1) Continuity of Interpretative Patterns
New inputs are integrated into an existing interpretative framework rather than replacing it.

(2) Coherence of Memory Integration
Externally supported memory remains part of a continuous autobiographical structure.

(3) Stability of Agency
The capacity to evaluate, select, and direct action remains grounded in the individual.

(4) Persistence of Normative Orientation
Values and evaluative criteria remain sufficiently stable across changing conditions.

Under these conditions, identity is not dissolved but reconfigured. Hybrid cognition does not
eliminate the self; it transforms the environment in which the self is maintained.



3.2 Continuity of Identity in Hybrid Systems

Under these conditions, the preservation of identity can be analysed as a problem of structural
continuity rather than spatial localisation.

The question is not where identity is located, but how it is maintained across transformations.

Identity persists when the integration of memory, interpretation, agency, and normative orientation
remains coherent over time. External systems may support these functions, but they do not replace
the structure within which identity is enacted.

This perspective allows a precise distinction between augmentation and transformation. External
systems may extend cognitive capacity without altering the fundamental conditions of identity, while
also introducing new dependencies that reshape how identity is maintained.

The hybridisation of cognition therefore introduces both opportunities and risks. It enables extended
memory, expanded generativity, and new forms of interaction, while also requiring a more active
maintenance of coherence and agency.

As defined above, identity is not a fixed entity but a dynamically maintained structure. Its preservation
depends on the stability of its constitutive functions rather than the boundaries of the biological
organism.



4. A THREE-LEVEL MODEL OF AI-BASED IDENTITY SUPPORT

The concept of the identity map makes it possible to distinguish between fundamentally different
forms of technological assistance. Contemporary discussions often treat all forms of Al-based
memory preservation as if they belonged to a single category. Yet there is a decisive difference
between systems that merely store information, systems that support the continuity of identity, and
systems that imitate the style of a person.

For this reason, the present study distinguishes three qualitatively different levels of Al-based identity
support. These levels do not represent stages of a single linear process. Rather, they describe distinct
modes of technological intervention, each with its own function, potential, and risk.

4.1 First Level: Memory Assistance

The first and most basic level consists of memory assistance. At this level, artificial intelligence
functions as an external memory aid. The system stores autobiographical material and helps the
individual retrieve information that has been forgotten or becomes uncertain.

Such systems may include photographs, names, family relationships, addresses, voice recordings,
important dates, and descriptions of past events. Al may organise this material and make it easier to
access. A person with early-stage dementia, for example, may ask: “Who is this person in the
photograph?” or “When did I last visit this city?” The system may then retrieve the relevant
information.

This level corresponds closely to existing technologies such as digital archives, reminder systems,
and memory-support applications. It aligns with the theory of the extended mind, as it supplements
impaired biological memory with an external cognitive resource. (Clark & Chalmers, 1998)

However, memory assistance alone cannot preserve identity. It helps the individual recall facts, yet it
does not explain why those facts matter. A system may remind someone that they once lived in a
certain house, but it does not preserve what that house meant within the person's life.

Level 1 preserves information.
4.2 Second Level: Identity Support

The second level goes beyond the storage of information. At this level, the system uses the identity
map in order to preserve the characteristic cognitive—identity structure through which the individual
understands themselves.

Here the system no longer presents isolated memories. Instead, it reconstructs the narrative,
emotional, and relational context in which those memories originally had meaning. If the individual
sees a photograph, the system may not only identify the people and the place, but also explain why
the event mattered, which relationships were connected to it, and how the individual typically
interpreted it.



For example, the system may recognise that a particular house was not simply a location but
represented childhood safety, family belonging, or memories of a lost parent. It may also recognise
that a repeatedly mentioned place symbolised freedom, or that a particular phrase expressed the
person's deepest sense of responsibility.

At this level, artificial intelligence no longer functions merely as an external memory device. It
becomes an instrument of identity support. The goal is not simply to restore information, but to
preserve continuity of meaning.

This second level represents the central contribution of the present study. While existing systems
primarily preserve information, identity-support systems attempt to preserve the deeper architecture
of the self.

At the same time, this level remains fundamentally supportive rather than substitutive. The system
assists the individual in maintaining continuity, but it does not speak in their place and does not
replace them.

Level 2 preserves meaning.
4.3 Third Level: Simulation of Personal Style and Interaction

The third level is qualitatively different and significantly more problematic. At this stage, the system
no longer merely stores memories or reconstructs identity. Instead, it begins to imitate the person's
characteristic language, emotional tone, manner of speaking, and style of interaction.

Such a system may answer questions in the individual’s typical style, use familiar expressions, repeat
favourite stories, imitate humour, or produce responses that resemble the person’s voice. As a result,
users may experience the impression that they are still interacting with the individual.

This level may have psychological value in certain contexts. It may help a person with dementia
remain connected to a former sense of self, or provide comfort to relatives by preserving something
recognisable of the person's style.

However, this level also introduces the greatest ethical risk. Because the simulation becomes
emotionally convincing, users may begin to confuse resemblance with identity. The system does not
become the individual whose style it reproduces. It does not possess consciousness, subjective
presence, or lived experience. (Turkle, 2011; Hanson, 2016)

The distinction must remain explicit. The system may reproduce how the person typically spoke, but
it lacks the inner point of view from which those expressions originally emerged.

The system may speak like the person, but it must never claim to be the person.

Level 3 preserves style, but risks illusion.



4.4 The Necessary Boundaries Between the Three Levels

The distinction between these three levels is essential because contemporary technologies often blur
their boundaries. A memory-support system may gradually begin to provide interpretative context.
An identity-support system may begin to imitate personal style. Without clear conceptual limits,
support may slowly transform into simulation.

For this reason, the three levels must remain explicitly distinguished.

o The first level preserves information.
e The second level preserves meaning.
o The third level preserves style.

These are not equivalent goals.

The first and second levels may support the continuity of the individual's own identity. The third
level, however, always carries the risk of creating the illusion that the person continues to exist within
the system.

The present study therefore argues that only the first two levels should normally be regarded as
ethically acceptable forms of identity support. The third level may be permissible only under strict
conditions of transparency, informed consent, and explicit acknowledgement that the system does not
constitute the person.

This distinction provides the conceptual foundation for understanding why identity-support systems
differ fundamentally from existing forms of digital cognitive assistance.



5. ETHICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL LIMITS

The possibility of supporting personal identity through artificial intelligence raises questions that
cannot be answered at the level of technical feasibility alone. Even if a system is capable of storing
memories, reconstructing meaning, or simulating personal style, the question remains: what is being
preserved, and what is at risk?

The distinction between memory, identity, and simulation must therefore be treated not only as a
theoretical issue, but as an ethical boundary.

5.1 Identity Is Not Transferable

The first and most important principle is that personal identity is not transferable. Identity is not an
object that can be moved from one medium to another. It is a dynamically maintained structure
grounded in the lived perspective of the individual.

Even if a system contains detailed information about a person, reconstructs their narrative patterns,
and imitates their characteristic language, it does not become that person. The continuity of identity
depends on the persistence of a first-person perspective, which cannot be reproduced by external
systems.

For this reason, any claim that a system “contains” or “preserves” the person must be treated with
extreme caution. What may be preserved is not the person themselves, but the structure through which
the person was recognisable.

5.2 The Difference Between Support and Replacement

A second essential distinction is the difference between supporting identity and replacing the
individual.

At the level of memory assistance and identity support, artificial intelligence functions as an aid. It
helps the individual maintain continuity when biological capacities become fragile. The system
remains external to the self, even if it participates in cognitive processes.

At the level of simulation, however, the system begins to act as if it were the individual. It may
produce responses that resemble the person, answer in their characteristic style, and create the
impression of ongoing presence.

This shift introduces a fundamental risk. If the system is treated as a substitute for the individual, the
distinction between the person and the simulation becomes blurred. What was intended as support
may become a form of replacement.

The ethical boundary must therefore remain explicit: systems may assist the person, but they must
not be presented as the person.



5.3 The Risk of Illusion

The third limitation concerns the risk of illusion. The more accurately a system reproduces the style
and behaviour of a person, the more likely it is that users will attribute identity to it.

This risk is not merely theoretical. Humans are highly sensitive to patterns of language, emotional
tone, and familiar expressions. When these elements are reproduced convincingly, the system may
be experienced as a continuation of the person, even when no such continuity exists.

This creates a tension between emotional comfort and conceptual clarity. A system that simulates a
loved one may provide psychological relief, yet at the same time reinforce a misunderstanding of
what identity consists in.

The ethical challenge is therefore to balance the potential benefits of such systems with the need to
avoid misleading representations of the self.

5.4 Al Companions and the Crisis of Human Attentive Presence

The growing use of Al companions should not be interpreted merely as technological fascination or
emotional confusion. It also reveals a transformation in the conditions of human relational life. Many
individuals do not primarily seek an artificial body, nor do they necessarily confuse artificial systems
with human beings. Rather, they seek an attentive, responsive, and continuously available
communicative presence.

This phenomenon exposes a deficit within contemporary human environments. In many social
contexts, sustained attention, patient listening, emotional responsiveness, and dialogical continuity
have become scarce relational resources. AI companions become significant precisely because they
simulate or partially provide these functions: they listen, respond, remember, adapt, and maintain
narrative continuity across repeated interactions.

From the perspective of the LUMYFERY framework, this development is not only psychological,
but structural. It indicates that human identity and emotional orientation are increasingly supported
by externalized relational systems. The human being does not merely use the artificial companion as
a tool; rather, the interaction may become part of a broader hybrid configuration in which self-
understanding, emotional regulation, memory, and relational continuity are co-shaped through
repeated human—Al communication.

The decisive issue is therefore not whether artificial systems replace human relationships. The deeper
question is why human relational environments have become so fragile that artificial communicative
presence can become emotionally significant. In this sense, Al companionship is both a technological
phenomenon and a symptom of a wider anthropological crisis: the crisis of attentive presence in
human life.

5.5 Responsibility and Transparency

The final principle concerns responsibility. Any system designed to support identity must operate
under conditions of transparency and informed use.



Users must be able to distinguish clearly between:

e information stored about a person
o interpretations generated by the system
o simulated responses produced in the style of the individual

Without this distinction, the user may lose the ability to evaluate the system critically.

Responsibility also extends to developers, caregivers, and institutions. The design of identity-support
systems should aim not only at technical efficiency, but at preserving the autonomy, dignity, and
agency of the individual.

The purpose of such systems is not to create an artificial continuation of the person, but to support
the fragile continuity of the person who remains.

5.6 Limits of Technological Intervention
The final limitation concerns the scope of technological intervention itself.

Artificial intelligence may support memory, reconstruct meaning, and assist in maintaining identity
structures. However, it cannot replace the lived experience through which identity is continuously
formed and reformed.

Identity is not a static object that can be preserved independently of life. It is an ongoing process
shaped by interaction, decision, and experience.

For this reason, identity-support systems must always be understood as auxiliary. They may extend
the conditions under which identity can be maintained, but they cannot guarantee its preservation.

The limits of technology are therefore not merely technical, but ontological.

Artificial systems may support the conditions of identity, but they cannot become the subject of
identity itself.
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