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into being under the care of A, is almost numerically the sa

Picture which, on Monday, A discovered on a tablet belonging te

is the converse claim at all promising.) If this is right, then it supp

thought that identity itself is not only all or nothing; It actively @

(or so it‘ now appears) the ideas of just making it, almost making 4

near mniss.
. ‘Those who want always to be sure there is some formal demed

tion 1n the offing may see the doubts I have just rehearsed about th

of an entity ’s being almost identical with an entity 4 (and ny re

of Caecilia’s claim as altogether innocent of that idea) as furnishi

advance commentary on the following derivation:

() a=b (Hypothesis)

(i) @ is not almost identical with « and is not almost distinct from «

(i) ais not almost identical with 4 and is not almost distinct from 5

(iv) (2= b)—(ais not almost identical with  and is not almost distine( [fog

(V) (ais almost identical with 4 or a is almost distinct from 5)— a7 .

Cpmmentary. (v) is the contraposition of (iv). (iv) is arrived at by c@
tional proof from (jii) and (i), discharging (i). (iii) comes from (i)

Leibniz’s Law. (i) is a substantive claim about &’ identity with «. In
the ‘not almost” is read twice over in one natural way. This is the g
as the way in which it is read in (iv). (ii) itself reflects one special th
about identity. It reflects the same thing that organizes the persua
efforts of all the preceding paragraphs of this section. Morcover, d
true. »

I2. GONCLUSION

In this chapter there is just one rash claim about identity (and sing
f)ut) that I have held back from entering. I have not said that findings
identity are uncontentious. All or nothing, no near misses, determinat
and all the rest — that is one thing. Uncontentious is another thing alte
gether. Identity can be all or nothing, determinate, exclude degret
exclude near misses . . . and be contentious. But the theory of iden |
that allows findings of identity to be contentious - (4is I have aspired ¢
ren(‘ier less contentious. Once sober conceptualism comes (o the aid @
ordinary common sense, philosophy has no need (I declare) to supplan
the common sense conception according to which identity is utter}
special and unique.

CHAPTER SEVEN

Personal identity

You would not find out the bounds of the soul, though you traversed every path:

50 deep s 1ts logos.
Heraclitus

The human body is the best picture of the human soul.
Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, p. 178 (trans. Anscombe).

PART ONE

1. AN EXPEDITIOUS IF PRECIPITATE ANSWER TO THE
QUESTION OF PERSONAL IDENTITY

[ the thesis of the Sortal Dependency of Identity (D) is correct, then a
simple expectation arises: namely that, in the case where A and B are
persons, the content of the sentence A is the same as B’ may be eluci-
dlated, through the equivalence of ‘A =B’ and ‘A is the same something
as B’, as requiring for its truth that A should coincide with B under the
concept person. This can scarcely be wrong. But, since the question that
it pushes into immediate prominence, of what sort of thing persons are,
lcads into a thicket of philosophy, anyone who has been once through
the thicket may wonder whether it can be skirted.

One way round seems to be to reflect that, if A and B are the kind
of creature that we take ourselves to be — the kind of creatures writing
or reading this book, I mean — then an equally good answer to the same
1what? question ought to be ‘human beings’. For if A and B are persons
and human beings, then A could never be the same person as B and
not the same human being as B; or the same human being as B and
not the same person. (Cf. Chapter One, §2 following.) So, given the
human beinghood of A and B, this furnishes a perfectly good cover-
ing concept for the identity A is the same as B’. “Person” and ‘human
heing difTer in sense, "They may even differ in their extension. But that

1
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is immaterial.! What matters is that here, in so far as they assign a;
the coneepts person and human being assign the same underlying priﬁe
pl§ of 1r.1d1§/1duation to A and to B, and that that principle, the humep
bemng principle, is the one that we have to consult in ord:ar to mu\fg
Iﬁ;\;a;disstllgfs determination of the truth or falsehood of the judgmen
- Humap beings, endowed as they are with a distinctive mode of ac(iv
ity of tht?lr own, are substances in the rich sense of ‘substance’ that ’haﬂ
been. built up in the preceding chapters.? Their mode of aclivil ig '
_nothl.ng unknown to us. So one might well wonder how questi()nz’ of ;
1dept1ty (.:overed by the human being concept could fail to find the 11(){ ol
of l(Z.ICI‘HItY at its most straightforward and unproblematical best, B 3
admitting of answers that are principled, such questions oul;‘h.l !
exclude the risk (and even the risk of the risk) of indetermina: S
Chapter Six. Ought it not to be safe then, in any case where lt)lls .nat
doubtful tha.t A and B are determinately identified, to see the appz.n'(*m
non—de‘termmacy of truth-value residing in a claim ‘A =B’ as cnlnilih ;
that A is actually not B? On this view, the difficulty of undecided ¢ ut'lE
tions of Personal identity ought to derive either from faulty forrﬁul;!l inl;
or ﬁ‘rom ignorance. Or else, if human being is metaphysically troul)lcs“mlﬁ
(which need_not be very surprising), then we must attend again, at nr‘t'ﬂ: .
to the question of what human beings are (cf. §16) in order th’al wv‘ hé .
better placed to apply to the problem of their individuation the prinéia

p!ed ingenuity and vigilance that ought to be promoted by any ade(uate
dialectic of sameness and otherness. )

2. DOUBTS, AND ANSWERS TO DOUBTS: SUBJECTS OF
CONSCIOUSNESS

If, as some declgre, these expectations (of determinacy and the res) -
are not in practice borne out, why is this? It may be said that the
reason Is that the proposal just made will be deeply controversial ¥

soon as it 1s applied to sentences of the form Tam ...’ as in *l am
S, as

! That ¢ i 1
i Ot?:?s] taored inot synon.ylznous makes easier the expression of certain truths (hat it wonld he &
ity for spense with. Or so Laver at pp. 6970 of Wiggins (1987h) and again at pp. g §
of Lovibond and Williams (1996). ) e
H . [ ey . . . -
Her:¥ f)n;g/IsI(l)rtialll.aEe'dlli;at’es‘dL.Ffer’ln‘exte_nsl’on butimpose the same principle of tdividiutiond -
odel: “tinker’, “tailor’, ‘soldicr’, ‘sailor” all impose the principle man/ b hﬁ{lﬁ 7

This is not the only model.
More precisely imprecision i

d(‘tprnp])‘ ec;)s]c]y : and tmprecision is dangerons heve“substanee’ las heen shown o st e g
1 | inable whose |)z|-r1|('u|;u' determinations, homan being, ilex, monse, .. . ot he expecied
be vich, copious and exigent in what they vequive of thingg (hat answer (o then
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Lohengrin’, or ‘I am thy father’s spirit’. ‘Such expectations werc
bound to fail’ it may be said, ‘because they have so little regard for the
fact that, first and foremost, human beings experience themselves as
subjects of consciousness.’

As a diagnosis of why personal identity is an issue that will not easily
go away, this is plausible. But it is unclear, I should say, how much further
regard, beyond that already accorded to it, a philosophical account of
personal identity needs to have for the fact of our experiencing ourselves
as subjects of consciousness. In advance of philosophy’s magnifying or
distorting things, what clse is there here but this: that we experience our-
selves as embodied and changeable substances among other human or
non-human substances; that, even as we perceive things or do things or
undergo things done to us, we experience ourselves as human beings
interacting with other animate or inanimate beings (and can experience
ourselves as experiencing ourselves so)? But, if this is what things come
down to, it carries us back to the human being conception, to the phil-
osophically familiar idea of a person as possessor of P-predicates and
M-predicates,’ and then to the question of how human beings do in fact
get the idea of the distinction between that which is themselves and that
which is other than themselves or grasp therewith the moral significance
of that distinction.

At this point, various objectors will complain that too much that is
bluntly empirical has been built too soon into the claim that we experi-
ence ourselves as subjects of consciousness; that the whole tenor of the
explication just given falsifies, as if deliberately; the real depth and difli-
culty of the original finding that we conceive ourselves as subjects of
consciousness or as conscious selves.

In the face of such a complaint, there is a temptation for a fuman
being theorist such as myself to find fault with the way in which the
determinable ‘conscious subject” has now been transformed into a fully
fledged philosophical substantive of a non-empirical kind. Such a

3 See P T Strawson (1959), Chapter Three. In the argument of that chapter, I should like to recon-
strue P-predicates as predicates standing for propertics of a person that are dircetly or indirectly
consciousness-involving and M-predicates as predicates standing for properties of a person that
are directly or indirectly body-involving: Physicalists can say then that, so far from being disjoint,
all P-predicates are M-predicates (but not of course vice versa).

Other works that have left their mark on the contentions of this chapter are Chapter One of

Stuart Hampshive, hought and Action (London, 1959); Lev Vygotsky, Thought and Language
(Cambridge, Mass., 1986), revised tanslation edited by A, Kozulin — see especially the last
chapter; Lev Vygotsky, Mind in Society: | lie Development of Higher Psychological Pracesses, od. and trans.
M. Cole, V. John=Steiner, 8 Sevibnes B Sonherman (Cambridge, Mass., 1978); David Bakhurst,

Comseionsness andd Revodution (Cranhnidge, o0, see Chapter Phiee,
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:}11)?01:& ];/vﬂl say that he is reminded of the way in which the deter
¢ 'substance’ is misunderstood (a
nd then welcomed
@b or turned a
andailp Z}:isﬁ\;vggng s?rtfl .of ground) as purporting to stand for a S};
mnd of thing. He will protest bit i ]
terly at th i
and s itterly e way in whig
rather g;jtn ﬁseeb the }(il'ur}ilmy sortal or determinable predicatz ‘subjee
x by which one fumbles to subsu in this case sor
. . me X (in this case sop
conscious thing) under a more i i al $pot
. . specific and informati
cation, philosophers have ¢ i s e
. ome to think of a consci j 1
peculiar kind of thing reached b 1al ki et &
y a special kind of abstracti o
can only be amazed (he will o 20
. say) that a mode of abstracti
ously similar to the i o ol e
procedures of creative definition*
pusy stmilar 10 the | ! efinition®* should come #
' gitimating, without further
Philosophical e ado, a whole new branch g
The i
.- t}rlr;at;](:(r) cannot be Csio simply wound up, however, by warning
1 venance and credentials of th ‘subj |
 about (h ce ar 1 the term ‘subject’. Tor tly
reﬂectioerzln;gt itlllleory will dszll ;ppear to do insufficient justice to a line
prompted by John Locke’s accou i vhi
‘ t of these things: what
am in the present (‘m ’ s P
. y present self’) always lies under th iti
affective influence of wha ¢ om0 baviog o &
t I remember having b i
undergone in the past, no | b Timtonc, e a8 con
, ess than of that which T1i i
e ergone in the | mntend or am strivig,
present or the future. But if it is th ‘ '
o e realin the ( . 1t 1s the nature of persg
g beings whose conception of wh
b : . ' onc what they themsel
are 1202111 of a piece }:\ﬂth their experiential memory; then so}r/ne const
nnexion ought to be expected (it wi 1 7
ive ¢ will be said) bet thei
riential memory and their identi i ol b st e
entity. But, in that case (it willb
can one be content in the si ctat imecd ot i b
: mple expectation announced at t
mng, namely that personal identit e
ity for creatures such as A B she
amount to no more than the identi A 1
; tity of the human beings A ?
. soon as the Lockean insight i i o
| ght is developed in the direction of
o e ke . wrection of the theg
‘ y that it suggests, namely that i
and only if A’s consciousn ’ ot sl e & ) oo B
ess (or the subject self th i
o B consciommn : ] at A is) correspon
: or the subject self that B is), it wi 7
o the s : 1s), it will prove that @
Judgments of personal identity can diverge in indefinitely many ca

from those enforced :
objected. reed by the human being account. Or so il will

* On creative definiti i i
Bt mition, see still Patrick Suppes, Iutroduction o Logic
® The defensibility of the stand T tuke
N and maybe exhaustive cnumeration
v Sec Self and Warld (Oxford, 1997)

cited at note 1 above,

(Princeton, NyJ. 1957), Uhap
here s much enhanced by Quassin Cassinin’s pulowtald

on ‘zm(l critieue ol subject theovies of the kind 1 am oppeg
See iy (1687) and *Replies™ in Lovibone wixl Willinmn'(lrgig
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3. THE LOGKEAN CONCEPTION; AND BUTLER’S GRITICGISMS OV
SUCH CONCEPTIONS

Familiar though it is, the reflection just rehearsed needs to be set out
more historically and in a little more detal, if its force is to be measured
and the response to it is to be fully clear.
Locke thought that it was among the defining marks of a person to be
able to consider oneself the same thinking being in different times and
places. (See Fssay Concerning Human Understanding L.xxvil.g: A person is a
thinking, intelligent being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider
itself as itself, the same thing, in different times and places.’) In Locke’s
account, identity of person is distinguished from identity of man. The
apparent divergence of Locke’s conception of personal identity — which is
avowedly both subjective (inner) and (he says) ‘forensic’ —from the human
being conception of personal identity, which I advocate, comes to light
most clearly in cases where the human being theorists would say that B had
completely forgotten what A had done. (The example that follows is drawn
from Reid’s Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man.) The general has forgot-
ten the exploits of the boy. He has forgotten stealing apples on some distant
occasion that was at the time noteworthy in his life. For a human being
theorist, as for one who believes in the unitary persistence of the soul, such
forgetting is not constitutively relevant to the question of personal identity.
For the Lockean, on the other hand, itis a challenge to reflection that ought
not to be impatiently foreclosed.

Among the earliest critics of Locke’s account of personal identity was
Bishop Butler, the guardian at once of common sense and the substan-
tial soul. In his polemic against the peculiarities of the divided account
(hat Locke had been drawn into offering, Butler continued with a logical

objection:

‘though consciousness of what is past does thus ascertain our personal identity

to ourselves, yet to say it makes personal identity, or is necessary to our being
{he same persons, is to say that a person has not existed a single moment nor
done one action but what he can remember; indeed nomne but what he reflects
upon. And one should really think it self-evident, that consciousness of personal
identity presupposes, and therefore cannot constitute, personal identity, any

" more than knowledge, in any other case, can constitute truth which it presup-
poscs.” (First Dissertation. to the Analogy of Religion. (Compare Samuel Clarke,
Warks, 1, p. 787 — a reference I owe to Mr Dewey Ducharme.))

One might wonder why this passage of Butler has not been permitted
(0 settle the whole maiter once and for all in favour of a substance
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account, either a human being account or else a soul account. Not on}

does it seem obvious that the general is the same person and the same

subject as the boy. To one content to work within the framework which
we owe to miscellaneous insights of P F Strawson (see especially
Chapter Three of his Individuals) and of Donald Davidson, it will appear
plainly that the most interesting point in the case sustaining Locke'y
insight could have been readily accommodated within the human being
view. Let us see how.

Par excellence, a person is not simply one of us or a proper object af
our reciprocity,’® but a subject also of Interpretation, a being that hotly
interprets and is interpreted. In making sense of others and of oursclvey
in the business of interpretation, we cannot, however, make do with (he
bare idea of ‘a subject of interpretation’. We need some further notion,
however rough and ready, of what sort of thing is to count, emptrically
or operationally speaking, as a subject of interpretation. The grammi(
ical substantive ‘interpreter’ lies too close to being a mere determinahle
to serve the purposes of individuation. If ‘subject’ or ‘interpreter’ is (0
play any properly sortal réle at all here, if sense is to be made of low
subjects of interpretation find other subjects of interpretation, there iy
need for some further determination. As we find our feet in the world
and learn to adjust to others’ expectations, as we begin to understiil

~what we mean by the words we have learned already to utter, ay we
extend our capacity to interact with others and participate or co-opcrile
with them, what stereotype of personhood do we have to catch onfo,
clearly if not distinctly, and learn to elaborate?” In its individuative
recognitional non-effectiveness, the conception furnished by John |
is not very much better than the bare idea of ‘mterpreter’. Even here,
however, we may be able to make a new beginning from the materialy
that Locke provided. People are animate beings (we may revise his declir-
'~ ation to say) — or palpably substantial souls, if you prefer — bearers of P-prreet
wales and M-predicates, who not only think things, but do things and tnelerg
things, beings who reason, reflect, perceive, feel, imagine, desire, intend
and have experiential memory . . . are happy or miserable . . . conceive

and
ocke

® For the thought that ‘us’ has an essential occurrence in this claim, scc ap. cif, at note 1 ahove,
" Pace Peter Winch’s presidential address, ‘Eine Einstcllung zur Seele’, Proceedings of the Aristotelinn
Svctely (1980—1), the question does not presupposc that we find our feef in

the world by procedyes
analogous to those that the philosophers of semantic interpretation bave deseribed, Iy onily e
supposes that, beginning and proceeding however we o, participatively and interctively 110
doubt, we reach some point where we know roughly what o person iy, In cidehing on, we yrEg
the stereotype, clearly though indistinetly, For my use of (e word steveotypet hevey see Clnpte

Three, note 2. last pavagraph, For clens and inlistine knwledpe, see Clagpier Thice, footnote t,

W | pe MY A A e
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of themselves thus (as above) . . . who have and concelve ?f themsel\;?
as having a past accessible in experiential memory apd a futu're {alcce .
ible in intention. . . . Is it not by virtue of our graspmg pract;ca y an
U . . . r_

following through some such stereotype, 1s 1t not bﬁ; v1}r1tLlet }(1) 01;2 Eseof
i icati it in the perceptible world, that the m

fecting our application of it in : . :
persorglhood come home to us, and are available to be elaborated in phi

losophy? More soberly, let us say that in this way the marks are assem- .

bled of persons as we know them from the only case we shall ever become

famniliar with, namely that of persons who are human beings. Finally, at -

the last step, the position of experiential memory comes to ‘dfel(ei fgr:(.)rff_f
experiential memory is a mark of persor}hood, and pers](;n§ ne dtocon
ceive of this faculty as essential to their own way of being, on that
secures its full significance to our eXIl)fecta;[;lor} th?;,dw;etr;n%egi iﬁ; do or
hing, this will impress itself on their mimd,
i}lnlieig;(,)r:cfltour %ileir experience and iI‘lﬂuence their future res‘pogsierielrri
the absence of that expectation, few if any of our ﬁner—grzunet mer
pretations of people or the practices these expectations suppor
ined. o
evelrf l;(e) Srlrlnsfjlllnis correct, then, because‘ of its c'entral role in mter};rez:
tion, experiential memory plays a.specml part in the fulilplctureel(n)i ) Ilitial
sonhood. But that finding (I insist) dozas no;ﬁ 1rir;[r)llt§)1 soralt(tj if;;}:;l ieneal
memory will impinge on the necessary (or sutlic gondions o” | 1¢
survival of persons or play any role in the statement o sfu { cond
i rvival. (Still less is memory put at the service of a construct
2? I;(S)r(ilfesgelf that<is distinct from the human being.) Lockehcar(ljl be. trﬁillﬁ
about remembering as central among the marks of perscir}doot'tw1
Locke’s or the neo-Lockeans’ being right ?.bOut personal identity. i
Neo-Lockeans have ignored such part}al accorr}modatlops zin &
tracted attention from them. Human being theorists may J}l:st 1337 cﬂer’s
plain of that. But there are at least two other reasons ;“N yd 'lrllcon_
criticism of Locke’s theory of personal 1d?nt1ty has been foun 1red ~
clusive. The first is that so many of Butl§r S adm.lr(?r.s h:iwe appekz:ut Lo
overlook the possibility (the bare theoretical posmblhty,. m-eaHl, bucits
one much prized by neo—Lockeaps)‘the}t the act of %gpg f:,,nt,l: )y.m.i e
hering (remembering “from the inside ) planting a fig tree (soi/1 Ceiv%ng e
modelled (logicb—grammatical.ly speaking) (;n such acts a}s) 1C cenving or
imagining or visualizing planting a fig tree.” For the notable p

I'hese are acts ¢ ¢ 1enty ntent imagined, vis ralized or cor ceived does not call for the
g N C
Cls w C conte a!
ol ¢ pla tery (o be sped fied. 4 /bﬂl 07, the subject need not be S[)(’/Cﬂ ied as the

subject ol the act, ( ; nee th o e
e ont very imaginer or visualizer. On these and related matters, see
L inu

sune as the coneed
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acts such as these is that they do not make the kind of reference back (-2
the self which invited Butler’s charge against Locke. Taken by thems -
selves, the would-be truisms adduced by the Butlerians are not enough °
to vindicate Butler’s criticisms. And so much must be admitted hy
human being theorists.

In the second place, friends of Butler and human being theorists have
sometimes overlooked how easily the boy whose exploits the general hax
forgotten can be reunited by the neo-Lockean view with the gencril
himself. Lockeans were well within their rights to be irritated when
Butlerians represented that there was an easy objection against Locke (¢
be found in this quarter. The Lockean’s point is worth making more
explicit — not so much because it is decisive in Locke’s or anyone clse’y
favour as for the sake of a fairer recapitulation of some of the sancr or
more durable preoccupations of the philosophy of personal identity. In
the absence of such a recapitulation, Butler’s central insight will cons
tinue to be obscured, or its real significance will not be appreciated.

4. A NEO-LOCKEAN IDENTITY-CONDITION

Consider the relation that holds between person Q and person P when,
for some sufficiency of things actually done, witnessed, experienced . |
by person P, person Q has at a time after the doing, witnessing, experi-
cncing, some sufficient real® recollection of doing, witnessing, expericne=
ing . . . them.!” Let us call this relation (suitably tidied up with more
about ‘sufficiency’, and glossed somehow to allow for sleep and other
[orms of inattention) the relation of strong co-consciousness. Then anyone
bent on grasping the nerve of Locke’s conception of person will sce (ht
the identity-condition he really has to consider is one that begins with

thotmote 8 (cont.)

Williams, ‘Imagination and the Self”, in Williams (1973), especially p. 43 and thereabouts; Davil

Wiggins,

‘Tocke, Buter and the Stream of Consciousness: and Men

as a Nawral Kind',

Philosopley, 51 (1976), especially the second section {to which the present chapter is, of conrse, i

necessary correction and supplement); David Velleman, “Self to Self’

» Philosophical Review, 105, 1

(January 1940).

" Phe question will soon arise whether the words ‘or apparent’ should be inscrted hetween ‘real?

and *recollection’. My view is that it must not. See the end of §5 below.

" he notion off sulliciency ligures twice in the definition. There i a great deal (o he supplied here
from the hagis of ordinary norms and expectations relating to memory. At any given time one
expeetsaperson (o remember frirly well his relatively recent past; and remembering one's very
recent past involves heing able o muster a radher detailed and complete nareative. Where 4, s
el Tater than 7, wlighy less may he expected. The objections we slhiall urge agiinyg e
Lowkeaneconnt of pessonal identity are nof very setwitive (0 how (hese details are sapplid, i
solticiently is 1o he plossed realistically, not in suel n wiy it iyt hing whatever cpiolifien ny

remembiering provided the eventis discnt enol,
) !
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the idea that, so long as one persists, one normally remembers zn.lilc_;lsl
? . . N ‘- | _ - N
from one time to the next what one was doing or witnessing or suflct ing
at the earlier time. Making use of that relation, one who wants (Ljo l;lc,\g'.s(,
a Lockean identity-condition could first define a ne.V;/l rilatlolnt. 3}/) hl;S
joini ] ith 1 erse (that is with the relation
oining co-consciousness with its conv . :
Jto Ql% P is strongly co-conscious with Q) and then introduce tdh? a?(:jz , (
tral *C of that relation. (Compare Locke’s own use of the word “exte
at Essay 11, xxvii, 9.) ‘ . N N
Wit})l) a ’ViCW t’0 stating the Lockean identity-condition exphqtly, l.et us
say then that, if Q) remembers at t" doing, witnessing or experle}rllcmtgha
’ . .
sufficiency of what P did or witnessed or expe@enced at t, then : If):
ordered pair (Q, ¢') stands in the strong cO-CONSCIOUSNESS re.latlon to (P,
#). Letting C stand for the disjunction of that relation with its converse,

we have the relation
(B 5 CLQ, ).

Then, as promised, we define a new relation *G t}}at an ordered pair
of perso)n and time may have to another ordered pair. Thus

(X, £y *C (Y, ¢,) is true just in case
either (X, ¢y C (Y, £,
or else, for some (W, £),
(X, £y C (W, £) and (W, £) C(Y, 1,)
or else, for some (W, £y and some (Z, #,
(X, £) C(W, £) and (W, ) C(Z, ty and (Z, 1) CLY, b
or else for some (W, 4), Z,t),...

Note that, in the absence of doctrinff aitbgut persona.l 1%ent(1:ity }?Zﬂtq}:r
semantics of ‘recollect’ or ‘remember’, itis smnp%y not stipu atffi w ether
C itself is a transitive relation. But '*C, introducing a Chall’dl 0 paitgn "
sisting of persons and times at which they remerr}ber, an req_t;n leg or
its satisfaction only membership Of. such a cha.u.n, gives ak51 P oo
consciousness relation that is transitive by definition. It makes po

the following amended neo-Lockean equivalence:

I : P is the same person as Q.

iff (J1, 1) (1< t') and (B, ) *C{(Q, 1.

A Lockean who is not too discontent Wi‘fh’this f(‘)rl’I’lulatIO}I;I (l‘)(g hl1asL é:sttafg;
tions may be expected to insisf that the P' and ‘Q)’ llllere‘ (31 < (i aces for
designations of persisting thlngs. or contlnuantf that 1((:io cer them:
selves as (hemselves ad different times and places’. 1 could only app




that ingistence (however unelean T lind the phvase just quoted), The:

egy wilh the oy, iwstealing the apples at 4 and the generad in the
gcncml.(lwsn’l in 1700, when he's ageneral, remember :itjglih
applc.s in 1660, because he doesn’t have sollicient rr‘mllm’li:;? 7
sufficiency of what he did in 1660, then we must look for HUIII(‘HI‘H‘ (el
say someone e'lse, say someone), a licutenant in (the Thssars, sy mid
mtermedlate time, 1680, such that (a) that licutenants (lniiu‘pw:i\;ilﬂ
ings and experiences as a Hussar arc onces the general still n'n1|‘¢:|n|ﬁ;u
1700 and (b) the licutenant remembers well enough in 1680 HI(‘illrng‘thé‘

apples in 1660.

tha[t,eilg; l;{e cleali;hat there is nqthing in these explanations ol Cand *¢
cke or his followers will want to see as conunithing them g

?Lbandon th.e. ontology of mental continuants.'! Let it he clear too thiat
if’ the definition of C is read just as we stated it and that of (* 5 ||m|;fz
i)tfoi)d Conﬁ())rmably with that, then the full strength of the I‘ig’lll—hll el aid;
o , may be brought out by drawing at.need upon the causal conditiong

remembering and/or real recollecting that are transferred more or

%ess unexamined into the definition of C. For that reason, I, is better th
;tl jt.grs‘f appears. But this i3 no guarantee that it ammin?sbto a liui!l:m;
procgoszf)n of personal identity or even to a formally satisluciory
L, is a theory that the Butlerians will want to criticize. But it will
/ noted that, once the ancestral of C is deployed and C’s' fulfl 'll" o : I"P
noted and enforced, the number of apparent divergences betlvi;c]‘[::” :I ”?
neo-Lockean account of personal identity and the Auman being al(:;:: )ulll(t
?ppeirs to be .1mmensely reduced. Tor the general and the boy do figure
ogether within the extent of’ a *C chain of paired persons and time
On the other hand, no deluded empathizer who has read my diary l('?i
beconfle a candidate to stand in such a *C chain with me 'uZt b " ‘Wl :
of being in the state of seeming vividly and completely 9to renZeV “I“"“
most of what I did when I came home to find the kitchen in flame r]rrll)l( I~
Chl'ef disagreements that remain will seem to turn on cases thatS‘ : 5
. philosophers will find problematic in their own right. These ar r{ld"\)f
such as that of a person knocked down in a road acc.ident whc? r? aS(ﬁ
recovers consci.ous.ness at all even though (as a human be)ing thef):i(;l
:i/lould say) he lies in hospital fo.r many months afterwards, still alive; or
e person who recovers consciousness but has entirely forgotten (:15 1

1 - ’ :
IleIlg on the par ticular times [N of an experience and the recollection of 1t, Il()lhlllg pIC\/CIllQ

the Lockeans from isolatin i
g the two-place relat i "be 1
e g et (x’% e (; a; /;;n holding for ¢, t" between the experiencer and

should say) who he B and everything elre ahout Tinmell Suei cines
enain in dispate, it thiey are ooy locns for o decisive engagement \
over personal identity.

Iere then isan mtevim report on (he state of the argument. ' There 14
(he hman heing theory (in purely logical alliance with Butler and with
Reicl) and there is the neo-Lockean theory. The fundamental disagree-
ient is over whether experiential memory is in some way constitutive of

personal identity over time. The human being theorist denies that it is

w0 constitutive, even though he ranks the capacity for memory as one
part of personhood. The Lockean persists in maintaining that experien-
{ial memory is constitutive of personal identity over time. This disagree-
nient is important. Yet it is remarkable how closely, once we adjust the
| ockean position in all the obvious ways that have issued in the propo-
sal L, the two positions can apparently be aligned with regard to normal
cases. The scene is now clear for a more decisive attempt to resolve the

isagreement.

5. BUTLER’S CENTRAL INSIGHT

Tt is not hard to reconstruct Butler’s comment on L. Consider the case
where we do not know yetif Bis A, but we think we may be able to estab-
lish whether now B is co-conscious with A. Suppose that we know that,
probably inadvertently, A once (in August 1990) caused a fire in the
Jibrary-stack in the library of the Chigwell College of Commerce. [tmay
seem we should simply ask: does B remember anything of causing such
a fire? Tt seems a fair test for whether B is A. (It is not the sort of thing
people readily forget having done. Nor are many others likely to have
done the very same act.) So we arrange for the question to arise
somehow, but in a manner that does not make B jump to the conclusion
that he is about to be handed over to the police (or yet that he is due to
ceceive a medal). Suppose that it appears in due course that B does
remember this, so that (for practical purposes) we seem very close to
establishing the identity. What then?

In this case, I, may appear for one moment to be an effective and
plausible principle of identity. But how does it work? Well, B’s sceming
to remember setting fire to the book stack suggests to the inquirer, in the
context of his knowledge that there was this fire in which A was involved,
that B can indeed remember causing that fire in the book stack. Does the
inquirer’s new finding not come close enough to establishing that B is
strongly co-conscious with A?

7
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'~ of account that is offered by the Auman being theorist.
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One might agree that the finding narrows the gap. But one can s
| ask }’IOW exactly the investigator argues from B’s appearing to remccmbe
to B’s actually remembering this incendiary activity. After all, B is only
the same person as Aif his seeming to remember is his really) anci truly
remembering setting fire to the book stack. The answer will probab]‘y he
’f tha'tt B Cfan rehearse the act of setting fire to the book stack as if from lllé
| point o t’he view of the perpetrator and it seems to be the best explanae
tion of B’s ability to rehearse these things/events as if from the point af
" view of the perpetrator that B was there and did do the act b
. All r1ght‘. But now, on behalf of Butler and his doubt ag;.linst Locke
it must l?e inquired what the foregoing argument takes for granted‘ 'lv'htz
answer is that the argument takes for granted some understandi;'l ' I
| what it is for someone to do such an act at a place and a time survpi’\:ttr
_ move on to.other places and times, and remember later the eazrli(‘r' 'u.'ll
place and time. So it appears to take for granted the possibilit ;>l" 'u‘
account of identity other than L. Or (as T should say, deploying?hv l("r:
mmolo.gy. of this book) it takes for granted a critejrion Constifllti\!ﬁI:
determining that for which all sorts of things can count as tests (tests ““}.
favourable outcome of which can count as evidence). What is thisk (i)lhr
account of identity? Even if it is consistent with I_ (which it ma L I :1:?
may not be) or even if it subsumes L, this other acgount can scar{('l he
L itself. For I, presupposes the concept of real experiential memor‘ "zlntl
once we see that that presupposes the idea of someone’s doin }:"(;nw:
thmgtl and t/zef.z cqrrectly remembering doing it, we are remind%:a how
Z)x?;n gy prerleptlal MEMmOry presupposes identity. Where someone apprears
7 mber starting that fire, they can’t be right unless they were indeed there at the
Sire. ' Pending the production of some other account of the identitics of
subjects, one that is anterior to I , the only visible candidate 1@ the ,~‘u wl

% o1 explicatr utler 18 m ed to Bernard 1a1m; —7) an CI Y {4
Y g S € d to B ard Will

12 | . a Butl debt al S(956 ) dioA Ayer's 'Th
Problem ofiin )wledge (Ham ()IldSWOIth, I\llddx., 19 )6)> p 196 For an earlier critique of | (yll Kty Hi*E

A, G. N. Flew (Ig 1) — to which T have cor € 10 see a € 80 chaptc ( ¢ Pree
) VIC VE C S€ [CT,
. . 5 . | 9 plern, w (Rl 1}
Here is another fix on the sam underlyir 0! hat T wa: O urge ¢ st Laocke, Vg i
) ( ¥ ;3 c criymg p. Wi urge agaimns ke, 'l
yrites (ILxXxv1l17 N That with which the consciousness of this presen l.'h][l](llllL thing can Jom itwell,

makes the same i ith i i i
akes the s Actferson}aélld is one seb”.wnh it and with nothing elsc; and so attvibutes to it seff
tions of that thing as its own as far as that consciousness reaches.” |

ouns all the ] ‘ The thinki,
( Som§ ConcewtrilsnACF(')tnsl?s its own.(acknowlcdgcs them, ete) needs o have go itsell mnnvhn\iE
some Cone ]tahin (})1 i s‘c as the thing that th]nkﬂ ete. So soon as it ollows dirowgh its convepy
beime thet o ;g‘,tl oxivcl,ver,lllt mu]st know that it is neither necessary nor sullicient lov an Action's
eing ng’s that the thing should he prepared (o Sjoin isel” i et
: h ; joinitself™ to that Action, Apuret |
being h that the thing should ' CApart fron
f forgetfulness, the said conceplion needs (o take account of the cases of ‘tll'llll:l' (||‘|l|t:|lll|lllp

confusion. ., .
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Here the verdict must go to Bishop Butler, or so 1 conclude, or (o his
latter-day followers. It goes to him, not for the sake of his positive . ;
account of personal identity,'® but for the sake of the thing that is vali- i
dated as telling in his objection to John Locke’s account.

At this point, the friends of John Locke may be tempted to try to
escape Butler’s point by experimenting with the definition of C and *C.
They may weaken the right-hand side, for instance, so that it shall only
require that one who is a candidate to be in some relation C to P should
have sufficient real or apparent recollection of domng, witnessing, experi-
encing whatever P did witness/ experience.!* Their mistake hitherto was
to be insufficiently bold in adjusting the idea of experiential memory, the
Lockeans might say; perhaps they have been too timid in facing up to
the potentially radical ontological consequences of their original insight.

There is no formal difficulty in the weakening manoeuvre, however
questionable its philosophical motivation. But it should be noted that the
price exacted will be a further diminution in the plausibility of 1, and
an altogether new kind of mismatch, a serious mismatch, with the
common sense conception’s verdicts on cases - as with the verdicts of the
hurman being conception. The neo-Lockean must do much less or much
more than tinker with the definitions of C and *C. (See below, §10.)

Let us call the relation to be aimed at in all future attempts by the neo--
Lockeans the relation R.'5 As for *C itself, defined as we first defined it in
the most ordinary terms of ordinary language, let us not modify it, but leave
it just where we first had it, namely as part of one possible explication of
the idea (almost certainly identity-involving, in fact, but that is a part of the
philosophy of the matter, and nothing to be settled straight off by definition
or stipulation) of the philosophical notion of co-consciousness. If C and *G
have any interest, it will transcend that of the formulation I,

i
%
I

6. A NEO-LOCKEAN CGONCEPTION

To the friends of Butler, that might seem to be the end of the matter. But
it is notorious that the neo-Lockeans have not wanted to give up. No ‘

1% Butler’s own account of identity is imperfect and at some points confused. In fact, it comes as a
relief that he unreasonably refuses to elucidate a notion so simple, so final and so spiritual as that
of identity of person. For the best statement of something that is closer to what Butler, given his
Delicfs and preoccupations, really ought to have said, see Thomas Reid (1785), 11, §4.

1 OF course, some strength might be restored to the right-hand side by reimporting (somehow) any
causal components that arc lost by inserting ‘or apparent’. See below; §6 following, But the con- 1]
sidlerations wrged in the next paragraph will still apply. )

By eall it R beeause Derek Parfit calls it R, Let not the relation R be confused with the thesis R of
the velativity of identity, denied in CGhapter Ones or C with G, denied at p. 75.
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dgubt the.re have been bad reasons for this — blind perseverance
with the inertia of misplaced ingenuity, phenomenological (wlo‘u[rlt]!
phepomenological) overdrive, a hypostatization of the conscious s‘ul)'e
(Whlch prepares some of us to reject the conscious subject as so él]'lg
terlized) or the misunderstanding of the traditional idea of a sul;s'l‘ 'lmﬁé
(allied, no doubt, with an unacknowledged residual attachment l'()li‘t oF
dependence upon it). But perhaps there have been good reasons zﬂ Wc*il
' Ina l?ook published thirty-seven years ago and devoted in pa’rl dl() lhé
k‘ diagnosis of a mistake that was far commoner then than it is now (iﬁ
199.9/ 2000) — namely that of supposing that ordinary claims of cxperis
,: f}l;ltlal memory have to represent t.h.emselves as claims of identity (l‘ellhé?
| than as importing the presupposition of it) — Sydney Shoemaker pi
posed a striking thought experiment: e

“‘Suppose that medical science has developed a technique whereby a surge

can completely remove a person’s brain from his head, examine oryop(;l';ll;f‘( :::1‘
;t, aﬁld then put it l?ack in his skull (regrafting the nerves, blood-vessels, «nd i
orth) without causing death or permanent injury. . . . One day a sur; ‘z‘m Jlu=
colil/frs thaF an assistant has made a horrible mistake. Two men, a Mr Brgow: ‘(I | :i
i drbRolomson, had been operated on for brain tumours, and brain extrac i‘( NIK
ad been perfgrmed on both of them. At the end of the operations, howevey,
the .as51st>ant {nzt'dvertently put Brown’s brain in Robinson’s h;('"l(l ('“ ‘i
Robinson’s bralr.l in Brown’s head. One of these men immediatel die:l)vl ll‘(llu'
other, the one with Robinson’s body and Brown’s brain eventual]y re :\,in ‘l : N
?aogsness. Let us call the latter ‘Brownson’ . . . He recojgnizes Bro}\]/vn%(wil:-('(u::‘cz
iir%ﬂy (W}’l(il}l Robinson had never met), and is able to describe in detail eventy
rown’s life, always describing them as events in his own life. Of Robinson"
past.hfe he evidences no knowledge at all. Over a period of tim.e he is ()l)s‘(:l‘\llfj
to display all of the personality traits, mannerisms, interests, likes arI1d (|}%lil'( 7
and so on that had previously characterized Brown, and to ajct and talk i ’ ?PH‘
completely alien to the old Robinson. ’ R
m;r/\l/;z;tf vlvlzlii((ﬂ) J\llg ;iyi;fcf'uc}é a thcing happened? T.her(‘? 1s little question tha
many of us would | clined, and rather strongly inclined, to say that while
Brow slon as1 obinson s.body h? is actually Brown. But if we did say (his we
o r}r; yb:;vc;i rde n‘c/)v‘i3 be using bO(.:hly identity as our criterion of personal iden-
pty. 1o be sur » e are supposing Brownson to have part of Browns hady,
mely his brain. But it would be absurd to suggest that brain identity is our cri=
terion of personal identity.”!® S

At the tim ’ ]
A the T wlllen Shoemaker§ book appeared, and along with almaos
N ty ne else, [ was extremely impressed by this example, Ye( ] see now
a' e 2 - - 1 SO y >
we were not all impressed for the same reason,. Some were

th

(003}, pp.a - (See also ppecsog o, gy g, w0
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impressed by the simple thought that, if the brain (ransfer were per- |
formed with preternatural dexterity, then Brownson’s experience would *
be a subjectively seamless continuation of Brown’s. Others, a snialler
group perhaps, but the group to which I belonged and would have
avowed loyalty (this is not only hindsight), would have preferred to say
that the special thing about Brownson was that he was the functional |
inheritor and continuator of all of Brown’s vital faculties. This was the
reason why Brownson counted as the unique inheritor of the title to be
Brown, the reason why Brownson was Brown, that very substance.
Neither Brown nor Robinson nor Brownson was a brain. But the brain,
being the seat of memory and consciousness, was not just any old part
of the body among others.!” It was the essential nucleus of a person (of
a human being) — or so we were wont to maintain. Moreover, experien-
tial memory was more than a mere potentiality. It was a shaped and
developed capacity, conspicuous among all the vital functions of person-
hood and coeval (in persons as they are known to us) with our developed
faculties for sentience, locomotion, desire, cognition, . . . etc.)® Why then
should not the embodied faculty for experiential memory enter into the
whole principle of activity of persons conceived as we conceive them? (See
D(v), Chapter Two, §7.) Why should it not enter into some plausible
emendation of the serviceable principle suggested by a misappropria-
tion of Locke’s own words ‘the identity of the same man consists in
nothing but a participation of the same continued life, by constantly
fleeting particles of matter, in succession vitally united to the same orga-
nized body’? Why not let the emendation that is needed for the sake of
the Brown Brownson case, considered as a case of personal identity,
require for the persistence of a person the operation of the same prin-
ciple of activity and/or the participation of the same continued life
‘vitally united to the same vehicle’ or ‘vitally united to the same seat of

vital functions’™

17 See my (1967), p- 45, para. 2. (See also p. 246 of the second item cited at note 1.} There was
nothing to prevent one from being impressed by both kinds of consideration. I must have had
some regard to the other kind when, a little later, I wrote ‘we should scarcely allow a criminal to
escape the penalty due to the unique doer of a criminal act by contriving his own fission’. See
‘Locke, Butler and the Stream of Consciousness: and Men as a Natural Kind’, op. cit. note 8
above, the precursor of the chapter that the present chapter replaces. But this kind of consider-
ation was secondary.

Fven if. Brownson had taken some time to settle down after the operation to get used to his body,
to excrcise its neural connexions and resume Brown’s life — and philosophers are still apt to under-
estimate the preternatural dexterity and knowledge that the imaginary surgeon and his equally
imaginary team of anacsthetists, suturists, radiographers, laser-technicians, physiotherapists,
would have to bring to bear —, the need for such a
tial difference to that which then impressed one.

psychotherapists, counsellors and the rest,
convaleseenee might not have made any essen
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7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

In 1965-6, when I first came acr
56, wi oss Shoemaker’s example and wad
;i}i"awn_ into this response, I ought to have been much morep troub]cocrvgyi
e point that, even if Brownson could talk like Brown (which woul(vlk nét

m itself’ have been easy —if it was required off-stage as well as on-stagey
50 to Zpeak), h? could scarcely have stood and walked and run slhé
Jumped and smiled and sulked and earnestly entreated and frowned ane

Iaugheq like Brown. But the chief thing that then concerned me was {1
realization that, because of the doubleness of the brain itsclT'H nf
ll;fizrsl}c)lon?e todShc.)em.aker’s example threatened to remtroduce tht’f ,:aumz
tmubloe Writtzhltl}};)hcatlon p'roblern that had already given me so much
i The case, w}'uclllgl had re.cently disinterred from Hobbes's /¢
N x Theseus ship. .What if Brown’s brain was uself diviced
efore multiple transplantation? It was with reduplication in mind that

I drafted the personal identity condition that I defended in 1907 to -

require the vital functions of a person who persisted through time anel
change to be ‘subserved by a single organized parcel of rna%ter’ o
Ff)r several reasons, t.his was not a stable resting point. About ih(' cons
ir:i(rll(;?ti)fstvgfen accepltl'ng the Shoemaker example and being a Lockean
in marters o Sgeri\c/)na identity, the readfar was l?ft with the vague (and |
should ¢ y wrong and confused) impression that ether one st
onsider one’s positive response to Shoemaker or else, persisting in the
positive response, one must subscribe to the neo—L(;Ckean idi‘l the t
1(’:11’.16'I(I:110ry is constitutive of identity. In the case where Brown’s bl"'rl’;I’I w:iti
t Vi/\; %c(l) E?nds ;:rzltch}}llalf was supplied to the body of one or other ol (wo
e e s, the question was whethe.r Brownson (1) and Brownson
. thesa;nr?:wp;erson as Brown. Admittedly, given the transitivily of
Browns,o he r ths no. Th.ey could not be the same becatne
Srownson (1) o not 1 entlc‘al with Brownson (2). But could nothing
rore e 1. More was certal.nly needed..But three years later, the *one
IPpor Hflro : 1};u itlon and the universal-particular distinction®” accounted
e SP;)rﬁ\;v Vj; SI Islﬁtd El store to block t'he very different conclusion thal
P ortly going to arrive at in his ‘Personal [dentity'
ophical Review, 80 (1971)).2' Parfit’s conclusion was that, sinee

9 See “hgg]]’lﬂ <1967 37, HO—2 cre artit (1Ga4.), p. 2
)5 33, 37, C C; )
OP. 33 O f. D kP [l( )8 s P 254
See Williams <19~)6 7): (1960): (1970)> and Mrinal M ( 97 1)'

21 I pl
ace on record > one ngionific .
Cmpphaqi7(\ o ]hcrlc (m(l, not nsigniftcant reminder that T mentioned i rghy but did ul
size. Not only does (he [ R S !
hoth halves of lny' ()’(Ijll I (ull]p(lllmm.nn e ol allsorts of ordinary peveeptoal tsks reuie
alves of a hrain. 'The two halves are not in [; i 1 o
. : n fiet cquipollent, Mor . ;
tate hefore pr e .. ipollent, Maorcover, one should hesls
pronouncing it (o be o unveninkable contigency it they are ol ' he b I\I "
N . CIINEH HEE
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Brownson (1) and Brownson (2) were not the same yet cach had *the rela-
tion to Brown that matters in normal cases of personal identity”, iden-
tity itself was not what mattered in survival. He concluded that tha
which mattered in survival was the relation *C, or rather the new rela-
tion, still to be elucidated, that we are calling R.

From a defender of the 1967 account that T defended, which Parfit
was going to upstage, the chief thing that was really needed at that time
was for the defender to show how naturally and inevitably the ‘onc
parcel’ condition arose from the exigencies of understanding better
what kind of thing a person or human being is. Further philosophical
reflection was badly needed to explain, and explain on the basis of the
sort of thing a person is or a human being is, what distinguished the
relation Brownson bore to Brown, if that case was to be allowed as an
identity and a true survival, from the relation that the splinters
Brownson (1) and Brownson (2) bore to Brown. That is what this chapter
must provide.

First, though, before entering into any of that, it will be good to make
as plain as possible on what terms an adherent of Bishop Butler’s criti-
cism of John Locke might reasonably prepare to accept Sydney
Shoemaker’s case. It needs to be clear that, on the neo-Butlerian view,
the intuitive (however provisional) willingness to allow the Shoemaker

case as a case of identity creates no presumption at all in favour of 1, or |

any criterion like it. In concurring with Shoemaker about the case, we
are not undertaking to wait for the idea of co-consciousness to be clar-
ified or replaced by some better notion (of quasi-memory, for instance)
which can figure in a condition like L. Nor yet are we preparing to dis-
pense with the ontology of persons. Well or badly, we are simply think-
ing through our existing conception of the principle of activity for a
human being. It is not to be denied that, if Brownson is Brown, his life
story will be in one respect strange. But, on the still provisional terms

unequal because of the specialization of certain functions and most notably perhaps because
one side of the brain has been colonized by structures that subserve the singular and extraordi-
nary capacity of human beings to produce and understand syntactically ordered speech. If this
capacity is as intimately connected as it appears to be with our capacity to keep track of the past,
to direct our attention to our own perceptual and motor activity, to turn from the task in hand
in order to think discursively; or in order to reason about what we are doing with a prospect of
lighting on something else that needs to be adduced or compared, then the very thing that
renders brains asymmetrical is not accidentally connected with that which renders the idea of a

conscious self so interesting to us — and so productive of illusion. Perhaps it is almost as plau-
sible now as it was when Aristotle wrote the first sentence of Politics that Nature (however much

alie does in vain) does nothing with no purpose. (The metaphor, as it has to be, will need to be
unpacked, ol course. But 1 shall exercise the right to be as lazy about disintentionalizing it as
nnerotss present-ciy evolutionists are about (he telcological language they themselves employ.)
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now gontemplated, it need not count as ontologically or metaphysicall
or epstemologically strange. For, as interpreted within the scopeyof Z;le
decision about Shoemaker’s original case, Brownson’s cognitive stale
need to be fully answerable in the ordinary way to all the norms b w}(lri‘c I‘:
we standardly regulate the ideas of memory, experiential memoz tc‘Ql‘i-
mony and the rest. If Brownson claims to have planted a fi ZI,‘C(‘ or
scaled Vesuvius or seen the Aurora Borealis from a ﬁshinggboat,()lll'
Orkney, he can only count as remembering such acts if he (Brown and
Brownson) really did these things. Moreover, if he #hunks he remembl“rq
then .the.xt must create for him the normal if defeasible presumption 1|’|'\|l'
he flhd indeed do this planting or scaling or was indeed there in ll‘w
fishing boat; and he must take responsibility for his account of whi
these expericnces were and were like, etc. o
Thls picture may usefully be filled out a little more. Suppose that, in
a variation of Shoemaker’s example, we are keeping track, eagerl : nel
anxiously, of Brown’s survival, Brown being a valued friénd anc}l/ ‘(:()l=
leag_ue., mgrtally sick. Like every other substance, Brown is a this \'7;(‘/1
(This is Aristotelian jargon, but usefully resonant here.) In our Wat(‘ili‘ll '
over him tend.erly and vigilantly, the such is taken care of by virtiu- (f‘l"
our remerpbermg who and what it is, with what principle of activity il
what particular determination of that principle, that we are toyl'(('(' )
watch over. The this is subsumed by the focused specificity of thc\m(‘l/i
that trains our concern onto the particular patient who is Brown ]"i(‘t‘(‘
thfe mode of activity that is Brown’s is one that is marked out, as .l have
.sa.ld already, not merely by his possession of the standard hurr;an (."L )(‘l(‘;
 ities but by.his particular adaptation, development and realizat;nll 1' of
these capacities. The special and recognizable shapes and forms that he
w111 ha\@ given at any point to the standard capacities will not of (‘(‘)l‘ll“u'
b.e 1pdehble or permanent. But, if we seek to cherish Brown and b)r'()l( )l}l =
/z_zs l.lf"e, then in our concern for his particular realization of suc‘l% |)()l('1:i
Flalltles we cannot help but feel a very special concern for the ph siolog=
ically vital foundation of these things, namely the brain an(l>/]{()r lli;
nervous system. Suppose then that, in some dreadful turn ol cvents, il
is planned that this foundation, the brain, should be somchow ll";l‘Hv«
Posed to anew body. Then, in so far as we can still make sense of v‘vh:tl
is happening and keep track of it determinately (these are not (‘nn(;i-'

tions to take lllghtly) ;imd in so far as we can regard the attempt as in any
waé/ appropriate or in keeping (a condition o be linked with the st

’ R ;" JOM & N 1 ‘ '
and not taken lightly, sce helow, §§1516), our continuing coneern miusl

e for the transter of the plurality of specialized and relined feulties
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and capacities® that are supported by thal Drain/uervous systent, Buty
in the Shoemaker case, that was attended to - or so it seemed 1o those
as impressed by the case as 1 was. Nor is that all. 1t is remarkable, onee
one thinks through the implications of the decision in favour of
Brownson and we see the Shoemaker case in the way L am recommicn }-
ing, that absolutely everything that Bishop Butler could want logically
speaking is already conceded to his objection (leaving on one side, I am
saying, Butler’s metaphysical conception of the soul itself). In order for
the case to be seen like this, L) is not required, nor is anything else that
is very distinctive of neo-Lockeanism.”

8. THE THESES TO BE ARGUED IN THIS CHAPTER

The conclusion to be defended in the next phase of this chapter is that
Shoemaker’s case marks a furning point. If Shoemaker’s case Preserves
identity (and the interim answer is that it does), then it must seem to be
the ne plus ultra of identity and survival. In so far as further thought-

experiments are to be taken seriously as conceivable thought-

experiments (viz. the transplanting of sphit brains, their carbon copying,
their pantographic reproduction, the putative teletransportation of
human beings . . ), [ claim that the creatures or artefacts that these
further developments offer to our speculations will need to be seen as
analogous to clones, copies, reproductions, models — as all of a piece
with things that approximate to their originals, or simply behave as if
they were their originals. No doubt clones or models are more impres-
sive in their own way than were any pretenders to 2 royal throne who
were drilled and counselled in the role that they were to feign, then let

loose, so prepared, upon the world. But, however that may be, there

ought to be no temptation to think that clones, copies, reproductions,
etc., are their originals — even if those charged with managing the rele-

vant part of reality are bold enough to invite a clone to take the place of

the original (just as a hereaved spouse may, without confusion of any
kind, be urged in some cultures to marry the brother or sister of their

22 These are ‘part of his identity’, as ordinary people like to say. OF; as 1 might say in the language
of this book, these things figure in the specific determination of the determinable principle of

activity to be invoked in making judgments of identity through time between our colleague and

the person the doctors or surgeons will finally confront us with.
In disclaiming this affinity betw
one towards the positive view of the Brown—Brownson case,
real John Locke’s chapter as containing certain insights that every sane vi
every sane view of identity will accept as such. See below, for instance, §§16-17. See also

Mebowell (1697).

I want to emphasize that I read the

een the neo-Lockean view and the considerations that incline

ew of personhood anl ‘
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deceased spouse).?* They not only fail the ‘same human being’ test
the passing of which it seems Brownson counts as Brown. And th(: !
only fail it for Butler’s reason. They also fall short of attaining l(?/lh
which ‘matters’ in survival — or so, for reasons that will complemci‘ll a‘mré
extenq Butler’s objection, I shall aver. Finally, though, if so much (‘2l‘ll he
established with any sufficiency of generality, the mo,ment will cotnlw at
last to return to a lingering doubt and the main topic of Part Two of Ulé
‘Chapter, the doubt whether the way in which Shoemaker has Brown )mii;
into Brownson really does preserve Brown himself or const illnlﬁ
Brownson the full and proper continuator of Brown. See, in due (i‘()lllgﬁt‘,

§15.

9. CO-CGONSCIOUSNESS AGAIN, AND QUASI-MEMORY

So much for the plan and the question whether there are possibilities
that exceed the Brown—Brownson case. Let us go back now to where we
were before we registered the prima facie persuasive force of sﬁm@
Shoemaker’s example. Let us return to the version of Butler’s ob"(-('l oy
that was set out in §5. "
Having found nothing helpful in G or C* as they were originally
deﬁr.led for purposes of the formulation of 1, and seeing no future in 3
version of G that made do with ‘sufficient rl;al or apparent recollcd ion'
the defenc}er of Parfit’s view of the splinters Brownsons (1) and (2)’(<'nn:
trast the view stated in §7 above) now needs to invoke some mental ﬂantt‘»
or capacity that closely resembles plenary or identity-involving cxi)t‘l'is
ential memory, yet is neutral with respect to identity. It will be this that
has to make survival conceivable without identity. At the sam?‘ ’linlé
though, the defender’s account of this state or capacity will hlzlvv I(;
reseml?le the account of ordinary memory (or so it was claimed ;‘Il §v3
penultlr.nate paragraph) in disallowing all sorts of specious or a.l)‘|);;.|'(:;|l'
memories as not really memories (of any sort).
' This tagk was first begun by Sydney Shoemaker (however unnccessars
ily, according to my opinion, so far as the Brownson case is (‘,()]l(‘.(‘.l'll(‘(l)\

2% Note i . .
ote in passing the ambi ¢ i ’
p g guity of ‘clone’ it may mean one of a group of almost exactly similag

things, but i ‘ i i
wanft,o Coulrtltmay mean the whole group or type - a highly unpromising model for those whn
want (o tAsmiﬂe unique clone of Brown as Brown himself. And under the fivst head, one iy
genetic clone or (as here) 2 morc or less exact copy (of the same nuaturity anek all the rest

as the originating being). .

I h?\{e wondered who firstlimpurlc(l the word *clone” into presentday philosophy, My 1yt
usc of it was prompted, [ihink, by that of' G, €, Stead, See *OMOOYXSI0Y T ||A'|"'|'/
Studia Patristica, 3, 78 (1961). T 'R

N
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in continuation of the work I have cited.®” But many stiges Deyond that,
the best version of R now on offer would appear to be that ol Derek
Parfit. His latest version appears in a passage of his Reasons and Persoi
where he is replying to an objection against his kind of account ol the
phenomena that we normally describe in terms of personal memory
and personal identity.

Parfit writes as follows:

The objection would be this: It is part of our concept of memory that we
remember only our own experiences. The continuity of memory therefore pre-
supposes personal identity. The same is therefore true of your Relation R [of
weak co-consciousness, which is the relation that our *#C! first set out to be]. You
claim that personal identity just consists in the holding of Relation R. This must
be false if Relation R itself presupposes personal identity.’

To answer this objection, we can define a wider concept, quasi-memory. I have
an accurate quasi-memory of a past experience if (1) I seem to remember
having an experience, (2) someone did have this experience and (3) my apparent
memory is causally dependent, in the right way, on the past experience.

On this definition, ordinary memories are a sub-class of quasi-memories.
They are quasi-memories of our own past experiences. . . . [p. 220]

We do not quasi-remember other people’s past experiences. But we might
begin to do so. . . . Jane has agreed to have created in her brain copies of some
of Paul’s memory-traces. . . . One apparent memory is very clear. She seems to
remember looking across the water to an island where a white Palladian church
stood out brilliantly against a dark thundercloud.

Even if [Jane’s] apparent memories are presented in the furst-person mode, Jane
need not assume that, if they are not delusions, they must be memories of her
own experiences. Even if she seems to remember herself seeing forked lightning,
she could justifiably conclude that she is quasi-remembering one of Paul’s expe-
riences. . . . Jane might have to work out whether it was she or Paul who had
some past experience. And this might sometimes be impossible. She might have
to say, ‘I do vividly seem to remember hearing that tune. But I do not know
whether it was T or Paul who heard that tune.” [p. 22 1

Confronting the definition furnished at the beginning of this citation,®
reading Parfit’s condition (1) as saying that there is an experience (an

5 Gee Shoemaker (1970), pp- 269-85.

% T call it a definition not only because Parfit does but because a definition is needed. ‘Quasi-
memory’ is a technical term. Technical terms in philosophy are rarely scrutinized with the same
care that is devoted to such questions in mathematics or logic. Yet, as logicians will point out,
apparently small faults in definition can give rise in that area — and why only there? — to large
and unexpected, or even paradoxical, consequences. Clonsider the paradoxes of Russell and
Grelling — or indeed those of Richard and Berry relating to the idea of definition itself. If unex-
amined definitions can issue in antinomy within the sphere of logic, is there not a comparable
canger that faulty definitions will sever connections in metaphysics or issue in disabled concep-
tions of our active and cognitive faculties in the theory of knowledge?
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' the first question it invites. What is it for me, the rememberer, to remenis
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action or event consciously participated in) that I seem to remember, and
reading his condition (2) as saying that that experience was indeed
someone’s or happened to someone (for other interpretations seem obvis
ously incorrect), we ought to begin, I think, by entering onto the record

ber or seem to remember #hat experience which was indeed someone’y?
Close similarity between how things were with the experience itself, suj-
posing that to be independently identifiable, and how the rememberer
rehearses it to himself as having been is obviously not sufficient. Countless
similar but distinct events are similarly remembered. Nor yet is it neces-
sary. Some remembering of an experience (perhaps most remembering,
really) is impressionistic and inaccurate in the extreme, without heing
inaccurate enough to be disqualified from counting as really remember-

_ing the experience. What is it then for someone to recall that very experis

ence? Can the question be answered otherwise than by a condition ol (he
following kind: the rememberer recalls experience x if and only if the ree=
ollection putatively of x recovers to the rememberer some sufficiency of
the actual details of x and enables the rememberer to place x as an evenl
in his, the rememberer’s, life and . . . ??” This sort of suggestion cannot he
welcome, however, because it reimports a requirement of identity ainl
depends on our using the rememberer’s own life to identify .

10. A SECOND AND THIRD QUESTION ABOUT PARFIT’S
DEFINITION OF ‘Q-REMEMBER’

The second question we must enter onto the record is this: ordinry
memories are stipulated by Parfit to count as quasi-memories, bul need
quasi-memories as such, defined as Parfit defines them, partake at all af
the nature of memory? Either that matters or it doesn’t. If it docsn't

27 Well, that is how it needs to be normally (and there needs to be a ‘normally’). Abnormally (nie
necessarily marginally), no doubt there is recollection of events the rememberer cannot plare af il

The ‘and . . .” holds a place for any further condition of a causal or explanatory kind.

For fear of seeming to disagree with absolutely everything, I have accuiesceed in the grannnats
ical forms deployed in Parfit’s proposal. But I should prefer (o sce them as condensitions ol vori
structions more along these lines: I quasi-remember climbing the spirval staivs of Big Ben on g
sixteenth birthday just if (1) I seem to remember climbing Big Ben on my sixteenth birthelay; {u}
someone did climb Big Ben on their sixteenth birthday; (3) my sceming (o remember elinihing
Big Ben on my sixteenth birthday is cdependent in the vight way on the event that consisted i
someone’s climbing Big Ben on their sixteenth birthday. Adapting the tirst question to (his refor
mulation, one obtains the following: What is it lor my remenhering, asin (1), to reliate toan indes
pendently identifiable event ¢ in virtue of whose occurrence () holds traet Wlat s il o iny
remembering, as in (1), o rehemse the details ol some pacticulios event whose oecarrenee 1iithen

(2} true?
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matter, then Parfit loses hold of any non-accidental link hetween the
neo-Lockean conception and the ordinary memory that is conceived in
an ordinary factive manner (and whose presence in John
account of these things made it persuasive). I it does matter, though,
then we must worry about the following. Surely I can scem to remem-
ber some experience that happened to someone, but without actually
remembering it at all. For instance, George IV was sincerely convinced,
having internalized and embraced imaginatively countless well-founded
reports of the battle, that he had been at Waterloo.? If so, then he could
have rehearsed many of the details of the battle accurately enough and
as if from a first person or combatant point of view. But George IV had
better not count, simply on this basis, as quasi-remembering Waterloo.

Such questions as this are bound to collect the reply that all issues of
this kind are taken care of by Parfit’s requirement (g) that the apparent ,
memory be dependent i the right way on the experience apparently |
remembered. That reply gives rise to the next doubt, however.

The next doubt is whether quasi-memory, having been vindicated as
memory by virtue of being causally explainable ‘in the right way’, Le.
the way proper to ordinary experiential memory, can then fall short of
implying the identity of experiencer and rememberer. If' the memory
state has to stand to the experience that it is a recollection of as the right
sort of effect, then the next question is how to give an explication of ‘the !

Locke’s

right sort of effect’, ‘the right sort of cause’ or dependence in ‘the right *

way’ that will place quasi-memory in the required proximity to memory
as ordinarily conceived and permit that non-identity. That is the third’
question to be put on the record. (It generates a supplementary question,
but that is the subject of §12.)

One way in which a follower of Parfit might try to answer that ques-
tion and manage all these doubts is to invite us to grasp the right sort of | {
way by examples, examples that he can exhibit. But here there is a chal- |
lenge. Either the examples are normal cases, in which case there is iden-
tity, and we have already seen in §5 how intimately identity is involved in
the ordinary point of making a memory-claim; or else they are abnor-
mal. If they are abnormal and there is no identity of experiencer and
rememberer, then it will be inherently controversial how much they have
in common with normal cases so far as remembering is concerned.*

- As Anthony Flew points out. See the article cited at note 12.

Iy “The Causal Theory of Perception’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 35 (1961), H. P Grice
pive a new authority to ‘by-examples’ methods of explication; but this was without any
grarantec of the ellectiveness of’ the method in cases where favour was to be gained at the same
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A defender of Parfit may say that in the normal case we see an event
befall someone and we take note of their capacity to recall the event
afterwards. Well, in the abnormal case, this defender will say, it’s just like
that again except that, after the initial transaction that impresses itself’ on
someone’s memory, the ability to recall it is frangferred. For instance, it
may be transferred to two splinters of the original experiencer. In what

manner then (we ask) is it transferred? Transferred in the right sort of

way (the reply must go), and that is a way sufficiently like the way in which
the capacity to remember is carried forward by the person who iy
involved in the normal way. Is it not obvious (the reply goes on) that, i
least in the Brownson (1) and Brownson (2) case, what happens s sulli-
ciently like? ‘Surely, for one prima facie disposed to allow the
Brown-Brownson case, that is not very controversial.’

Here and in response to the last claim, however, rather than dispute
whether the Brownsons (1) and (2) case is controversial (for that is itsell
controversial, or so any follower of Butler will say) or insist again upon
the apparent normality (for theory of knowledge purposes) of the
Brown—Brownson case, I think one must make the defender stick to the
point. A stipulation de novo was being offered of ‘quasi-remember’. T'hiu
stipulation brought with it the commitment to say something gencral

about what ‘the right way’ was. The answer proposed was ‘a way sulli-
ciently like the way that is manifest in the normal case’. But, so far, (his
has only been explicated or justified on the basis of one or two cases. Qur
difficulty was that the normal case is the identity-involving case. Wit

~was needed then were general reasons, not reasons relating to one or (wo
(or even three) particular cases, why identity of experiencer and remeins
berer was irrelevant to normality. Either that was needed or else (imuch
better and more correctly) we needed a general explanation of ‘right
way’ that was both plausible and identity free.

How then is one to move forward? No progress seems to be possible
here until theorists of quasi-memory and the R-relation that it is meant

footnote 29 (cont.)
time for a reconstrual of the phenomenon being explicated. Look towards the end ol the ¢itgs
tion from Parfit given in §9. Ask whether one could pick up from putatively parvacdignuic vises
of Jane’s sort (where memories of an event may seem rather like picees of shrapuel left over from
an explosion) the mode of dependence on its associated event or experience that is veguired ul’

a mental state that is to count as partaking of the nature ol memory, What ideas will he at ong
disposal for us to focus on the relevant and requisite aspects ol sucl examples it they are fucluded
among the paradigms intended to fix the extension wmd intention of “canslly depends in the
right way'? Well, evidently, the ideas of expestenee, having an experience and seeming fo semenber, Bt
1 in availing ourselves of the Tast we niust ol course prescind froneall elements of semember el
L that the detinition of Q-memory will seek to dispense with, "By esample” i not the straighilor

Py Dusiness i is often taken (o 1O ceviinly not steaightlonwid here
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to define — I shall sometimes call them the Q-theorists — measure up o
the requirements of full generality in definition-giving: liqually, though,
and by parity, let it be conceded that no progress seems possible until
those who are as sceptical as T am about these definitional efforts [urnish
a better account of our own reading of the semantical and epistemolog-

ical point of attributions of experiential memory. We must clarify the con-

nexion between this point and questions of identity.

I11. DIGRESSION: AN ALTERNATIVE METHOD OF DEFINITION,
" REVEALING BY ITS INADEQUACY THE SEMANTICAL POINT OF
THE ATTRIBUTION OF EXPERIENTIAL MEMORY

On the terms that I propose, there are various ways in which the Q-
theorists might advance. I should need to shadow all of them. But at this

stage in the argument, a digression may prove to be a short-cut. We shall

understand better the utility and role of Parfit’s definition and, as a
bonus, approach closer to the semantical point of the attribution of
experiential memory if’ we ask why Parfit did not offer a simpler propo-
sal. The simpler proposal is that X quasi-remembers walking from St
Paul’s to Trafalgar Square (say) just if it is for X exactly as if he remem-
bered walking so except that it may not have been X who did the walking
in question. Or (better) X quasi-remembers walking from St Paul’s to
Trafalgar Square just if there holds, under the headings of causality and
whatever else, everything that is required for X to remember walking
from St Paul’s to Trafalgar Square except possibly this: X’s being identical
with the person who did the walking.

Under this proposal, the idea would be that quasi-remembering ¢-ing
is X’s remembering ¢-ing less X’s being identical with one who ¢-ed.
Quasi-remembering is remembering with or without identity of exper-
iencer and rememberer. Of course, if (as most people suppose) one’s in
the ordinary way remembering walking from St Paul’s to Trafalgar
Square entails that one did walk so oneself, then the remainder that
results from the subtraction from ordinary memory must not be reck-
oned under the scheme of X’s remembering ¢-ing and X’s not being
identical with the one who did this ¢-ing. But we have already seen an
obvious alternative, namely to say that everything is for X as if’ he
remembered walking from St Paul’s to Trafalgar Square except that, in so
far as that remembering is held to require X’s identity with the walker,
X may {all short of what is required.

"1 show (hat this will not do, a critic on my side of the argument will
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begin by protesting how easily this kind of ‘except in so far as’ can have (he
. effect of producing a description that is indeterminate for sense. Let the
[" Q-theorist consider the near vacuity of ‘It’s as if there were a thundere
| storm in progress except, maybe, in so far as that requires something (o e

‘Deﬁning a new term by the deleting ol all uses of the identily (;‘mm"pl
from the definition of an old term would be an honest and H!ru|glnlm‘»~
ward enough method of introducing the new term. But there i no ques

tion of making such deletions from a definition whosc actual text cin
<™ % happening in the sky’, offered as a definition of ‘quasi-thunderstorm’, never be submitted to the blu_e pencﬁ. ill encourage the Q-theoris
Here a Q-theorist who saw some future in the simple proposal (hit This response to his defensive ?hi ;I;ge.:‘\’on of ‘remember’, then how
- . . . 1 nitu ‘
Parfit didn’t offer would surely retort with the challenge to prove that (hix to issue another. If there 1s no leglcil e e oW ateave to l’oe assured
. . . . . ‘ bl 3 1N ) ’
was a _fair parody of his definition of ‘quasi-remember’.*® What then? does ‘remember’ have 1ts semgptlcll entl yall o
.. . . v . . 1 Xplar .
Before rising to the challenge to prove anything, I think the critic should of its soundness? Will the critic p‘ease e E has mcaning in the way in
. . . . il cr
point out that one could never demonstrate in the way by which Par{its The critic’s reply must be thaz1 rgmem e introducing a
. . . . ; . 1 — no
defender insists it be demonstrated that ‘quasi-remember’ is like ‘quisi= which most non-technical words do . anS; rent concepts, but by |
o . . . : 1 re )
thunderstorm’ or that it is unlike. For suppose, as is usually the case will) concept built up from s1r,npler. Oor mor (he Fr)na say) by standing for
e . . . - . ¢ nin
real words for non-artificial kinds or acts, there exists no analytic defini- virtue of use. Rem.err‘lbelj has its mea }gl - skei}rz 0 oeval concepts
tion at all of ‘remember’.*! Then any faultiness (vacuity, indeterminacy a concept with a distinctive plzltce 1§ta Wther nd now work together to
. . . . €

| etc) in ‘quasi-remember’ might not be demonstrable by a strictly analy(= that came of age together, deve Opi ?gth s concepts in the case of
[ . . . €
+ ical procedure — just as its soundness would not either. But not only that, some present purpose. The work o e eailiar but muli-
' .. - . L . ] unae

the critic ought to say. If there is no definition of ‘remember’, then there memory is to make 1t poss1bl(.3 for ES to e otain and extend the

. . . . . . : ch wi

1s no future in the project of defining ‘quasi-remember’ by subtraction ple operations and transactions by w What is more, that work pro-

A . L. . S.

from ‘remember’. For, in the absence of an analytical definition, there i economy of knowle(‘ige and awe.trene;l AN q1)1estion of laying

no question of arriving at the thing needed by a procedure of deletion." gresses. Given this picture and g’wen at 1 ! - ont that

: out the definition of ‘remember and scoring out every co.rr'lp :

% Another thing he might do is to claim that, as defined, a quasi-thunderstorm might be Dlane| . o hol tion between definer and critic must shift
for turning the milk sour. But this scarcely restores ‘quasi-thunderstorm’ to any parity with *thun- mports "=, the w : 0 € ques ! . tine place: could a
derstorm’, e.g. as the name of a causal-cum-explanatory kind. (according to the Crlth) to a different and more interesting p : 2

*' In Tractatus Logico-Phalosophicus (see especially 5.451), Wittgenstein sees it as a precondition ol 1he : . f memory that was identity free play the role that 1s Played m
definiteness of the sense of an expression that it should have some unique exhaustive decoinw- SPCC“?S_ 0 m Y di emory?
sition into semantically independent indefinables. Wittgenstein assumes that among senses Lhers - the eplstemlc econonly by or 1pary m e . aQ < that

| operates something analogous to the Axiom of Regularity (Fundierungsaxiom), which exchucles in One maj or role of experientlal memory, the critic will now say,

* the world of sets the existence of an endless downward sequence from a given set A in the forin R . diated ( Ibeit falhble) information that one can take oneself
... (DeC), (CeB), (BeA). But against that one will want to object, with the later Wittgenstein, (i it supplies unme late a} o the past. (s fiot the role of expe-
grasping the sense of an expression cannot, in the normal or basic case, be the learning ol a dil- ] to have goton the basts Qfone s owon experience in the past. ( S ] ! .
inition — or the as-if learning of one. ence analog ous to that which was assigned to gold or silver in older pic-

*2 This is the only serious thing that could be meant by the project of subtracting the concept of r N If av is manifest for quasi—memory to
identity from that of experiential memory. If someone starts on the process of definition, sonieomw tures of the real CCOI’lOI‘ﬂY.) no :’V Yy i by thing is as

else can, it is true, start on the process of deletion/subtraction. But how can the person deleting . do that, then the attempt to define qua51—rememb€1" y every g i

be sure he has finished? How can one ever say the new definition is completed? . ’ iblv in so far as 2 will inevitably subvert the very thlng
Someone might say that ‘swift’ (the bird) has no definition but, all the same, one could deline i i if... except possi Y ) ‘ o . ¢ 2 concept such as that of

new term ‘martlet” by saying that a martlet was a swift without any feet. What would he wrongl \ that sustains the s1gn1ﬁcat1on and pomt O .a P | hat

Well as a recipe for painting heraldic devices, that would be all right. But as the definition of* o pos : 1 intelligible notion of quasi-memory tha

I : s ' memory. Any serviceable or mtelhg X
sibly non-imaginary bird? Even in the case of a bird like the swift, indcfinitely many veal things : . . { ‘remember’ needs to respect the links

i about it may presuppose feet. Even if the martlet mated on the wing, could it hateli ot Teed its young NG depends on the gven mear.nng O] h . lve identit 33

| on the wing? If not, how does the martlet perpetuate itsclf? Is the martlet in the herabdic inge n that connect experience with kl’lOWlCdge. And these mvolve Yb

¢ well-defined kind of bird at all then? The grammatical correctness of X is a kind of swill (il licks e N is still pending, still held in reserve, remembper.

feet’ or ‘X remembers Y’s experience except that X may not be identical with ¥ proves nothing, = Parfit’s own Proposal 15 sull p &

In his inangural lecture ‘Meaning and "Trath’, Logico-Linguistic Papers (London, g, 11 ) . Yacti ie. sont excitées et employées hors de
/\\ Strawson spoke of the Dogus arithmetic of concepts”. For adevelopment ol that thought, see §4 - )es expressions et formes qui ont un sens dans Paction vrate,

. : i . Paul Valéry, Cahiers 1,
. . e o S . . AL ; ) e ot i s le philosophe ne s’en apergoit pas’ >
of Jennifer Hornsby, ‘Feminisim in Philosophy ol Lavguage’, in The Cumbridue Companton fo lewr domaine ~ et perdent pied. Mais le p P
Temanism tn Philosophy, cd. M. Fricker and | Horubsy (Cambridpe, soon),

ed. . Robinson (Paris, 1973), P- 753
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But, since a real difficulty appears to lurk here for all accounts of quasi-
memory, it will be best for the critic’s line of argument to be filled ou(
before we return to Parfit’s proposal.

Suppose that our use of ‘remember’ depends on our participation in
the living use of the verb phrase ‘X remembers (-)ing’. If it is among the
expectations conditioning this use of the word that the epistemological
role of experiential remembering should be to help provide us with «
starting place for the attempt (by further inquiry, in partial reliance on
the testimony of others, etc) to extend our knowledge about how things
are in the world,” then the starting place need not be something philo-

sophically indubitable or infallible. The real charm of epistemological '

foundationalism, once we forget considerations about immunity from
error, was rather this: that it saw that, if there is to be knowledge, there
have to be some unmediated starting points. Among these there must
surely be states of perceiving and remembering, including personal or
experiential remembering. But if that is right, then the first thing that
matters for the theory of knowledge is that perceptions and memorics
should be accorded by that theory their full presumptive title to count as
the place from whence, however fallibly or defeasibly, we begin. For pur-
poses of the pretensions of quasi-memory to play a role analogous (o
memory, it matters that quasi-memory should be a state of mind or
faculty that not merely permits an exercise of it to count as a dirce
source of knowledge but constitutes it as a place to begin. But how is thal
possible (one wonders) if there are doubts about how Q-memory places
the experiences it relates to, or if quasi-memory does not make (he
rememberer himself responsible either for the correctness of the recol-
lection of the experience that is to be a starting point or for the reliabil-
ity of the perceptions made at the time of the experience? (Q-thcorist
may appeal at this point to testimony. But our handling of testimony
depends on our proper deployment of our own experience. Nor would

* The same goes for the role of direct perception and one’s memory of what one helieves, In the

argument of these pages, I follow the argument of my article, ‘Remembering Dircetly” (10¢u).
"That argument, T should record, is an attempt to develop in one particular dircction one of (le
points made by Evans, The Varieties of Reference (Oxford, 1984), pp. 241(L. (I cannot undlerstand
Parfit’s answer to Evans, given in his (1984), p. 516.) How dare I, having (in cflic() criticizsd Q:
memory theorists for not demonstrating the soundness of their definitions, ollir non-conclosivee
arguments, all founded in the suspicion that the sense of the wored “remember” is st onee ie-
finable and sound? T only dare because the dialectical positions are not evaelfy synimetrical. s,
we scarcely know of any correct analytical definitions. So the most we have is the prospect ol a
correct definition of Q-memory. Secondly, *Q=remember” is the neologisi., We ougdit (o refime
to use it GlcEs given acdeterminate use, T the ease of remember® i has o determimate nae, e
conviction is at onee defeasible and dispensable (o s,
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testimony itself be exactly what it now is once quasi-memory was
counted among the sources of the testimony of others.)

Suppose it has started to rain and I need to be sure that, if [ am going
to go out later, then I shall not get wet. Then I need to be able to take it
as a perceptual datum that I see that it is raining, and as a memory
datum that I have an umbrella. If the question arises in my mind ‘Am T
sure I still have an umbrella?’; then I need to be able to summon another
memory, such as the recollection of having seen it very recently hanging
on a peg. [ need to be able to say from personal memory not only ‘there
are pegs in the hall and by the back door’ but also ‘I remember seeing
the umbrella there yesterday night.” From perception and memory and
memory of coming in last night, etc., I need to be able to say: ‘T'm at
home. This is the back door through which I entered. So the umbrella
must now be hanging in the corridor at the back.’

The trouble with such a train of thoughts in the form in which it
would need to be redeployed under the Q-modified conception of
memory is that the idea of an umbrella-check effortlessly organized by
someone’s idea of his own single-tracked unitary life becomes proble-
matic in a quite new way — precisely as we see it doing in the long cita-
tion from Parfit given in §g9. We can dispense with infallibility. What we
cannot dispense with is the organization of such thoughts by starting
points consisting of the unmediated presentations of memory and per-
ception and the accreditation of such presentations by their provenance
asunmediated. That is not all. To know how to start upon any future col-
lation of evidences I shall need to know which findings had that direct
provenance. If I am remembering in the normal fashion and I can
expect to place that which I remember, then I shall knew, as and when 1
need, what explanation to seek of the relevant perceptual and memory
findings, both the correct ones and the mistaken. I can weigh how com-
pelling each such finding is and try to put a body of them together into

LU

a coherent narrative that accommodates together and explains together

their several verisimilitudes or falsisimilitudes. But how else can they be
placed so except in a partial narrative of my lLife? For thoughts such as these,
identity is nof eliminable.

The quasi-memory theorist may react to these difficulties by suggest-
ing that the normal truth-condition for remembering be modified in

such a way that all I need to be able to claim is ‘someone in an R-rela- |

tion to me saw the umbrella hanging on a peg’. If the Q-theorist is stick- |

ing to his hricf, however, then he has no title to that explanation. Even if-

he can whitewash the ‘me’, he cannot appeal to the relation R in the




Y
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explanation of ‘quasi-remember’. For quasi-memory is one of the things
he needs to use in order to construct the definition of R.

12. MORE ABOUT ‘DEPENDENT IN THE RIGHT WAY’

That is the end of the digression. I hope it helps to discharge my obliga-
tions under the accord proposed at the end of §ro. From the considera-
tions rehearsed one has a lively sense of how wise it was for Parfit to
define ‘quasi-remember’ positively and outright rather than by an
attempt at subtraction. One sees how wise it was for him to invoke ordi-
nary ‘remember’ itself (in the existing sense) only obliquely (as in his con-
dition (1)). But one has some sense too, augmenting one’s awareness of
the open questions still left on the record (§89-10), of the difficulty to be
surmounted in any definition of quasi-memory that will respect the
linkage we need to assume between experience, memory and empirical
knowledge. At this point then, in advance of drawing any further con-
clusion, let us draw breath, and recapitulate the state of the argument
about Parfit’s definition of ‘quasi-remember’.

In §88—9, after it seemed that an identity-free concept of ‘remember”
was needed and it was furnished by Parfit, two questions were raiscd
about the definition of quasi-memory quoted from Reasons and Persons; i
third then arose concerning the phrase ‘in the right way’ as that figures
in Parfit’s condition (3). Condition (3) reads ‘my apparent memory is caui=-
sally dependent, in the right way, on that past experience’. In §11, the sus-
picion was voiced that identity of rememberer and experiencer, so far
from being cancellable, is in fact integral to experiential remembering
as integral as it is to knowing what you’re remembering. This last is somes
thing you normally do by exercising your presumptive right to place the
experience apparently remembered within your own life.” It scems (0
presuppose the very thing that is still in question.

The time has come to advance to something new, if only to a new sor
of question about Parfit’s positive proposal. Here is the new question,

%5 A Parfitian might respond to these difficulties by allowing that [ have given acorrect aceonnt w

how things must be subjectively speaking with the onc who remembers. The Parlitian gl
allow that the rememberer’s thoughts must indeed be as T have said. But that does not mean I|Aml
experiential memory as such requires it. My reply to this would he multiple .'m(I‘ wonlk! mmll}!‘,

no doubt, in reply to the Qstheorist’s replics to my replies. But the livst point i llu}( there s
nothing as yet in the definition of quasi-memory (hatimswers to the need forone wheis remem-
bering and sceking knowledge o organize his thoughis in the sequence sngpested at the enit i

§ir, Tor it is not obvious that anything in the Qanemorists conception ol meinory can lueniah V
the requisite materials fie starting points (at can e fortilied s atanding point by hielig o
acldressed Dack to the conpse of (he vetnemberey™ il
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Does Parfit’s condition (8) seek to discharge a responsibility to say how
memory 1s to be distinguished (as indeed it needs to be distinguished)
from the other mental states such as conceiving or fancy or imagination
or hope or intention . . . which present objects or events to us? If so, does
‘right way’ require the operation of a certain distinctive mode of mental
functioning? Or does (3) address a normative question, one also needing
attention if’ quasi-memory is to subserve the growth of knowledge in the
way in which memory does, a question about the goodness or badness
of the fit between how the experience really was and how the recollec-
tion presents the experience as having been?

Interpreted exclusively in either of these ways, as concerned either
with mode of functioning or with norm, condition (3) appears to be
insufficient to constitute quasi-memory with the very same nature, epis-
temologically speaking, as normal memory. It seems likely then that con-
dition () is intended to address both issues at once. Perhaps the thought
behind condition (3) is that what quasi-remembering requires is that
quasi-rehearsing a thing depend causally on some mode of mental func-
tioning or a mechanism, but a mode or mechanism which éself satisfies
some sort of normative requirement. Perhaps the normative require-
ment is this: that, for a wide variety of ¢, the mode or mechanism should
bring it about that the experience is presented afterwards as having been
¢if and only if it really was ¢. For instance, the mechanism should bring
it about that my memory of climbing the spiral stairs of Big Ben is of a
climbing; is of a climbing in the heat, is of a climbing something vertig-
inous, if and only if the experience itself was one of climbing, in the
heat, something vertiginous . . . etc.

Read along these lines (let us not pause to make the choices needed in
order to complete the task), Parfit’s condition (3) certainly comes to life.
But how well does the condition then provide for anything analogous to

the distinction between better and worse (normal, identity-involving) |

experiential memory? There is no escape from the worry that the nor- !

mative question of how well or badly someone’s memory mode or mech-
anism has functioned or functions needs to be distinguished from the
question of how satisfactorily the mode or mechanism involved approx-
imates to a memory mechanism. Can condition (3) admit mcomplete or
imperfect or partially wrong or oddly produced memories as quasi-memories?

N . . . {
Il quasi-memory and memory are to be generically related, it needs to '

accommodate all of these. If the putative relation is to have any of the
properties that first motivated the search for something like quasi-
memory, then the question is important.




edge by criticism, refinement and correction really cannot dispense with

,!‘ EhSlOD. Such ‘examples distract our attention from the dillere
: etweeng(guestlons of mental mode/mechanism and questions o ¢g#
¢ rectness.™ So soon as these issues are allowed to coalesce, as they seg
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At this point we will turn again to Parfit’s definition as it lics o
page, and then at last (with a start perhaps) we must wake up. '.l"h :
we see that Parfit presents there, once we attend properly to the pét
- I have quoted in §g, is not a definition of ‘quasi-remember’ (‘n‘r‘q
, memory” at all. It’s a definition (he himself announces that it isa d
- tion) of ‘have an accurate quasi-memory’. Inaccurate quasi-m(‘vr !

not provided for. |

This is nota tiny oversight, but the trace of a major philosophical
Cu!ty. Nor is it hard to guess how the definition in front of us canie |

(\belgg. Putting together the two distinct issues of mode of mental Iii
| tioning or mechanism and of norms of correctness, but being awarg
| the extent to which his condition (3) screwed things down too tigh
Parﬁt must have seen that he had to ‘balance’ his proposed cqug
(equivalence). Then he found (or so I surmise) that the only way of d
that was to add something to the left-hand side, rather than o rem
an unwanted surplus on the right. So the definiendum was change
the way we see in front of us. o
Here one cannot help but sympathize. For it is simply not obvious h
to lighten the right-hand side, or what to remove. The trouble is, thou "
that, as a technical term newly defined, ‘accurate—quasi—mcm‘l,(n"y’
now to be seen as a (so to speak) fused term. The components appdé}
ha.ve independent meanings, but, when they are taken as coml)ini;lg
mint a new technical term, no separate meaning has been given (o the
Under this mode of definition, nothing Q-analogous to inaccurate of
\nary memory could be provided for. '
Tp dwell, as we do so often, on examples of highly accurate anel ot
erwise perfectly ordinary remembering tempts us (I conclucle) It

to have done in Parﬁt’s definition, quasi-memory leaves the epistcmolags
ical economy with a marked deficit. N
(Iir} the first place., if quasi-memory excludes inaccurate memory
and/or excludgs variants on the actual mental modes or mechanismis of
memory, there is already a serious problem. For the growth ol knowls

36 i
It m;]ly see;}n tl?a‘t I'belicve 1_11av¢.- shown anti-nataralistically that these questions wee nttedy i
pcn("m.n, o. The mvcl.numm 18 no coubt selected aw one for which theve e e w norm, The -
operation ol the norm is conditioned by the meehuniso for which it v the norm, Nowe off thil -

is clenrie ; \ - . o
denied by ane wha simply insists ig 1 doing on the dinginetness ol distinet (fuentiong
¥
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cither of these possibilities. The relation R that Q-theorists want to
define will not then be built on memory at all.

In the second place, if quasi-memory is to be akin to memory at all or
to count as a direct source of knowledge about that to which it pertains,
then there needs to be room for the whole purport of a given act of
quasi-recollection — room for its pretensions qua memory state as well as
room for that which it purports to present and room for how it presents
that thing as having been — to be determinable independently of ques-
tions of the accuracy of the recollection and the goodness of its fit with
the experience. Condition (3), taken as it stands, makes this separation
problematical for Q-epistemology.

It may seem that the difficulties that arise from the conflation I allege
of questions of mode or mechanism and questions of correctness are
imported by the contingent particularities of Parfit’s definition. But that
style of definition arose out of his need to purify the memory concept of
identity. It was indispensable to the campaign to show that identity was
irrelevant to the thing which mattered constitutively in Brown’s survival
in the shape of Brownson.”

PART TWO

13. AS IT NOW APPEARS, THE STATE OF THE WHOLE
ARGUMENT TO DATE

Here is a summation of what has been claimed so far in this chapter: for
personhood as we know it, the identity of persons coincides (I began by

%7 There is a special difficulty in disentangling memory from identity. Unlike a perception, whose
occurrence ties it to what was there to be perceived and whose correctness can in principle be y
regulated from other investigations of what was there to be perceived at the time and place of !
the perceiving, and unlike a portrait whose title and original provenance ties it to some sitter to
whose appearance itis answerable, the act of recollecting an experience, the event ¢ to which the !
recollection is answerable for its correctness, does not permit the identification of its.content or *
referent, namely e, to be made on the simple basis of the place or time of the occurrence of the
act of recollection. The place and time of doing the act of recollection afford no indication what- :
ever.

On the jnner view. of memory, the importance of this comes out in the need (already men-
tioned) for the Fememberer to place the thing remembered, the experience, and thereby signal
(he correctness condition of the memory-state in question, by reference to something in the
sequence of his own life. He can only do this sort of placing or fixing of ¢ by engaging in the
kind of thought that the definition of quasi-memory does nothing to make sense of and that is
problematic for Brownsons (1) and (2).

On the outer view of memory, the same point comes out first in the need to ascertain from /
the subject Wial memory presents to him (see the inner view) and secondly in the need to iden- !
iy by neference to the ouler lifé of the sememberer the very experience — wherever there is one ~ to which
the recollective act or memory state is answerable for its correctness.

LA
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suggesting) with the identity of human beings. Human beings are sub-
stances possessed of a specific principle of activity to which, in the

course of alife, each one of us gives his own yet more specific, more and

 more distinctive, determination. Prominent among the specifically
“human activities is our exercise of the cognitive faculties. Faced with

Sydney Shoemaker’s Brown-Brownson case, our provisional first
finding was in favour of the identity of Brown and Brownson, becausc
Brownson appeared to be the determinately traceable functional contin-
uator of Brown (we said) and Brownson seemed to inherit (in the manner
in which any ordinary person who has suffered no such adventures is
constantly mheriting from himself) the perfected epistemic and other
capacities of Brown. He carries these forward through time, together
(we assumed) with Brown’s other skills and abilities. Moreover, we found
on further examination that the judgment that Brownson is Brown lics
well outside the reach of Butler’s objection to Locke. If there are diffi-
culties with the Brown-Brownson case, they do not reside here. Neither
for purposes of Brownson’s thoughts, nor yet for the purposes of describ-
ing in third person mode (or in philosophical mode) the set-up thal
includes those Brownson thoughts, is there the slightest need to try to
construct the identity free notion of experiential memory. Nothing
appears to prevent us from thinking of Brownson as having full cogni-

tive responsibility for the claims that he makes from direct personal
' memory.

That summarizes only what happened up to §8. Now for the rcst.

Consider the case where we have not Shoemaker’s Brownson but two
splinters, Brownson (1) and Brownson (2), resulting from the transplant-

ing of the two halves of Brownson’s brain into bodies of twin Robinsons
(each found available, we are to suppose, in debrained condition). Here,
we allowed that we may want to say that it is as ¢ Brownson (1) and

» Brownson (2) remember. But we declared that, on the terrain lying

- beyond the case Shoemaker introduced, no stronger claim ought to he

allowed than it’s as ¢ For neither Brownson (1) nor Brownson (2) is (he
same as Brown, and there is no newly minted, properly defined remem-
bering-of-experiences relation (or so it was argued) in which Brownsons (1)

+ and (2) can stand to Brown. (That was the conclusion of §§g 12.) No new

memory concept that was modelled on the notion ol memory that once
commended Locke’s discussion to us ought to try (o make room for per-
sonal or experiential remembering in the case of Brownsons (1) and (2),
I'riends of quasi-remembering seek to improve on the finding that in

various ways it is [or Brownsons (1) and (2) as il cach of them were

Ve
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Brown. But in so far as quasi-remembering gets us beyond that anodyne
Judgment into something that is statcable without the use of the ‘as if?, it
brings nothing but conceptual disruption.*® ‘Quasi-remember’ is ill-
defined; and in its application to Brownsons (1) and (2), a confluence

appears of two things that scarccly mix, the idea of a person as a singu- . _

lar thing with an individual biography and the idea of a person as a |
quasi-universal, susceptible of multiple instantiation.

I4. PARTICIPATION IN THE GROWTH OF KNOWLEDGE

The force of the considerations mustered so far would be blunted if
there were some way to contend that Brownsons (1) and (2) might after
all participate in the ordinary processes by which empirical knowledge
1s expanded. Before we go further it needs to be enquired (even at risk of
doing again work done already) what prospects there are of its being
shown that, despite the fact that their ‘earlier lives’ are shared,
Brownsons (1) and (2) could in their own way keep track of things they live
through, mark ‘memories’ by their provenance, and place the experi-
ences that ‘memories’ record by the position these experiences once
occupied 1n their lives, etc.

I begin on this by saying that the whole case for examining this pos-
sibility may seem to depend upon the prospective availability of some-
thing like the relation R. If so, let us note how easily and unthinkingly we
can relapse into the supposition that R is available already. Perhaps this
is because we are bewitched (as I have said) by the putatively sufficient
condition that is given such prominence by the hackneyed, familiar but
special examples where the norm and mode/mechanism constraints are
perfectly and simultaneously satisfied. These happy cases furnish no
understanding of the necessary conditions of the presence of the R rela-
tion. All we really know about R we learn from purported cases of it and
the role that R is meant to play — in philosophy. But that measure of
understanding cannot (I have claimed) assure us that there really is a rela-
tion that will both perform that office and be independent of identity.
Indeed, the rationale began to appear some sections ago for insisting
upon some residue of the ‘one parcel’ condition mentioned in §7.

%8 At this point in the argument it may be desirable to point out that, for one who agrees to discuss

these thought experiments but is drawn to the line I am still taking at this point in the argument,

it is not at all necessary to deny that the splinters Brownson (1) and Brownson (2) kave mental states.
Itis not even necessary to deny that any of the respect owed to Brown should be extended, where |
they actnally exist, to Brownsons (1) and (2), however pathetic they seem. They are after all repos-
itories of a kind. See §14.




" lives a life, a substance. He cannot be what he thinks he is. Moreover, il’
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In the second place, it is worth trying to think further about the epis-
temological condition of splinters such as Brownsons (1) and (2). In so
far as they proceed as if they were direct rememberers, and in so far as

- they take their experiential memories as direct presentations to them ol

their own past, they must become party (we have said) to indefinite
quantities of error. Each of them says that he remembers a momentous
one-to-one dialogue with Isabel (say) or a confidential man-to-man

transaction with Stephen. But there are two Brownsons and neither of

them is the same as the substance that was there in converse with Isabel
or Stephen. Each survivor thinks of himself as a single person with cog-
nitive faculties, and a life altogether of his own, but such thoughts arc
just wrong. Again, each of the Brownsons thinks that he is a person who

- experiential memory is to work as it must work for purposes of cogni-
' tion, there is no thinkable alternative but for it to induce in Brownsons

(1) and (2) the sorts of beliefs that unsplintered people have,
Nevertheless, the beliefs that Brownsons (1) and (2) need to have are

“beliefs that cannot all be true. For the sake of arranging for all this to scem

possible, why on earth should anyone want to pretend that R is well
defined when it is not?

Paul Snowdon has helped me to answer this question. The point i
that, even after issuing all these denials about Brownsons (1) and (2) angd

their supposed experiential memories of Brown’s life, the human being

| theorist is still faced with some impressive apparent memories. Whatever

else one says, it is hard to deny that each Brownson represents a reposi-
tory of memory traces or traces of memory traces relating to events tliu

“took place before either of them existed. So be it. We can and mayhe we

must treat them as repositories. Itis asif they had each been there. There
is no more one should say, however. In Parfit’s example, Jane might D

the sole remaining repository of mformation about the appcarance ol

the portico of some remote island church destroyed, since Paul’s cleath,
by flood. Nevertheless, despite any gratitude we may feel for the exis-
tence of this vestige, let us be clear that Jane’s state of being such a repos-
itory falls far short of the cognitive condition of one who displays her

memories in cognitive engagement, takes responsibility [or them, places
them, and exercises an option to accord them the status ol ordinary
direct memory. For the same reason, the attainment ol repository status
by Brownsons (1) and (2) falls short of that which would have niatiered
in the survival of Brown.

A third veniok, By practice, or even without practice, one can fall
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readily into the frame of mind where, having been impressed by the
Brown-Brownson case, one finds it impossible to think that the
Brownsons (1) and (2) case represents the passing away of Brown. The

explanation is not far to seek. At this point in the supposed history of

Brown, one very easily falls into thinking of Brown as a thing that per-
sists in Brownson (1) and Brownson (2). One conceives of Brown as a
thing that persists in its/his instantiations, a thing that is wherever they
are —just as the sail that lies over you, over me, and over a friend of ours,
is where I am, where you are, and where he is. (See Plato, Parmenides,
131b.) In short, one thinks of Brown as a concrete universal. Nothing
need be wrong with that. Indeed it is very likely that, with a little care,
one could invent a contradiction-free way of speaking of such a corpo-
rate being, not merely as a thing with a past but as one with a future.
One could index the thoughts that are ascribed to the corporate being
by reference to the members or constituents that give local hospitality
to the thought, even as other members or constituents lack it or have
another, possibly conflicting, thought. Under the new convention, the

corporate being Brown will be large, but within him he may safely |
.. . j
embrace contradictions. Moreover, if we are careful, we shall be able to

say this as theorists without ourselves contradicting ourselves.

Nevertheless, Brown reconceived as such a concrete universal is not the |

sort of thing whose survival was to have been described in the case of
Brownsons (1) and (2). Nor is this how we conceive of subjects of expe-

rience when posing the question of personal identity. The problem .

relates to subjects who have lives of their own, to potential authors of

autobiographies, who can say ‘I think. . . .’, rather than ‘In respect of

member m, I think. . .

Let it be clear that the difficulty here is not that metaphysics nceds to
look askance at corporate beings. Perhaps departments of physics or
psychology or philosophy could conceive of themselves as such. By an
effort of imagination or of memory, one might find even now some way
of thinking of such departments as participating not merely in power
or glory (high ratings) but in the growth of knowledge or understand-
ing. But there is an important difference here from the sort of thing
which Parfitians might think of as surviving or quasi-surviving. For, as
we have said, Brown thinks of himself not as corporate and nof as com-
posed of splinters. If a concrete universal Brown thought of himself in
(Shocmaker’s) Brown’s way, he would be wrong. Departments of
physics, on the other hand, considered as cognitive beings that do not
need (o coneeive of themselves as not having members or as 7ot multiple,
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rather thinking of themselves as pursuing the truth about physics along
the multiple paths pursued by different individuals or teams, must sce
it as their business to push physics forward by promoting individuals’
and teams’ constant effort, in seminars, in the laboratory or (he
canteen, to explain anomaly and transcend inconsistency. A depar(-~

g' ment of physics has no need to suffer from the delusion that it is itsclf’
. an individual person sccking after truth. Its corporate thought hadl

better be that it is what it is, namely a corporate thing in search of tlic
truth about physics by dint of the efforts of its members. Not only that.
A corporate being such as this can offer a perfectly ordinary account
of what sort of thing its members are. Suppose a correspondingly cor-
porate notion of Brown were confected, what then? Then corporate
Brown would be conceived as a person with members which could sce
itself as a person with members — and could say what sort of thing any
one of its members was. Corporate Brown is not then the sort of thing
to figure in an autobiography, a story of itself as one individual person,
Parfit’s account of survival is not, however, designed as an account off
the survival of a corporate sort of thing, It is an account of the survi-
val of things on the ontological level not of corporate Brown but of (he
members of corporate Brown.?

Epistemology has long needed to engage with the collective natine

of our cognitive labours, with knowledge by hearsay, with the role of

testimony, with the conditions for the accumulation and collective crit=
icism and emendation of knowledge. Yes. But no sane enthusiasts lor
these tasks will seek to dispénse with the hard-won insights of (lie
empiricist epistemology of experience, eyewitness and recollection hy
individuals with lives and histories of their own. Not even an under-
labourer can be a splinter like Brownson (1) or (2). The charm of nco-
Lockeanism was that it seemed to engage with our given notion ol
memory — of personal memory, that is. When defended by all the nee-
essary philosophical refinements, it gradually disengages with thal

notion and puts into question the only account we know how to give ol

the evidential fabric of our knowledge. Not only does its revised con-
ception of memory denature memory. It has now put itself” in danger
of disengaging altogether with the idea of an individual ‘sell™ which
was Its starting point.

3 If a Parfitian person were corporate, what account would it olTer of s ownomenmbers? Does cacly
member itsell” have members? In case there s areader who wane to pussae (his question i
incase that may be nselul, he will find aocinfvmal statement of the Fundicrugsaviom in noke 1.
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15. THE PENULTIMATE PROBLEM AND A VERDICT UPON IT, ALL
LEADING IN DUE COURSE TO A REASSESSMENT OF THE
ORIGINAL SHOEMAKER CASE®

In the philosophical transition that will carry us slowly back to our start-
ing point, viz. the Shoemaker case in its original state, there remains one
other case I have to comment upon, namely the case where the brain of
Brown is split but only one of the two portions is successfully trans-
planted into a Robinson twin. The other dies, we may suppose. Let us
call the survivor of these events Brownson Sole. In the circumstances (it
will be asked), how can we refuse to treat Brownson Sole as Brown
himself? If Brownson Sole claims to have seen the Aurora Borealis from
a fishing boat off’ Orkney on which he was the only US national, if’ he
gets the numerous details of Brown’s adventure right and this is no fluke
or accident, then how can we help but treat Brownson Sole as one who
was indeed there? It may seem that the only thing that is left to ask is
how well he remembers seeing the Aurora Borealis.

We can go as far as we like with the as if (I reply) and we can take the
as if as lightly or as seriously as we wish to take it. Indeed we can take the
as 1f fully seriously enough to experiment with questions put to a being
that we count only as a ‘repository’ or the carrier of traces of some event
they were not present at. When someone devises a whole philosophy of
als ob, that can be taken seriously too. But consider the judgment that
Brownson Sole is the same as Brown. If it is true, it ought to depend only
upon Brown and Brownson Sole. It ought not to depend on an assurance
about the existence or non-existence of another thing altogether besides
Brown and Brownson Sole. It cannot depend ad hoc on the accomplished
death or destruction or non-viability of the other half-brain that was
poised to animate some rival to Brownson Sole. Any verdict about
Brown and Brownson Sole issued in such dependence would infringe the
Only a and b rule, D(x) of Chapter Three, §4, which is founded on D(vi)
of Chapter Two, §7 (ad fin.) and the sortalist cam conceptualist argument
for D(vi). The argument there was all of a piece, moreover, with our
commitment to the distinction between a particular and a universal. (See
above, §14, the paragraph beginning with the words, ‘A third remark’.)

At this point, it is easy to imagine that someone may say that the Only
a and b rule looks plausible enough as an abstract logical requirement,
10 Readers following the suggestion in the Preface that §13 following should stand as a conclusion

for the book will probably be familiar enough with present philosophical trends in thinking about

personal identity to guess immediately what has been in progress here. If not, §1 and §6 of this
chapter, with or without §8, will supplement §13.

iy See

L pndses
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but as.k how the normal theory and practice of individuation as we havé
described it could ever underwrite its satisfaction: ‘In practice, in th
actual business of making identity judgments, the Only a and b) rule hi
unworkable.” My answer to that runs as follows: if Brownson Sole werg
the same as Brown, where Brown is a human being and thereby a ('ng;
nitive being, then Brownson would have to be the same human heing
anFl the same cognitive being as Brown. But Brownson Sole came intu
\ being frqrp Browp not in a manner constitutively sufficient to preserve
the transitivity of identity or to perpetuate the activity of a human heing
1as a cognitive being, (See §9 following,) On these terms, there is no quen-
tion of Brownson Sole’s being the same as Brown. The Only a and b rule
is not'unworkable at all. It asks no more of us than that, when we addrens
questions of identity, we should persist in a way of thinking thz\;l e
serves the distinctiveness of identity and marks the difference between
singular and universal. If identity itself is a matter of indifference to ye n,
of course you can ignore the rule. (Cf. Chapter Three, §4, paragrapl ()3
In. that case, your judgments will not differentiate identity from resen-
bling, succeeding, going proxy for, being a replica of . . ., and you dan'i
care. If you do care, don’t ignore the rule.

106. BROWN—BROWNSON RECONSIDERED \

There is a point here which, if it deserves anything at all, deserves (o he
fgllowed through completely. The principle we have just invoked is lhz\lr
since our judgments of identity need to be informed by consideration n;‘
.the kind of things that are in question and thus by the principle ol activ-
ity of these, our positive judgments of sameness are answerable (hy (heir
qature) to a norm that requires anyone who makes a judgment ol iden-
tity throggh change to assure himself whether the change is one that pre-
serves this principle of activity — and equally requires him to withhold the
verdict .of identity in any case where the change that is in question
would, in other cases that exemplified the same process, fail to preserve
that principle of activity. i |

On A o . :
ce such a principle is announced, it will scem that in our applica-

tion of it the question ought constantly and repeatedly to arise: *wiid SN
counts here and in this or that connexion as the same process?” One will \
expect that a constant need to engage with such ¢uestions will niake K .
party to an claborate system of casuistry by which the specifies ol cach

ONGOING Process can be interrogated in the light ol the Tormal proper-
ties of the identity relation and of the chavacter of the thimg-kind whose :
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members are subject to the process. One will expeet then thit ayone
making judgments of identity will have to put himselt” constantly into the
frame of mind of a common law barrister, as i testing his every though
against previous rulings or precedents. But as an expectation relating to
the world that we know, doesn’t this seem extraordinarily implausible?

If there is a mystery here, I think it will disappear with the reflection
that the individuative norms by which we normally proceed so cffort-
lessly (but which it seems we have such difficulty in rendering articulate
to ourselves) are incorporated already, en masse, within the grasp of
thing-kind conceptions by which we find our way about the world. Thesc
conceptions are effective —in Leibniz’s sense clear. They are not neces-
sarily explicit or distinct. By reflection and practice we can make them
more distinct (cf. Chapter Three, footnote 6). In so far as we have mas-
tered these conceptions at all, however, they not only enforce for us the
Only a and b rule that is disregarded in the proposal that Brownson Sole
be ruled identical with Brown. They mark for us the distinction between
singulars/particulars, which are not things instantiated, and universals
which are. (Cf. Chapter Two, D(vi), Chapter Three, §4.) Normally we
do not need to think about what we do. When we do need to think, we
may have to struggle. (Philosophy is no sure ally here. Rather the reverse
perhaps.) But none of this need count against the principle recently
identified, the principle stated at the end of §15 and resumed in the par-
agraph before last.

In the light of that principle, the time has come to look once more at
Shoemaker’s version of the Brown-Brownson case. In pursuit of the
enthusiasms of yesteryear, we allowed that case. Then we disallowed all
the cases that followed on after it. But as soon as 1 announced (§8) that
would mark such a frontier, many philosophers will have wondered how
much difference I could insist that there is between the process by which
a whole brain is transplanted into a body ready and suitable to receive
it, that by which one half of a brain is transplanted into a body ready
and suitable to receive it and the process by which the second act is done
twice over. If the second and third cannot yield identity, can the first?

Taken neat, this question is hard to answer, or even to sce straight. But
fending off the thought that questions of this sort ought to be reduced
without residue to questions about the individuation and differentiation
of surgical processes (questions for which I have just allowed we are ill
prepared), why do we not remind ourselves yet again of our method and
say, ‘Well, here as everywhere it all depends on what sort of thing we take

oursclves to be’? If we take that question more fully seriously, maybe we
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can recover a wiser norm of judgment than any that we exercised in
§86—7. So let us go back to that point and everything that led up to it.

At the beginning we organized our inquiry around the sortal concept
human being and bracketed the concept person. But the aim was not to let
go of the idea of personhood, still less to place the question of what we
are under the alien direction of physiologists, biologists, evolutionists or
others who are expert in matters relating to organisms. The aim was only
to fight free of the philosophical conceptions criticized in §2 following,
then to force upon ourselves and other persons the question of what, in
thinking of ourselves as human beings and human persons, we have
updertaken to think of ourselves as being. No doubt, the answer must he
discursive and draw on our inexplicit knowledge. No doubt it will he
essentially contestable too. But what should I say?

The answer I give begins from yet another misappropriation ol
Locke’s thoughts. It proposes that we apply equally to the concepis
human person and human being that which Locke said of self and of person:

Wherever a man finds what he calls fimself, there I think another may say is (he
same person. It is a Forensick Term appropriating Actions and their Merit aunil
S0 .belongs only to intelligerit Agents capable of a Law, and Happiness il
Misery. This personality extends it self beyond present Existence to what is i
only.by consciousness, whereby it becomes concerned and accountable, owiis
and imputes to it se/f past Actions, just upon the same ground, and for the same
reason, that it does the present. (Fssay 11, xxvii, §26, punctuation modernized.)

If a term is truly forensic, it surely needs a palpable and public usc  «
use that is intelligible in the forum. But then the term’s use in connexion
with questions of praise and blame needs to be all of a piece with iix
other uses in the wnlerpersonal sphere — and not least with all the uses (0
which P. E Strawson drew attention when he showed how intimately our
ideas of agency and responsibility depend on human beings’ rcactive
and participative attitudes towards other human beings.*! Because sucl
attitudes depend on the reality of human presence, that directs us to find
out the connexion between these questions and Strawson’s earlicr insis-
tence on the indispensability to the metaphysics and epistemology ol
personhood of the idea that a person is the bearer of both P- and M-
predicates. How a human being stands or walks or {rowns or smiles or
laughs or sulks or earnestly entreats, or how he fries an cgg, this is one
part of what he is — no less than is the sort of (hing (“mm'v‘ mentally’) e
chooses to say to this or that conversan(, how musically he plays the

T Qo ) . . .
See Freedom and Resentent’, Proceedings of the Biitish Academy, (8 Gotia), pp.aw,
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violin (if he does), or how calmly or wildly, how sensibly or vecklessly or
obsessively, how magnanimously or ignobly (in a manner hie s held
responsible for) he responds day by day to the predicaments of ordinary
life. Human beings’ dispositions and capacities arc gradually but con-
stantly shaped and reshaped. Tn the process, the particular ways in which
they come in due course to do whatever they do will become dlistinctive
of what they have then become and can be responded to as having
become.*? If so, then P-predicates, properly understood, are a subsct of
M-predicates. Unless they are, unless physiognomy and the particular-
ities of a person’s physical presence and being find their way into the
story, Strawson’s account of reactive and participative attitudes is hard
to follow through. But is enough room left for all these things by the
acceptance of Shoemaker’s thought experiment? Surely the character of
a person is not independent of his or her physiognomy, and this physiog-
nomy can scarcely be independent of the body.

Coonsider the same matter from another point of view, which is com-
plementary to the foregoing. In the Brown-Brownson case, after all the
events that Shoemaker describes, it seems that Robinson still walks. But
Robinson s no more (or so we were prompted to decide). We must get used
to this. It seemed that Brown was dead, but that isn’t right either (or so
it has been decided). Where Robinson seems to be, there is Brown. We
must inhibit then the affective responses we once trained upon
Robinson, and redirect our affective responses for Brown onto the
person who looks like Robinson but is Brownson. We must look into the
face of Robinson and try to see there, try to find there, Brown.
Meanwhile Brown himself, wearing Robinson’s face, must come to terms
with the difficulty that we have in finding him there. These are among
the things to be made sense of in the Brown-Brownson experiment. Can
they really be made sense of?

In considering the characteristically human modes of activity that
appeared to be preserved in the Shoemaker case and not preserved in
the cases that go beyond it, there was much to learn about the cognitive

% As one speaks of these things, the phrase that may come to one’s lips is ‘his doing such and such
an act in this or that particular way is a part of his identity’. When we speak at £, each of us, of
‘our identity’, what are we concerned with? Surely we arc concerned with the fullest determina-
tion as of ¢ of that which we are or have by the time ¢ become. But this involves us with the so far
shaped principle of activity which permits certain judgments of identity over certain imaginable
transformations but disallows other judgments of identity over all sorts of other apparently imag-
inable possibilities. These other possibilities are thought of, however contentiously and by what-
ever admixture of bluff, as bringing with them the end or virtual end of the subject who
undergoes them (if not necessarily of the subject’s memory traces or the traces of those memory
traces),
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facultifes and the conditions of their operation. But on the properly
foregsm view of human being-hood, why did not considerations of
physiognomy (etc) that are familiar to us prompt, at the outset, all sorts
of other doubts or hesitations about the Brown-Brownson ca’se? How
can the present author have been persuaded by the contingencies of
current controversy to devote six long sections of this chapter to (i, *(}
and R, but have allowed so fundamental an objection against most or all
of these thought-experiments to lie fallow? It was strange, just becanse
Brownson seemed in some ways to perpetuate Brown, for us to ignore
the developed faculties of Brown which Brownson does not intherit and
pay so little attention to all the implications of brain transfers of the kinel
th'at were described by Shoemaker. The high quality of the actors and
MImics one sees on the stage should not lead one to think that the (uess
tion of 'the. fit of the brain to the physiognomy of the new body which ix
to receive it 1s as relatively simple as the transposition of music from one
instrument to another.*® But now that the Brown-Brownson Sole case
and the potentially multiple output of the process by which Brownson

Sole eImerges as Brown alert us at last to further doubts, let us take (hem
more seriously. ‘

I7. ONE LAST VARIANT — AND THE PHILOSOPHICAL MORAIL OF
SAME. FINALLY, HUMAN PERSONS AS ARTEFACTS?

At this point, the position must be considered of a philosopher who wi
not at all convinced by that which I said about the case of Brown and
Brownson Sole (§15) but is suddenly persuaded that there is a serious case
to answer concerning physiognomy and the Brown—Brownson casc. ''he
difficulty posed by physiognomy impresses him. Nevertheless, alter
further reflection, we may imagine that this philosopher insists that cven
the .pc?int that he has allowed casts no doubt on a case where Brown
brain is transferred to the body of a Robinson who is an identical twin of Broron.
W§ may suppose that the philosopher also insists, with a fervour chaiic-
teristic of present-day controversy (if not yet of science fiction New
Comedy), that the point he accepts about physiognomy casts no douht
at all on a complicated situation where Brownson Sole emerges from tlie
transplant of half of Brown’s brain to the body of a Robinson who wa
one of four quadruplets. Let the first be Brown himsell) a long lost son
with a name given by foster parents; let the second he the Robinson

PG Willine (b ),
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whose body is animated by half of Brown's hraing let the third he i
Robinson in whom it happens that the other half” of Bre wii's hradt dies;
let the fourth be long since dead.

In the first of these two cases, as newly conceived, the body of
Brownson Sole is for all relevant purposes indistinguishable (my adver-
sary will say) from the body of Brown. In the second casc (oo, anything
Brown can do with his body Brownson can do with his, etc. ‘As for the
process by which Brownson Sole comes to be from Brown [this philoso-
pher may say], let that be characterized as the process by which a person
x is perpetuated in matter qualitatively indistinguishable from x’s and as the sole inher-
itor of &°s particular faculties and physiognomy. If such a thing were demanded
[he will add], then a guarantee could certainly accompany the process
just characterized. Yor, as thus characterized, this process can be guaranteed
not to create multiple candidates for identity with . Tt can also be guar-
anteed not to collide with any of the cognitive considerations adduced
in the endless chapter on this subject by David Wiggins. It is all very well
for the purist of identity to clamm that he is coming to terms with the
forensic marks of our concept of human being, It is time for the purist
to come to terms with the forensic character of our disputations about
identity. Provided that we slightly redescribe the Brown-—Brownson case
and all its successors, these cases can still show everything they were
intended to show.’

My preliminary reply to this philosopher will be to voice my doubt
whether making Brownson’s face very like Brown’s face can fully over-
come the disquiet that attaches to the very idea of ‘wearing’ a face. Off
stage, one does not wear a face, only an expression of the face.

My second point of reply is that the guarantee my opponent profters
for Brownson Sole is entirely empty if the guarantee now given for the
said process’s not delivering multiple candidates only consists in the fact
that, if it did do so, then we shouldn’t call the process in question ‘the
process by which a person x is perpetuated in matter qualitatively indis-
tinguishable from «’s own and as the sole inheritor of x’s . . . particular
faculties and physiognomy’. Within our given ontology of processes,
with going standards (however local, inscrutable or challenging to
theory) of identity and difference, separation of the kind that my oppo-
nent is attempting simply cannot be achieved by putting a special label
upon one part of one variety of one of them. (Compare Aristotle,
Metaphysics, vi1, 1030°" L) New nomenclature cannot undo the obvious -
truth that, by the processes he is deploying and the means he is using to z
perpetuate Brown in Brownson, a surgeon skilled in such techniques !

)
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- (namely transplanting brains or half-brains into bodies matching exacily

| the bodies they come from or else, for this involves the same things, into
| the bodies within which they will be viable) could produce multiples, and
{ might indeed produce all sorts of further outcomes for which we arc
' even worse prepared.*

The third point of reply relates to the idea of a guarantee. This is an
idea my opponent wants to cut down to size, to mock and belittle. Let uy
strive harder to make sense of it. A genuine guarantee relating to this or
that process must relate to the nature of the process itself rather than a
mere description of it. Moreover, genuine guarantees exist. However
you describe it, the process of jam-making can be guaranteed not (0
produce heavy water out of ordinary water. The now standard process
by which a stone is removed from the gall-bladder or is broken up there
can be guaranteed not to remove the appendix. Another process that
comes with a certain guarantee is the natural process, sustained by (he
operation of numerous laws of biochemistry, physiology and the rest, hy
which a human being comes into existence, matures and eventually
ceases to be, by ‘natural death’. That process is no¢ of course guarantced
to save a human being from murder or from premature death by ashes-
tosis, say, or irradiation. But it is certainly guaranteed not to produce
multiples, not to transplant brains or half-brains, and not (if’ that were
the better way to think of Brownson) to furnish new bodies to living, con-
tinuing brains. That is what makes this familiar process and the princi-

1 ple of activity associated with it one part of the basis for the making ol'
! judgments of identity. It is the lawful dependability of this process tha
entitles one whose judgments are shaped by that principle of activity (0

, claim that his practice is answerable to the Only a and b rule. If the prac-

. tice is answerable to that rule and it sees itself as reliant on dependable

. processes of this sort, then the practice will properly differentiate juclg-
ments of identity from judgments to the effect that the objcct b is the

* ‘When Parties in a State are violent, he offered a wonderful Contrivance to reconcile then, 'Flhe

Method is this. You take a Hundred Leaders of each Party; you dispose them into Couples ol

such whose Heads are nearest of a Size; then let two nice Operators saw off the Oeeiput of cacly
Couple at the same Time, in such a Manner that the Brain may be equally divided, Let the
Occiputs thus cut off be interchanged, applying each to the Head of his opposite Party-tnan. I

seems indeed to be a Work that requireth some Exactness; but the Professor assured ns, (hai il i
were dextrously performed, the Clure would be infallible. Tor he argued thus; (hat the two hall
Brains being left to debate the Matter hetween themselves within the Space of one Seull, would
soon come to a good Understanding, and produce that Moderation as well as Regularity ol
Thinking, so much to he wished forin the Fleads of those, who inagine they came into the World
only to waich and govern its Motion: And as (o the Dillerence o Brains in Ouantity or Quality,
among those whoare Divectors in Faction; the Doctor assmred ox lronn his own Knowledge, that
itwas aperfeet Trtle” (Jomathan Swill, Gullivers Daeebe Boak o, 4 Vvage o Lafuia),

Personal identity 239

proper replacement/surrogate/proxy for object a, or of 4 (‘is one of the |
@’s’). No doubt, as I have already allowed, the distinctiveness of identity |y

may in some connections be unimportant. But those cases are a poor !

basis on which to engage in rhetoric about the ‘forensic character of our
actual disputations about identity’.

"This threefold reply 1s likely to stir up at least two counter-ohjections.
The first will consist of a challenge to apply the positive account that I
have given of the human principle of activity to the case of the human
zygote. Normally, the zygote becomes the embryo, but sometimes it
divides and becomes twin embryos. What do I say about that? I am com-

mitted to react to this fact with a general ruling to the effect that the ;
human being dates from a time after the zygote finally splits or settles
down to develop in unitary fashion. The human being, the human

person, dates from the point whenceforth it 1s nomologically excluded
that its zygote will divide. I am happy, however, to be committed to say
that.® An advantage of this decision, which entails that the fertilization
of the egg is one part of the assemblage and further preparation of the
materials from which the fetus develops, is that it has the effect of block-
ing the unwelcome suggestion that the fetus is the particular egg that the
sperm activated. (If we concurred in that unwelcome suggestion, the
fetus might even be accounted as just as old as the egg itself. What will
explain better than the ruling that I have proposed why nobody wants
to say that the fetus is as old as the egg itself?)

The second objection to what I have claimed concerns the guarantees
on which the ordinary business of individuation normally relies. It may '
be expected to arise from the fact that such guarantees fall far short of

¢

any logical exclusion of the sort of events that figure in cases that reach

beyond Shoemaker’s example: “These guarantees are logically insuffi-
cient. But it would be foolish [I shall be told], on the part of those who
are so enamoured of their theory that they will put their shirt on guar-
antees of the kind that you mention, to seek to strengthen these guaran-
tees. For then these enthusiasts will find they have excluded the

# 1 find that, years ago, intuitively and in its own way, by a route not wholly dissimilar from that
followed in the text, the Committee of Enquiry into Human Fertilization and Embryology (1982)
chaired by Baroness Warnock came to substantially the same conclusion. (See Lords Hansard,
7 December 1989.) On ‘become’ see p. 73, note 14.

If one is moved by moral arguments to adopt a certain conception of the person and one cor-
rectly deploys this conception upon some question of identity and difference, must the decision
about identity and difference then qualify automatically as a ‘moral decision’? I am uncertain,
if only because of uncertainty concerning the terms of the question. Leaving that uncertainty
on one side, let us not forget that seeing a moral reality can be the reminder of a metaphysical
reality.

o, ,,/
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_ plify. His understanding must be all of a piece with knowing how to ketp
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interventions of orthodox medicine and dentistry from ‘proper

‘admissible’ application to human beings as such.’ |

| To this I should reply that it is not my concern, either herc or anys
s where else, to represent judgments of strict identity as resting on justiflee
| atory premisses that culminate in the deduction of an identitylur that
bring among their logical consequences the satisfaction of the D prinele
( ples given in Chapters Two and Three. That is not how the strictiess af
: thfe relation of identity is to be marked or vindicated. We have long sinee 7
rejected the deductive conception of identity-judgment. See ( Illu]x(ﬁ-f
Three, §5. (See also Chapter Six, §10, where I found myself reminding
the r'ea'der of the familiar fact that one can see directly, however l'ull'll)hﬁ
thgt it is one’s brother not one’s uncle who has come to call on one.) The
thlr}g which really matters, where someone makes a responsible (however
fallible) judgment of identity between the individual objects a and b, ig
that the various things the person judging has regard for in arriving ul It
should b? the‘ right things for a judgment of identity — that they he lhingé
appropriate for a type of judgment which, by its nature, goes well heyond
th; Weaker claim that 4 instantiates a, that b inherits the role of «, or lhni
b is interchangeable or interfungible with . One who makes the juclge-
ment that a is & deploys an understanding which is all of a piecc with (he
bus1.nes.s of subsuming object @ under some kind that is associalc with
a principle of activity (or way of behaving) that things of @’s kind ¢xetyis

;
!
i
!

Frack of such things, with grasping things’ natures well enough to chrohs
1C1.€ What they do or undergo, etc. (See Chapter Two and the various D -
principles that are assembled and paraded there. See also the Prelice
| last pa}r?xgraph but six, for the description I see as consequential u|)m; ‘
' conceiving thus of identity and individuation.) For any genuine ohject, ’
: ther.e is some right way of keeping track of it and this must track ity a
: part?cular. Cf. Chapter Two, §6. Itis from this simple truism that the whole
_business of making of judgments of identity extrapolates.
What remains then of the difficulty about splitting (ctc)? 'I'he reul

\i d_1ﬂ:1culty .that.the theory of individuation must have from cases ol splite
| ting, medical intervention, transplantation and the rest (orsol e melucle)

1 . . . K
| is not that such occurrences breach the imited and specific gunrunlvﬁu\

at Wthh the objector is sneering (and which are all that are needed (o
"sustain the relevant way of thinking of something’s heing seenrely

singled out), but that they add complications to the picture we have held out
~of asubstance coasting along (as it were) antonomously or under ity awn

steam. (Which does zot mean that, even in this picture, it interacts with
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nothing else.) In coming to terms with these complicalions, (uasi-casi=
istically so to speak, without much generality but in ready appreciation
of the universality of the commitments that one creates by deciding i
one way rather than another, we need constantly to refer the issues tha
arise back to our conception of the sort of thing that we arc dealing with.
Minor interventions (medical, dental, orthopaedic, osteopathic . . .) ina
human being’s pattern of being and acting confront us with no concep-
tual difficulties at all. In acquiescing in these, we do not prejudice our
understanding of such a pattern. The substance’s organic independence
can still be conceived as undiminished. There is no problem of persis-
tence. (We do not commit ourselves to allow anything on the scale of the i
Brown-Brownson case.) At the other extreme, however, in the so far “
imaginary cases where it seems a human being is simply treated as a tem- | !
plate for the production of copies, it is manifest (it ought not to be con- | h
troversia)) that ideas are changed almost out of recognition. Thatiswhat
I should say about Parfit’s teletransportation, a fictional process which
can as readily carbon-copy me twice (or thrice, or the number of times

it takes to make a regiment) as once. In so far as these cases are taken as
amounting to the perpetuation of the person Brown, we have lost hold
altogether of the notions we began with of what Brown is. The judg- |
ment that the singular being Brown persists thereby 1s unsustainable.

Everything depends then on that which lies between the unproble-,

matic cases and the cases that are out of the question. In these interme-
diate cases, where massive transplanting of organs or constant
interchange of parts is conternplated, as well as constant fine-tuning of
a human being by such expedients as gene therapy, the newly emerging '
conception under which we subsume a human substance will still be the
conception of an individual thing or substance with a destiny of its own.
Nevertheless, as we proceed along the road indicated, the conception of
a human person will diverge further and further from that of a self-
moving, animate living being exercising its capacity to determine, within

a framework not of its own choosing and replete with meanings that are
larger than it is, its own direct and indirect ends. The conception will
converge more and more closely upon the conception of something like |
an artefact — of something not so much to be encountered in the world ?
as putatively made or produced by us, something that it is really up to us ‘
(individually or collectively) not merely to heal or care for or protect hut
also to repair, to reshape, to reconstruct.. . . €ven to reconceive.

This new or emerging conception of what a person is will perplex s

not only with philosophical variants on the problen of artefact identity




242 Personal identity

but with practical questions. At the beginning, it may seem these quess
tions will be easy enough. Later on, when less and less seems to he
excluded by the then prevalent conception of human beinghood, they
may bewilder us. I speculate that this bewilderment can only grow s
that conception is progressively adjusted to the thought that little or
nothing that a human being might more than idly wish needs to be out
of the question or excluded by our human limitations. Will not bewil-
derment then turn to total aporia as our conception of human person-
hood is adjusted to the further thought that it is not merely our destiny
that is (in large part) up to us, or our ethical identity, but even the ki
of thing it is that we are? In the here and now, at a point well short of
this limit, there has, of course, been a huge increment in the sum of
human well-being. Why deny that? But before extrapolating this gain
mindlessly into the open future, or simply rejoicing in the technological
freedom that geneticists and medical scientists have been encouraged (o
create for us, there are questions to answer. 7
Here is one of them. If we cannot recognize our own given natuires
and the natural world as setting any limit at all upon the desires thal we
contemplate taking seriously; if we will not listen to the anticipations atil
suspicions of the artefactual conception of human beings that sound in
half-forgotten moral denunciations of the impulse to see people or
human beings as things, as tools, as bearers of military numerals, ax
cannon-fodder, or as fungibles; if we are not ready to scrutinize with any
hesitation or perplexity at all the conviction (as passionate as it is grounic I-
less, surely, for no larger conception is available that could validaic it)
that everything in the world is in principle ours or there for the taking;
then what will befall us? Will a new disquiet assail our desires themsclves,
in a world no less denuded of meaning by our sense of our own omni-
potence than ravaged by our self-righteous insatiability?*®
I frame the question and, having formed it, I grave it here. But a hook
such as this is not the place in which to enlarge upon it, to answer it, or
to speculate about the mental consequences of our available cnergies
being diverted from the gradual discovery and enhancement, within the
limits set by our animate nature, of more sustaining human ends — and
the further consequences of these energies being progressively redi-

rected to the endless elaboration of the means to ends that are less and

less often explored in thought or feeling. This hook is not the place nor

" As the hook goes o press, Elind apereeptive aceomnt ol some velated nisgivings i Hany €
Feank vty Necessits, Folition, and Love (Cinnbricdpe University Press, 1gae), pp. rolifl

)

Lersonal identity wyy

is its author the philosopher or moralist to hold np to hnan beings the
image of the insatiability by which they relentlessly simplify the piven
ecology of the earth and change out of all recognition the given frame

work of human life. Tn a treatise on identity and individuation, it is
enough and more than enough to point to the conceptual tie that links
together these issues of life’s framework and meaning, of individhuation,
and of the way in which we conceive of a human being,

In this work, the chief thing that needs to be made clear is that no
freedom that the theory of individuation leaves it open to us to eXEreise
in how we think of ourselves could ever liberate us from the constraints
laid down in Chapter One. Whatever it may amount to, our freedom to
remake the idea of personhood (to remake it by our pursuits and our
choices) could not entail that it would be up to us, once it was determi-
nate what @ and b were, whether a certain identity judgment a= b was
true or false. For it is impossible on the level of reference and truth-value
for there to be such freedom. As soon as it is determinate what a or b is,
the result of Chapter One, §10, is inescapable. Moreover, once an iden-
tity question is construed in a definite way, it must be determinate what
the question turns on. Nothing is left to stipulate. Only at the level of
sense is there any room for conceptual invention to enter. At that level,
T do not deny, there is freedom to reformulate bit by bit the answer that

we commit ourselves to give to the what are we? question. It is a freedom *

we cannot really escape. It is cognate with the conceptualist (residually
idealist) insight we expounded in Chapter Six and linked there with our
miscellaneous capacities to come to terms with the exigency of the iden-
tity relation. But we should think much harder how we exercise it. We
should think harder then about the choices that commit us to think of
personhood in one way rather than another. These questions are essen-
tially contestable. But from that it does not follow that they permit of
more than one answer.

Apart from the logic of individuation, what ought to constrain us in
how we think of human beinghood? Only the power of discursive reflec-
tion. How wise is it then to allow the goal of attaining the perfect state
of material and bodily well-being to fly constantly before us like the
rainbow or a will o’ the wisp? How wise is it for those who have almost
everything to project limitlessly into an open future their opportunities
to reconstruct and reconceive themselves in order to have yet more?
Where once angels feared to tread, how far will we go? If Schopenhauer
had conceived how elusive and difficult the question was going to be
found of what conception we should make for ourselves of ourselves; if
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he had conceived how difficult it would be found by the very substances
who exemplify the thing-kind whose nature has come into question; if
he had known what kind of commotion the question would occasion or
how sensitive the answer would be to the stability or instability of the
expectations that still prevail about the world in which we still hope to
find meaning and have our engagement; then I wonder whether he

would have wanted to persist in his optimistic declaration that ‘Just as

the boatman sits in his little boat . . . so in the midst of a world of sufler-

ing the individual man calmly sits, supported by and trusting the princif)-

wm mdiiduationis’ (World as Will and lﬁim; §63).
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