Countering the Appeal of the Psychological Approacho Personal Identity



. Introduction

Defenders of the Psychological Approach to Persddantity (PAPI) insist that the
possession of some kind of mind is essential td isir opponents fall into two camps. One group
maintains that we are essentially bodies, eacls ekisting not only when conscious and alive, but
also in the absence of such properties as longe&ls ocorpse retains its basic structure. The other
camp maintains that we are each essentially agliv@ing that is unable to survive death as a corpse
but did exist once as a mindless embryo and cauldv@ in a permanent vegetative state. My aim is
to make the position of the second camp, the BioddgApproach to Personal Identity (BAPI),
appear as attractive as the PAPI.

It is possible for me to count on one hand thoskgbdphers who believe that we are each
identical to our body, and to use the fingers ofather hand to count the supporters of the BAPI.
The PAPI is intuitively more appealing than itsals. It is the favored approach not just of those
who are religious or secular dualists, but alsiho$e who believe we are material beings capable of
thought. I will first offer an account of why thedgment that we are essentially psychological lseing
and not biological entities is elicited by scenariovolving brain transplants, the onset of
irreversible noncognitive states, and Siamese tali@sing every organ but their cerebrums. After
explaining the attraction of the PAPI, | will trp toffset its appeal by offering alternative
explanations of why we care about the person ifutfluge with one’s transplanted cerebrum and are
not concerned about the organic life that madessible for us to think and feel after our mind is
erased by an irreversible coma or permanent veégettate. Another goal is to supply readers with
an account of why they do not have to believe #aath cerebrum of the two headed organism
supports the mind of a distinct person.

My contention is that the advocates of the BAPI'lbave to concede that only the PAPI



can explain our reactions to these real and imdgseenarios. There is no need for them to bite
the bullet and just insist that people should gjaréd their intuitive responses to comas,
vegetative states and the sci-fi scenarios bedhedeAPI has problems in other areas that the
BAPI doesn’t. The BAPI can offer as satisfactoryaanount of the three scenarios as the PAPI.
To explain away the belief that we are to be fowherever our functioning cerebrum is located,
I will mostly draw upon Derek Parfit's work on oiglentity not being what matters to tihat,

of course, has been done before. What | will adti¢adebate is a response to the powerful
criticisms of Parfit's position that Peter Ungeshmut forth.

A very different argument will be used against B#ePI’s interpretation of an extreme
case of conjoined (Siamese) twins as being dispiacdons in virtue of separate consciousnesses.
Such a being, known as a dicephalus, has two aerebbut otherwise no more organs than the
average reader. So by any plausible account obdpical individualization, the dicephalus is one
organism, not two conjoined organisms. The dicaghpbses a major problem for the BAPI. If
there are two distinct persons rather than oneopeasst off from himself, such persons can’t be
identical with one and the same organism. It may the thought best to construe such persons
as parts of the organism. As a result of this, weld have less reason to maintain that an
ordinary person is identical to an organism, asoepgd to being a part of or spatially coincident
with an organism. By relying upon what | take viaél the reader’s disagreement with Locke’s
conjecture that a dreaming Socrates and an awakat8s are two distinct people if the thoughts
of each are inaccessible to the other, an argumiéiriie made that the dicephalus is just one
person cut off from himself.

What | hope to produce is a stalemate, leavingghder with two equally adequate accounts

of the same phenomena. Although | can’t do more Haaely sketch the argument, | believe that the



stalemate can be broken in favor of the BAPI. Téisecause the BAPI avoids the metaphysical
guandaries that arise from positing that the oggarand the person are not identical but are sjyatial
coincident Perhaps the most problematic aspect of accepatip#ly coincident material entities is
that there would then appear to be one too maniéhs® Since the person can obviously think, the
organism should also have such a capacity sirmesgesses the same brain as well as every other
atom. That would mean there now exist two thinkiegngs under the reader’s clothes! Although the
reader can see that there are reasons to be sieytibe PAPI, these considerations may not be
decisive given the initial, intuitive appeal of tRAPI's account of the transplant, coma and
dicephalus scenarios. So my hope is that the angisnoé this paper can reveal the PAPI to be
equally capable of explaining brain transplantgversible non-cognitive states, and two-headed
organisms.
[I. Brain Transplants and Prudential Concern

The response of most scientifically informed laygeand philosophers to the prospect of
their brain being transplanted is that since theain realizes (supports or subserves) their mental
life, they are to be found wherever it ends up fieming* Since a person could hypothetically
survive such a transplant, but in doing so woulkHaft a body or organism behind, this allegedly
demonstrates that one is not essentially a bobymian organism. That this is the case appears even
clearer if the original organic body is destroyédrathe brain is removed for then the person had t
body or organism could not even continue to exist scattered objetSince the person would still
exist, the person could not be identical to the &mirganism, nor a mere stage or phase of the
organism, for beings with different persistencedittons can’t be the same entity. The transplant
scenario thus seems to show that we are essemeatpns.

If people are instructed that it is just their apjprain, the cerebrum, that “contains” or



“realizes” their mind, they modify the above accband insist that the location of this part of the
brain determines their whereabouts. This is tremevhen informed that there is no possibility of
consciousness without a functional brainstem. Aowesd cerebrum will not support consciousness
during the transplant procedure, or subserveeratirds, unless provided with an artificial or new
organic brainstem. | expect that most neurologrdallormed people would believe that if their
cerebrum faced imminent destruction they too waddn be destroyed, even if their brainstem
would remain unscathed. But if the cerebrum’s fioms are preserved, destroying the attached
brainstem and replacing it with a duplicate dodseem like a threat to one’s identity and survival
It is more like a change in the power source ob@aputer, a change that leaves the computer’s
hardware and software intact. Although the compuwter't function without the power, just as the
cerebrum won’t support conscious life without thaihstem, theparticular power source or
brainstem seems irrelevant to survival of the campar person. Perhaps part of the reasoning
behind why we locate the physical basis of our psiagy in our cerebrum comes from the prospect
of rearranging our cerebral neurology in a way ti@nges our desires, beliefs, memories etc. There
is no parallel rewiring of our brainstem that aliwto still subserve consciousness, but likewise
changes our personalityAlong the same lines, surgeons poking the braimsan’t make the patient
recall certain events or odors, while it has begorted that probing the cerebrum can provide such
effects. Furthermore, damage to the brainstem restyal consciousness but lesser damage doesn’t
correlate with a narrower loss of mental capaatipaalized damage to the cerebrum does. It is this
type of correlation of our psychology and the cemabwhich leads us to understand the former as
realized by the latter, despite the importancéefiirainstem’s role in making awareness possible.
Following Olson, let’s call the standard respoise & person has switched bodies when his

brain has, the “transplant intuition.” Anyone wittie transplant intuition should also have the



“irreversible coma” or “vegetable intuitiod. This is the belief that one could not exist in a
permanently noncognitive state. Unlike sleep oip@mary unconsciousness, the destruction of one’s
capacity for sentience is thought to doom a persavould be difficult to consistently maintain a
belief in a brain transplant being the relocatiéra gerson while holding that an individual can
survive in an irreversible coma or permanent veiyetatate® The reason for this is the vegetable’s
upper brain actually liquifies and thus the corgagfthis skull resemble that of a body that has had
its cerebrum removed in a brain transplant proaedtithe individual could survive the permanent
loss of consciousness due to an injury or ilinbasitobs the cerebrum of its functional capacities,
then an individual should be able to stay behirttiébrainless body when his functional (cerebrum)
is transplanted.

Since the transplant and the coma/vegetable imgitstand or fall together, | will contest
just the transplant intuition in this section. Myntention is that since we are not essentiallygreys
(i.e., psychological beings), we are not transgdmnwhen our cerebrums are. The cerebrum is an
organ, no more essential to our identity than éifoWv organ, the kidney. Just as we are not
transplanted when out kidney is, nor do we switotlies when our cerebrum do@df we were
essentially psychological beings, then the cerebwmonid indeed have the importance most give it.
However, to use the language popularized by Davighifis, the substance that we are essentially is
that of an animal, “person” being a mere phasebdrf readers resist this conclusion and allow the
transplant intuition to persuade them that theyemsentially persons, they will find themselves
entangled in all sorts of metaphysical quandaries$ farced to hold the very counterintuitive
positions.

The reason the transplant intuition is so effecivéihat the future recipient of one’s brain

elicits from each of us a special type of concgpically felt only for the being with which we are



identical. The same kind of attitude that we takeur normal (transplant-free) future when we are
thinking selfishly or prudently, appears to be nfested in the regard that we show the future well-
being of the creature which receives our transpthntpper braif’ This naturally leads us to
conclude that we will be the individual which igttecipient of that type of concern. Our attituale t
the prospect of future pain supports this view thatend up where our cerebrum does. If we are
each told that we will swap cerebrums with a steaingnd one of the two involved organisms will be
tortured after the switch, considerations of seféiest would lead us to hope that the pain was
inflicted upon the organism that originally contdhone’s cerebrum.
[ll. Fission and Quasi-Prudential Concern

To counter the prudential beliefs canvassed albetall draw upon our reactions toward the
future well-being of a pair of persons that resudin the hypothetical case of our brain fissioning
and transplantation of each hemispHéihile we are not identical to either of them, ve¢ seem
to care about them in much the same manner as wiel @bout our own future self in the absence of
fission. | will then argue that the hypotheticahrtsplant case without the fission of cerebral
hemispheres should be understood as analogous fizgion case. Our concern for the being that
receives the undivided cerebral hemispheres shoolicbe interpreted as providing any more
metaphysical insight into our identity than suchaarn did in the fission scenario. Questions about
what matters to us and whether we would survivessewent should be separated. The answer to the
first will not enlighten us about the latter.

In order to better appreciate the hypotheticaldisscenario, first consider an all too real
possibility that you someday suffer a stroke thegtobys one of your cerebral hemispheres. The
stroke would be a maiming, and many skills and mé&savould probably be lost, but few readers

would consider the loss to indicate that they mmgéy exist. Now assume that the one remaining



functioning brain hemisphere is transplanted. Mesiders would maintain that they would be
transplanted when their one surviving working hgrhese is removed from their skull and placed in
the empty skull of another creature.

Readers should next imagine a different kind ofgpdant scenario, in which the two
hemispheres of their upper brain are divided aadsplanted into two different brainless human
beings. What has happened to the reader? Theaenamaber of objections to the reader surviving
such a case of fissidfilt would be very strange to say that the readarssattered object, half in
one body and half in another. If we took that atté to cell division, our entire body would be
composed of a single scattered ¢&fince the cerebral hemispheres appear to supjimisrthat
arenot each part of a larger mind, the result of fisseems to be a pair of persons. Since the two
resulting persons are not identical, the classi@ateption of identity would prevent the reademiro
being identical to both of them. If identity is tead understood to be occasional and contingent, th
two post-fission persons would not be identicadratie surgery, but they would be identical pigor t
the fissioning. The oddity of this is compoundediwy fact that it will be true before the division
that the prefission person will be in two sepapéees after the fissionirg Finally, it is utterly
arbitrary to identify the reader with one of theuking persons and not the other, especially if we
assume for the sake of argument, that each possteseame capacities and memotfeSo the
answer to the above question seems to be tha¢dderr ceases to exist.

Yet we would seem to care in a quasi-selfish asgprudential manner as much about each
of the resulting persons who respectively posses®bour cerebral hemispheres as we would care
about ourselves if we each survived a stroke wigh ne hemisphere intact. The prefix “quasi” is
added for while the concern seems to be the seafisklf-interested kind most of us experiends, it

a conceptual truth that prudential concern andséeléss is interest in one’s own welfare. Since one



doesn't survive fission, the concern for the beiegsh with half of one’s brain can't Iself-
concerm? | suspect that even the most selfish person wtakd on considerable pain prior to
cerebral division if this is the only way to prevewen greater pain being suffered post-fission by
each of the beings with one of the two hemisphétesording to Parfit, the moral of such reactions
to fission is that identity is not what matters mtosus. Parfit explains that “by what matters $¢'u

he means “not what makes our survival good, but wizkes our survival matter, whether it will be
good or bad; What is it, in our survival, that gives a reason for special anticipatory or prudentia
concern.* He insists that what we care about in normal cabsarvival isn't that we persist, but
that our psychology doé8.We care about the being in which the physicalizatibn of our
psychological capacities are foufid.

Parfit realizes that it is hard to believe thatitky is not what matters so he offers an
analogy to help us better grasp his claim. He taynagine a community of people who are like
us but with two exceptions. First, because of fabisut their reproductive system, each couple
has only two children, who are always twins. Sectredause of the special features of their
psychology, it is of great importance for the depahent of each child that it should not, through
the death of its sibling, become an only child ciSahildren suffer psychological damage. It is
thus believed, in this community, that it mattersagly that each child should have a twin.

Now suppose that, because of some biological chaogee of the children in this
community start to be born as triplets. Shouldrtharents think this is a disaster, because these
children don’t have twins? Clearly not. These twdlos't have twins only because they each
havetwo siblings. Since each child has two siblings, tierhust be called not twins, but
triplets. But none of them will suffer damage asaty child. These people should revise their

view. What matters isn’t having a twin: it is hagiat least one sibling.



In the same way, we should revise our view abaerttity over time. What matters isn’'t
that there will be someone alive who will be mas Itather that there will be at least one living
person who will be psychologically continuous witle as | am now, and/or who has enough of
my brain. When there will be only one such persen¢can be described as me. When there will
be two such people, we cannot claim that eachbsiline. But that is as trivial as the fact that, if
| had two identical siblings, they could not bel@almy twins??

Fission presents us with a case of quasi-prudeatiatern that would be basically no
different from the concern that the stroke victinould show to the one and only functional
hemisphere being transplanted. This suggests thahay be misled in the nonfission transplant
cases. Our quasi-prudential concern falsely leads believe that the being we care about is adutu
being with which we are identical. It seems to hag Parfit's insight can undermine many a reader’s
initial response that he could be transplantedsi{bndivided) upper brain is. My hope is that the
reader comes to see the cerebrum transplant ts bee@aphysicallyunimportant as a kidney
transplant.

IV. Unger’s Attack on Parfit's Thesis of the Unimpatance of Identity

Peter Unger disagrees with the Parfitian thesisidés two thought experiments to show that
what matters most to us is our continued existedeaims to show that our prudence-like concern
is correlated to our survival. If we are not goiagurvive a procedure, our concern for the beiag t
does emerge is less than it would be if we hadgieds Unger doesn’t need to show that there is no
guasi-prudential concern, only that it is less ttiaat felt in cases of survival. In the first thditig
experiment, Unger has readers imagine a case oflwstical “century fission,” in which their brains
are divided into 100 equipollent (i.e. psycholodiiceedundant) persons, each with the exact same

memories, desires and capabilities that the rqaoksessed as a single person before fissidning.
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Unger argues that we each would take on less ofdebh prior to century fission to prevent any or
all of the resulting 100 persons from being tortlutkan we would undertake if faced with the
prospect of our undivided self facing the same elegif torture in the future. Unger infers that this
shows that we care more for ourselves than forethesngs that possess a large enough portion of
our original brain to be persons, but due to tigeclof identity are not identical to us. So, contta
Parfit's thesis, what matters to us is our contthagistence. Prudence-like concern does indeed
track identity.

I would agree that Unger has provided an accuteseriptionof how most people would
respond to the prospect of pain before and aftetucg fission. Nevertheless, | will provide a
differentexplanationof their reactions than Unger offers. My contentis that people just have
trouble imagining that their brains can be divideid a hundred redundant slices, each with the
same thoughts, wants, abilities, and sensitivibggain as the other. This failure of imaginatisn i
what accounts for their lesser concern towards$itimelred fissioned slices than they each have for
our own nonfissioned future self. So we shoulddratv any conclusions about identity from this.
Our response to century fission is analogous totwhba reactions might be if we lived for a
thousand years or could die and come back to Iie times. For instance, regarding the first
hypothetical, we would probably care less abouttida@pens to us nine hundred years into the
future than a year from now. While we would takensore burdens in the immediate present to
avoid torture one year from now than we would toid\the same torture nine hundred years from
now, this lack of concern shouldn’t lead us to éeti that we would not be around nine hundred
years from now The problem is that we merely failed to imagine plain vividly or really didn’t
take to heart that the torment would be inevitalméess certain measures were now taRen.

Anyway, even if my explanation is inadequate, if ®actions to normal fission and century fission
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diverge, since the former is more realistic, aecloser possible world, it should be understoadep
Unger, as a more reliable indicator or our deepesvictions about personal identity.

Unger also attempts to combat the Parfitian thiésisidentity is not what matters to us by
relying upon a thought experiment where one’s bisareplaced piecemeal, but in a manner that is
much faster than the natural replacement of onedgbmatter over time. He calls this thought
experiment “The Spectrum of Congenial Decompositiith Reconstruction? The replacement is
“congenial” for it realizes qualitatively the sarpsychology, even if it occurs too quickly for
survival. (If the basis for mental capacities wegmoved and not replaced, some high-minded
people might let their distaste for an undignifieéntal life affect their expression of concern
towards the resulting creature and this would thiasesults.) Unger claims that at some pointen th
spectrum thought experiment, our conventions did¢teatt too much of one’s brain has been replaced
too quickly for it and thus one’s person to sunil/@here has not been sufficient time for the
existing brain to assimilate the new parts. Sudieexely speedy part replacement results in a
duplicate of the original brain and pers8tinger maintains that the attitude we would takini®
threshold being crossed and our having been rgplaane in which we would care less about the
resulting brain and person even though the regutarson’s psychology is qualitatively identical to
ours. Unger believes that since there must beididg/line, even if it is just one cell that sepgasa
our last moment of existence from that of a difféggerson and this line will distinguish a beingtth
we care more about than the new person that isnestell different from ourselves. Although we
would still project considerable quasi-prudent@hcern for this future being which contains all of
our brain but the one crucial cell, the concerndeslightly lesghan that felt towards the future
of the brain when it would still realize our owreittity. This shows, Unger alleges, that what mstter

most to us is our own survival. He concludes thaidpnce-like concern does track identity,
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dropping slightly when identity fails to be preseav

My view of Unger’s spectrum thought experimentiattour prudential or quasi-prudential
concern doesn't track our identity, rather it is tither way around. More precisely, the judgement
that most people make about their survival follanwd is dependent upon a prior judgement of what
they care about. People are tempted to say thattbeld cease to exist when there isn’t enough of
their most treasured desires and interests st#iphlly realized. So what happens when they are
considering the thought experiment is that thest top to care as much about some mind-realizing
grey matter and then because of this, they mistpketge that they would cease to exist at such a
time. This conclusion can also be supported byptaeiously mentioned standard case of fission. It
showed that what people care about is the respeamditinuous fulfillment of certain aspects of thei
brain’s psychology and not who fulfills them.

Unger doesn't tell us what parts of the braenkeeing too quickly replaced. But if a lot of our
brain that was being replaced controlled involuntaiblogical systems or various unconscious
aspects of perception, we wouldn’t think we cedsexkist. So Unger’s readers must be assuming it
is the part of their mental life which houses tleeinscious life which is being too quickly replaééd
It is only when enough of the physical realizatidntheir desires, memories, abilities and habits is
too quickly replaced are people tempted to sayttieathave ceased to exist. So, again, it isnit the
existence or its absence that is driving theirrele@f concern for a certain mental life, rathes it
the converse. People are making their decisionstdheir continued existence when too much of
what they are concerned about, i.e. their deamsthplogy, has been too rapidly exchanged for
physical duplicates. So it is only given this asption that it follows that our utmost prudential
concern and our identity will not diverge.

Unger’s thought experiment is thus less succesiséul he thinks because of the absence of

13



an independent decision about our continued existemich ighenfollowed by a change in quasi-
prudential concern. What Unger needs is a cleanti which we don’t exist any more to be
established independently of our concern abougicerhental activities (as in the case of fission
where it is the logic of identity that produces finggment that we wouldn’t survive the procedure.)
Then what must follow is that our prudence-like @am drops off on the recognition of this fact.
But, as | said above, Unger is only able to geébuhagine his dividing line by our first thinkirigat
too much of our dearest psychology is gone. Thisglttop in what we care about is what determines
most people’s judgments about their no longer exjstUnger has matters backwards.
V. Brain Transplants and the Organism’sLack of Prudential Concern

Perhaps the reader is still not convinced abouParfitian-inspired account of the relation
between identity and prudence-like concern. If tedahe case, then the argument offered in this
section could perhaps tilt the scales in favorasfiPs thesis that identity is not what mattersstio
us. Ironically, the seeds of defeat of the PAPlenganted in the very transplant scenario that the
advocates of the psychological approach belietresislecisive argument for establishing that we are
persons and not animals. We can see that idestitypti what matters to us by attending to the
thoughts and actions of the normal human organistinet prospect of an upper brain transpfant.

Since the human organism and the person havenelsain, it would seem to follow that
the organism has all the thoughts that the pereen drior to the latter's transplantation sineeis
spatially coincident with the person. If one caa tiee brain to think, the other should be ablesto a
well. If the person cares about the being thatnegdkeive the cerebrum transplant, so does the human
animal. Thus the organism presents us with a clase in which a thinking substance, one that is
atom for atom the same as the person, doesn’trcéine quasi-prudential (or quasi-selfish) way as

much about its own survival as it cares in a qpasdential manner about a being distinct from it.
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No organism is transplanted when just its cerelisjnst as no organism is destroyed when only its
cerebrum is.

Virtually every human organism cares most aboub#ieg that ends up with its upper brain
and conscious mind, even if it will receive thigrags brain in a swap. We can more vividly imagine
this by stipulating that one of the two beings thditbe involved in a brain swap must be tortured
some time after the transplant occurs. The orgarmpsiar to the brain swap, would choose a future
in which it is tortured after the acquisition of mew cerebrum, preferring to spare the organism
where its old brain will end up. We can assertwith as much certainty as we can our claim about
whom the person would decide to torture sincewwedhare the same brain and thus have all the
same thought¥. Thus survival (i.e., identity of a present beinighwa future being) is not what
matters most to at least one thinking substartoe htiman organism. So if there are two conscious
beings under the reader’s clothes, when one oéthike person, claims both that identity is what
matters most in survival and that he would be phrged if his cerebrum is, the organism has
expressed a thought of the same character. Soghrism has actually demonstrated considerable
guasi-prudential concern for a being he is nottidahwith, and little concern for himself.

The reader might respond that survilles matter to the organism, it just is that it
mistakenly thinks that it is the person. Accordioghis line of thought, to truly undermine thewie
that identity is what matters, the organism muswkthat it is the organism and then care less about
its persistence than the survival of its psycholagnother organism. However, this protest can be
easily met and the demanded test provided. Thédselre”organism would realize that it doesn’t
survive the transplantation of its cerebrum buitwbuld not care about its brainless state or efven
a new cerebrum was placed in its partially emptyiskconsider myself such an organism. | don’t

care at all for surviving in a permanent vegetasiate or even with a new functioning cerebrum as a
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result of a brain swap. Prior to the cerebrum spragedure, | would care about the being that will
end up with my cerebrum, but | don’t identify myisgith that being. So if the PAPI is correct and

the organism is not identical to the person, timentheory ironically provides a splendid case of a
thinking being, an organism, one with cognitiveaapes just like those of a person, that careemor
in a quasi-prudential way for a being with whiclsinot identical.

Assuming that the organism can really think eniuly distinct from the person, then we
have good reason to believe that such quasi-prizd@oincern is not an accurate guide to where
each organism substance ends up after a transplaat. is true of the human animal, may also be
true of the alleged person substance that is atoatdm the same as the thinking animal. Since one
thinking being, the animal, doesn’t care that mabbut its own future persistence, and is more
concerned with another being that is a distinctmahiwhich will in the future “house” its old
mind/brain after a swap, it becomes more plaugibkhink the same could be true for that other
thinking being, the person.

So if the human animal doesn’t care most abowatts future (in the transplant case it stays
behind), then there is more reason to think theesalbout persons. Persons too could care just as
much about a future entity that won't be them ay tho about their present self. Once readers allow
this possibility, they will be more receptive tajudentifying persons and organisms and accepting
that their persistence conditions are biological, psychological. Readers may have previously
resisted understanding the term “person” as a ptese sortal because the actual person cared most
about the person that the transplanted brain maeskghge. They naturally assumed that the original
person went with the transplanted cerebrum andHheforganism behind. But once the intimate
connection between prudential concern and ideistiipdermined, we become free to see the person

as the animal. The person is not a "competingtoiritiding” entity, another substance, but is the
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human organism.

To claim that the term “person” is a phase sogtéb iassert that persons thus have the same
ontological status as students and lawyers - thegemarcated by nonessential attributes that an
individual can possess for a time, but can exi#tout. Human organisms begin to exist before they
become persons or lawyers and then with some loagiich as an irreversible coma or disbarment,
they live out their lives without any longer begyrsons or lawyers. But since the terms “person” or
“lawyer” pick out a being that is respectively wigr or a person for a stage of its existence,nee a
able to utter the superficially paradoxical statethibat “The person (or lawyer) existed before he
became a person (or lawyer).” Likewise, we can‘pseson” or “lawyer” to refer to a human being
after it enters a permanent vegetative state aeset® practice law. It isn’t incoherent to sayt tha
“The lawyer is no longer a lawyer.” The first tokefilawyer” refers to the entity that was a lawyer
for a phase, the second term reports that theioheavno longer has the property of being a lawyer.

VI. Siamese Twins: One Organism and Two Persons?

We are familiar with Siamese twins that share songans, skin or bones. If there is a
duplication of vital organs, they may each be ablsurvive separation. Consider a case that has
never occurred, but seems metaphysically possibbghich there is no duplication of any organ but
the cerebruni? Because this creature, the dicephalus, possessa®tebrums, themaybe two
persons present, but there is only one organisce sin extra cerebrum no more produces a second
organism than would an eleventh finger or thirchieigl The mental contents of each of the twins are
opaque to the other. Both have the requisite pdggiual capacities for personhood, whether this be
consciousness, self-consciousness, a moral satiseality, agency, memories etc. It would seem
that they are separate persons with distinct gersie conditions, one person being able to survive

the destruction of the other cerebrum and the patgealizes.
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The existence of such creatures make it veryadiffito maintain the position of the BAPI
that a person is just a phase of an organism. Aaogto the biological approach, the person and the
organism are identical, the terms “person” and dorgm” just refer to the same entity in virtue of
different properties. But how could two distinctgens be one and the same organism? If they are
not identical to each other, they both can’t benithal to the organism. The BAPI has to treat the
Siamese twins as just one thinking individual dfrom himself - half his thought not accessilde t
the other. That strikes most readers as an imgeusiterpretation. They will find it more intuitv
to treat each head as belonging to a differenppesnd as Jeff McMahan writes: “because there is
no reason to suppose that the dicephalic twina ditferent kind of entity from ourselves, or that
different account of personal identity appliesherh, we should further conclude that we are not
organisms either’®

| suggest that we resist the initial plausibilifytloe explanation offered by the PAPA and
interpret the phenomenon of the two-headed orgaassjust one person “cut off” from himself.
Consider Locke’s example of Sleeping Socrates aakiilg Socrated Every night Socrates
dreams and while doing so has no memories of angdKe. And when awake, he has no
recollection of his dream life. (Perhaps he bekelve is an Egyptian pharaoh rather than a Greek
philosopher in each of his dreams.) Locke conclutiatiSleeping and Waking Socrates were
two different people for they were psychologicadlglated from each other. | assume that most
readers would instead be more receptive to thenclaace Locke, that there is one person,
Socrates, cut off from himself. Perhaps they waalg the same in a case of multiple personality
disorder. The mental disease involves just oneoparo lacks an integrated mental life, rather
than many persons cohabiting. Supporting the fojodgment is that people generally don’t

mourn when a cure is obtained resulting in an natiegl mind with no trace of the other
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personalities. If it was believed that persons vasgtroyed when multiple personalities were
eliminated, at least regret, if not grief, woulddmpropriate® | ki
defenders of the PAPI will be in the strongest pasiif they can adopt Locke’s position and
claim there are two people, Waking and Sleeping&es. If they resist this interpretation, |
don’t see how they can use the two-headed casepmg their attack on the BABIBut | don’t
envy readers who embrace this Lockean interpretaticghe sleeping person for it is very
implausible. However, some readers might protestttie sleeping and waking Socrates case is
different from the Siamese twins in a number of svdyirst, in the two-headed scenario, there
can be concurrent chains of thought opaque to ethear. Sleeping Socrates and Waking
Socrates never are thinking simultaneously. Thghtrprovide reason to hold that the latter are
really not two people, but just one cut off fronmiself. The two headed, on the other hand, really
are two distinct persons.

The proponents of the BAPI could respond by makisg of Socrates’s Freudian
unconscious and Socrates’ conscious superego.t8scnay be having deep, dark, sexual
thoughts about his young wife at the same timesasohnsciously ruminates upon the form of
justice. Neither chain of thought is accessiblehother. | assume that most readers woatd
describe this as involving two persons, “Id Sogatnd “Superego Socrates,” but rather as one
person cut off from himself.

Readers sympathetic to the PAPI may instead respiatdt is not the differertimesof
thought but the distinct locations, physical cdamsittns and thus (apparent) differences in
persistence conditions which prevents annexingwioeheaded case to that of Sleeping Socrates.
Since one cerebrum could go on producing thougirdtdess of what happened to the other

cerebrum, this suggests that there are two peaplepne. A massive stroke that destroys one
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cerebrum is not the maiming of a “larger” perstw lioss of half of the person’s mental abilities.
Rather, it is the total destruction of a distinetgon. There is nothing similar in the case of &est

If the sleeping Socrates’ mental abilities are idgstd, so are those of the waking Socrates and vice
versa.

My response is that the two-headed creature andat®scmay not be as different as
suggested in the above passage. Too see thisy hef@ato first consider a computer that can run a
number of programs. A virus or glitch renders iable to run certain of those programs, but it can
still operate others. Something analogous coulg&apo Socrates. Perhaps different neurons fire
when Socrates is asleep than when he is awakkit @ the same neurons that are involved, they
could do their signaling in different sequencessedifferences in firing patterns keep the dregmin
Socrates from knowing anything about his waking/éihd vice versa. Now suppose that one of these
sequential patterns is permanently blocked. We avitngdn have something similar to the case of one
of the organism’s two cerebrums bepiysically incapacitatedsince we have already assumed that
Sleeping Socrates and Waking Socrates are onep&savould not consider the permanent loss of
the capacity to dream to be the destruction ofpérson, Sleeping Socrates. Instead, we would
understand the event as the loss of certain meatscities and states of a person which had
previously been inaccessible to the rest of theggreés mind.

Readers may think that there is a third differdoe®veen the dicephalus and the sleeping
and waking Socrates cases. They may argue thabtleeptual skills of Sleeping Socrates were
acquired from learning processes undergone by Wekatrates. This single acquisition and
subsequent concept sharing would not be the casledawo minds in the dicephalus scenario. It
is conceivable that what each of the dicephalusgrex knows has been acquired completely

independently of the other person. It would beerasi imagine this if the two cerebrums each
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had access limited to an ear or eye that the dlideit. Or, sticking to the original set up in
which everything is shared but the two cerebruims perceptual signals could be blocked right
at the point of entry to the respective cerebrurhss difference may be thought to provide a
reason for believing there are two minds and twsges in the dicephalus scenario, while just
one divided mind and person in the Socrates case.

I have some doubts as to whether this differen@®ntept acquisition is in principle
significant. Anyway, it might be metaphysicallywssll as physically possible for Sleeping
Socrates to learn what Waking Socrates cannot. (#adertainly have no trouble imaging that
Waking Socrates could learn many things not adskesg) Sleeping Socrates.) Readers have no
doubt heard of people claiming to have acquireditedge by playing tapes while they slept.
Even if readers are skeptical of such reportsnltcsee why we can't legitimately imagine that
actually happening - and to a much greater defuse tas been previously claimed. Moreover,
we could add that Sleeping Socrates sleepwalkegsrmotherwise involved in some behavior if
more interaction with the world is needed for auglale account of learning, especially of a first
language. And this information, like much of oueam life, might never be shared with the
waking mind. Thus Sleeping Socrates could leanmanner that was not parasitic upon
Waking Socrates’ education, therefore vitiating aleged difference between them and the
dicephalus.

My recommendation is that just as we would nottttika sleeping Socrates as a different
person from the waking Socrates, we should not thestwo cerebrums as each realizing different
persons. Thus unless readers treat the sleepimgt&sas Locke does, they cannot analyze the two-
headed as two persons on the grounds that theigith@ccurs at different times or the thoughts of

one stream of consciousness can be physicallyacgaged without interfering with the other stream
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of consciousnes¥.
VII. Why the PAPI Should not Believe Two Heads aréetter than One

In our earlier discussion of the cerebrum trangpthe PAPI provided some ammunition to
the BAPI by assuming the organism and person wistect. Add to this the assumption that the
organism could think, and we had a fine examplamintelligent being (the organism) for whom
identity did not matter, i.e., what matters to &sm'’t its survival but its psychology continuing.
Ironically, in the Siamese twin scenario, the sasgimptions of the PAPI again provide the BAPI
with the resources to explain away the initial agpé the psychological approach. According to the
PAPI, the organism and the person are distincttanbss. Since the two heads belong to the same
organism, then if the organism can think, it canktwith both cerebrums. We would describe this
thinking organism as either one individual whosadns divided, or if the existence of two minds is
not in doubt, as one being whose thoughts areftfrtom each other. So if the PAPI is correct that
person is a substance distinct from an organisem, pinovided the two-headed organism can think,
its thought is cut off from itself. It will be a thimkg being possessing conscious states inaccessible
to the self-conscious reflection of its other state

It is somewhat ironic that the PAPI's presuppositioat the person is a substance distinct
from the organism guarantees the existence of auwee with a divided mental life. It was the
counterintuitiveness of treating Siamese twins @ loeing with a divided mental life that the
supporters of the PAPI were appealing to in ordecdnvince readers that their approach was
superior to the BAPI. Since the very assumptionthefPAPI entail in the described case of the
Siamese twins that there is a thinker (an organigith)two streams of thought, each inaccessible to
the other, the advocate of the PAPI can't rejeetBAPI on the grounds that its treatment of the

Siamese twins is implausible. Unless supportetiseoPAPI have an argument that can deny thought
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to the human organism, they will have to admit thair theory posits a thinking being cut off from
its own thought, thus undercutting the initial aglps their theory when contrasted with the BAPI in

its handling of the two-headed organism.

Persons and Psychological Continuity

The PAPI was initially assumed to be able to deih the transplant and dicephalus
scenarios in a far more intuitively manner thart tféered by the BAPI. We have seen that this
intuitive advantage turned out to be far less thihat was initially thought. In the preceding settio
the appeal of the PAPI in making sense of the tiaks was undercut by its own assumptions
committing it to the existence of an entity, thgaomism, with its thought radically cut off fromets
And our earlier discussion of the transplant sdgenavealed that there was a thinking organism,
quite similar in cognitive abilities to the persdinat cares less about its continued existence than
about the entity that ends up with its functionimqger brain. This lack of prudential concern on the
part of the organism indicates that concern doésrack identity for the organism. This suggests
that those who think they are essentially persagbttikewise be misled by their concern to posit
that they would have switched bodies when theielwemms did.

However, it might be maintained that the advocaféke PAPI can just abandon the view
that what matters is identity, as presently corexiwhile still insisting that we are essentially
persons rather than organistidhey can make either of two responses to my posi®ne is that
they could just retreat to the view that it is gsylogical continuitywith identity that matters - and
thus show less concern about other overlappingyedygical sequences in the absence of identity.
The alternative response is for them to claimleéttg identical to a future entity is unimportamt f

it is just psychological continuity that matterseither case, the advocates of the PAPI coulgacce
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most of what | said in this paper about Parfit, Bmg@rudential concern and identity, but still gtsi
that we were persons rather than organisms, osispence conditions determined by psychological
continuity. They could insist that just because¢hgould be cases where we would not survive
because of branching, cerebrum transplantatiometheval of too much of our brain or the process
happening too quickly, this doesn’t mean that werat essentially persons. Rather, the proper
conclusion is just that psychological continuitydahe correlated concern are not sufficient to
preserve personal identity.

In response to those advocates of the PAPI whindlaat what is important is
psychological continuityvith identity, | will argue that they will be hard peesl to make the case
that it is identityand psychological continuity that matters. This pogitis likely to collapse into
it is just psychological continuity that matterdeintity being unimportant. My contention is that
it will be arbitrary to care about the identityafy particular sequence (psychological continuity)
than a sequence that is very similar.

I will next widen my attack to include those whgae that it is just psychological continuity
that matters, not identity, while still insistirggt they are persons essentially. My contentidmes
they, as well as the first group of philosophersyla be much better off adopting the view that we
are essentially organisms since this enables theaadid certain metaphysical quandaries arising
from positing the spatial coincidence of persons amganisms.

Could it be Identity WITH Psychological Continuity that Matters?

| will try to offer a rebuttal to the claim that whmatters is the identity of a person with a
certain psychological continuity. On this view, egon’s identity across time depends upon a certain
kind of psychological continuity. | will refer taush a conception of the person as a “sequence

person,” and the psychological continuity in quastas the “sequence.” So we are assuming that
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sequence persons identify themselves as beingsavpi#iiticular psychological continuity. What
matters is the continuation tifis sequence, one would not be identical to nor daoeitea person
consisting of, or being the subject of, a differsequence. This person sequence, though not idkntic
to its beliefs, desires, intentions and memories(&r identity is a one-to-one relationship, aatne-
to-many relation), can't exist independently of ingva certain chain of mental events. | think tkis

an inherently unstable position. | will try to sholat those who claim to care about identity of the
sequence person are probably mistaken and itlly jest psychological continuity that matters to
them, not the identity of a person consisting oégain psychological continuity.

With the notion of the identity of a psychologisaiquence in hand, such sequence persons
could imagine puzzle cases concerning the futwgetity of sequences, in which the identity of the
sequence person may be indeterminate. (These beurarfit-like spectrum, fission or fusion cases.)
My contention is that, upon reflection, such pessaould be concerned with whether a future
sequence might bear some considerable degree tfigioynto their present psychology, regardless of
whether they will be identical to that sequenceekms arbitrary for a person to identify himsathw
the one person sequence and not another closatgdedine, possessing but a few more or less
thoughts. (Compare this dilemma of sequence indation to Unger’s “Problem of the Many” in
which drawing the boundary of the cloud around oee or one less water molecule is arbitrary.
Many collections of water molecules are equallydjoandidates for being THE cloud, assuming
there are not embedded clouds.) Given that arligss in distinguishing its constituent psycholagic
states from those of its “close relative sequefideis, not surprising if the individual sequence
person would judge its identity not to matter luirtstead hold that what matters are the
psychological ties that compose it — which couldtoaie beyond its demise. Regardless of whether
the indeterminacy affecting the sequence persder i® or just due to linguistic imprecision, sitice

person’s psychology overlaps considerably with tiaither sequence persons, it is easy to imagine
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sequence persons caring less about their deteersoatival than about the psychological
connections that compose them and potentially gervieir vague boundaries.
Could We Be Essentially Persons Without Our Identiy Mattering?

Let’s consider the claim that we are essentiallgqes, i.e., having a certain psychology
is essential to us, but what matters to us ishetdtwe are identical to a person in the future but
that we have certain psychological ties to somegrerThe concern that | want to remove is that
the defenders of the PAPI are still warranted @anging that that we are persons and necessarily
must have certain psychological capacities, evéndftrue that what matters doesn’t track
identity. They can grant that we don’t always suevivhere our concern and psychological
continuity persists, yet still maintain that we assentially persons rather than organisms.

One problem with the PAPI’s insistence on sonmel lof mentality as essential is that it
means that each of us was never an early fetud parhaps not even an infant if personhood
involves self-consciousness. While this may be ptad#e to some advocates of the PAPI, much
more serious problems emerge at whatever timehaisthe human organism’s brain is developed
enough in order that a new substance, the persoreinto existence. Since the organism does not
go out of existence with the onset of thought gitedblem of spatially coincident entities arisegwit
the arrival of the person. And this brings the peabof there being too many thinkers, as well as
rendering mysterious modal and sortal differengegshe absence of physical and relational
differences.

Admittedly, it is not easy for people to give up thew that it is their continued survival that
matters®® But if they can, there is little reason for themnstill maintain that they are essentially
persons since such a claim entails that they atidi from but spatially coincident with organisms

And this will give rise to all sorts of counteritive metaphysical positions that readers shoulg on
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contemplate accepting if they are strongly committehold that quasi-prudential concern tracks
identity and thus they could each be transplarftéideir cerebrum was and that they could not
survive the onset of an irreversible coma or peenaegetative state.

We can more easily grasp the metaphysical quesdalaguing the PAPI if we consider the
developing human fetus. A three month old fetumisa person because it lacks the requisite mind.
Since the human organism that is the early fetesmibcease to exist when its brain develops and
the conditions for realizing the mental propertesstitutive of personhood emerge, it will be
spatially coincident with the person that comes mtistence. Both the human organism and the
person will be composed of the exact same atorieatxact same place and time. They can't be
identical if they possess different properties. istance, it will be claimed that persons can be
transplanted when their cerebrums are, while osgasicannot. The problem for the advocate of the
PAPI is to explain how there can be two spatiadiyicident objects that are physically identicat, ye
have different mental, dispositional, modal andadqroperties?

Posting such spatially coincident entities will mggving up an intuitively plausible version
of the doctrine of supervenience. If two entities physically identical and possess qualitatively
indistinguishable environments and histories, ih&d to envision how they could differ in
(nonindexical) mental, dispositional, moral andalgproperties. But that is pretty much what the
advocate of the PAPI is asking the reader to actfeépe spatially coincident entities did difféngy
would then be distinct kinds of physical thingshwdifferent dispositions and causal powers, yet
these would not be grounded in any differencedéair tphysical makeup, the laws of nature, or
relations to the environment. For instance, theg@ercould be relocated by a brain transplant and
destroyed by a stroke, while the physically indigtiishable organism couldn’t be so moved in the

first scenario but could survive the cognitive destion in the second. And the person could think
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and act, while the spatially coincident organisoggessing the very same brain, could not. Oisif it
granted that the organism could also think, thengtkvould be two thinking beings where we would
like there to be just one. And there would stilldreunexplained sortal differences — for instance,
two thinking beings, only one of which is a persdaspite there being no difference in mental
abilities distinguishing therff- This is all very hard to grasp. Surely, differemirekinds of physical
things and their dispositions and powers shoule lpdaysical explanations. There thus seems to be a
version of supervenience that entails the doctfribe dependence of cognitive, sortal, modal and
dispositional properties upon physical propertasleast, when the latter includes those of the
surrounding environment. But this account of supeience would be violated by positing the
organism and the person are spatially coincidentistinct entities.

The problems of spatial coincidence can be avafdkd person is considered to be the same
entity as the organism, and that entity’s perstaonditions to be those of the living organigm. |
other words, ‘person’ would be a phase sortal angiinism’ a substance sortal. This would mean
that personhood would just be a contingent propErgn organism. The most popular reason for
resisting this identification is the belief thaétherson can be separated from the organism and the
person would cease to exist in scenarios in whielotganism survives. But what leads people to
believe such things is the concern they have ®bthing that receives the transplanted cerebrum and
the lack of concern they have for the organism whwginal cerebrum is removed, destroyed, or
even replaced. Once it is recognized that ideigtityt what matters, the most powerful motivation
for distinguishing the person and the organismpgisars.

Has the appeal of the PAPI been offset? My hopleaisreader has come to realize that the
PAPI's treatment of the dicephalus and cerebrumsptant doesn't free it from positing the

existence of thinking beings that don't care altbetmselves or whose thought is split into two

28



streams of consciousness. In my judgment, thatersritie contest a draw. But the BAPI can then
reveal its trump card, the problems the PAPI mase foy its accepting the existence of spatially

coincident entities. | believe that renders the B&berior to its competitioff.

'Parfit, DerekReasons and Persor{®©xford: Oxford University Press, 1983) pp. 24%28ee
also his “The Unimportance of Identity.” ed. HaHwgrrisIdentity. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1995) pp. 13-45.

2 See Zimmerman, Dean. “Theories of Masses and &rabbf Constitution.Philosophical
Review104 (1995) pp. 55-110. Carter, W.R. “Our Bodiest Selves.”Australasian Journal of
Philosophy1988 vol. 66 No. 3 pp. 308-319. Olson, Eric. “M&kCoincidence and the
Indiscernability Problem.The Philosophical Quarterly/ol. 51. No. 204. (2001)'he Human
Animal: Identity Without Psycholog§Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997).

3The probably of spatially coincident thinkers véllen arise if the person is considered just a
part of the organism. It won’t then be the persod the organism that are spatially coincident
thinkers, but the person and the brain - or whatpag of the organism is taken to constitute the
smaller person. | develop this point in my forth@ogiT heoriapaper entitled “Persons as Proper
Parts of Organisms.

“The brain transplant thought experiment was fitgtfprth by Sidney Shoemaker in 18glf
Knowledge and Self Identitffthaca: Cornell University Press, 1963), p. 23s kh materialist

twist on Locke’s famous account of consciousnesgpping between the Prince and the Cobbler.

An Essay Concerning Human Understanded, Peter Nidditch, (Oxford: Oxford University
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Press, 1975), chapter XXVII p. 340.

’In the rest of this essay, | will write not of humiaodies but only about the human animal or
human organism, using the latter pair interchanigeatthough much of the personal identity
literature contrasts bodies and persons, | thiekdka of a body that can be at one time alive and
an organism, and then later dead and no longergamism, yet still be the same body is
impossible. Although | won'’t defend this prefereffieeorganisms over bodies here, it will be the
human animal/organism and not the body that israsteéd with psychological accounts of

identity.

®Some philosophers, such as Michael Tooley, gorsasféo say that the radical cerebral rewiring
destroys the person even if the capacity for menéience remains because it eliminates all of
the “biographical self,” all the desires, memomesl beliefs that distinguish one adult person
from another. But other philosophers, e.g., Lockevddnger and Salmon, believe they survive
as long as there is the capacity for sentiencee8ber “rewiring,” amnesia, Alzheimer’s
disease, injury or stroke that reduces one to rharitancy, will be a threat to one’s survival.
Lockwood, Michael. “When Does a Life Begin?”Muoral Dilemmas in Modern Medicine.
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985.) Salmomth\an. “The Dora and Rita Incidents.” Paper

presented at the Haifa Conference on Philosophyh&aming in a Kripke Festschrift.

’Eric Olson coined the phrases “vegetable intuitiand “coma intuition” as well as “transplant
intuition.” The Human Animal: Identity Without Psycholo@yxford: Oxford University Press,
1997) p. 39 A permanent vegetative state is digtsiged from a coma in that a being in the

former has a working brainstem. Some vegetable% deen need a respirator. See Cranford,
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Ronald. “The Persistent Vegetative State: The Mddeality (Getting the Facts Straight.)”

Hastings Center ReporEebruary-March 1988. pp. 27-32.

8 Maybe a closest continuer theory could maintadtt tme survives a vegetative state that arose
from injury or iliness, but when one’s cerebrunsuecessfully transplanted, one would not

remain behind as the cerebrumless, vegetative @gan

*When | mention brain transplants in this chaptenebn only the transplant of the “upper brain,”
the cerebrum, which no sensible commentator thmks organism. Matters are more
complicated if the whole-brain and brainstem amedplanted. Peter van Inwagen and Eric Olson
believe that such a procedure would be the transptpof the human animal - though a
mutilated one. See van InwageMsterial Beings(lthaca: Cornell University Press, 1991) pp.
168-179 and Olson§he Human Animal: Identity without Psycholo@p. cit. pp. 122-124.
Nathan Salmon also expressed this view in conversaIson and van Inwagen stress that it is
the lower brain (the brainstem, in particular) tisatssential for the functioning of an organism,
and that a detached whole brain and brainstem wuoelet the conditions for being an animal
since there would still be a system that functiasis unit in the manner characteristic of

biological entities.

%The brain seems less metaphysically significati@se lower animals, such as a squirrel,
where the consciousness is minimal. We don’t haw&rang a tendency to believe either that the
squirrel is transplanted when the physical bastt@iminimal mind is, or that the same mammal
ceases to exist when it loses consciousness batutatomous biological functions. | suggest

that we extend this “ontological demotion” of coiesrsness to advanced animals like human
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beings.
Ywiggins, David.Sameness and Substan@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980)

2There are parallels between prudence and morabmeiglity. We wouldn’t punish (at least on
retributive grounds) an organism that committedime but then has its upper brain replaced

with a duplicate cerebrum.

Bparfit, DerekReasons and Persor{®©xford: Oxford University Press, 1983). See aladiPs
“The Unimportance of Identity” itdentity.ed. Henry Harris, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995)
pp. 13-45. If readers are doubtful that we can daawlessons from bizarre thought experiments
involving brain splitting and hemispheric transgfamperhaps a case of multiple or split
personality, what is now called, “Dissociative ItignDisorder,” may provide the same lesson
but in a more realistic and reliable manner. Imaghat the original personality is shattered
rather than preserved and awaiting reintegratiae@stablishment as the only person realized by
the organism. Instead, two new distinct persoraliiave emerged, each with an equal amount
of psychological contents qualitatively similarttmse of the original. The new mental lives are
each completely unaware of any experiences and pifane other. If advocates of the PAPI
maintain that unity of consciousness is necessaindividuate persons, then the two
personalities belong to different persons. Assumaethe original person knew that the two
persons would emerge in his wake. What sort of e@enwould he show to those “descendents?”
If readers put themselves in his place, | wouldeexpheir reactions to parallel those that Parfit
experiences when he contemplates undergoing tie fissioning scenario. Thus the Parfitian

claim that identity is not what matters can beldshed independently of the more farfetched
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transplant thought experiments.

14 David Lewis’s claim that there were two people ooated before the fissioning means that
there could be a world just like ours up to theameat of fissioning, but since fissioning doesn’t
occur there, it would possess only one person win® contained two. For such a criticism, See
John Perry’'s “Can the Self Divide?” reprinted is ldentity, Personal Identity and

the Self(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishers, 2003). pp. 446% There also doesn’'t seem to be
any fact which could warrant why one of the twolacated people survives as one rather than
the other post-fission person. David Oderberg pgdhis line of criticism in his “Coincidence
Under a Sortal,Philosophical Review/ol. 105. no. 2. 1996. pp. 145-171.

15 If objects could survive division as scatteredeghjthen the planet would just contain one

scattered amoeba, assuming amoebas didn’t evalepemdently in different locations.

18 See John Perry’s “Can the Self Divide” reprintedhisidentity, Personal Identity and

the SelfIndianapolis: Hackett Publishers, 2003) pp. 52.

Y There is no harm in stipulating that prior to trensplant, our two hemispheres were redundant
i.e., each having the same memories and capabitifithe other. This might actually be the case
(minus the duplication of memories) with young dhgin for they allegedly have minds of
considerable plasticity. If the two hemispheresexteemely asymmetrical, much more mental

life realized in one than the other, the readertinigmpted to think he survives fissioning as just

one of them.
18All cases of prudence are also cases of quasi-poagdéut the converse is false.

Pparfit. “The Unimportance of Identity.” Op. cit. P8.
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My intuition is different from Parfit's in that |@h't believeany physical realization of my
psychology would do. For a stress on the importaofcérain produced consciousness see

Salmon’s“The Doris and Rita Incidents” and Lockw@dtWhen Does a Life Begin?” Op. cit.

ZEven if we lost our capacity for self-consciousnesswould care about the stimulation of the

pain and pleasure segments of our cerebral hemisgphe

“’Parfit. “The Unimportance of Identity.” Op. cit. pg3-44.

Z3Unger, Peterdentity, Consciousness and Val(@xford: Oxford University Press, 1991), p.

268.

*Maybe on Parfitian grounds we wouldn’t be the saewson, but on Salmon, Lockwood and
Unger’s “physical” criterion of personhood, havitig same brain and core psychology

(consciousness) guarantees that we would stihbsame person nine hundred years later.

*>0One could construct similar hypotheticals and exalimns if we were to die and be resurrected

nine times.
?%Unger.ldentity, Consciousness and Val@g. cit. pp. 217-223.

" There is a problem with Unger’s reliance on corivers, but | cannot go into it here. Van
Inwagen notes this in his critical study of Ungdytok. Van Inwagen. “Unger’s ‘ldentity,

Consciousness and ValueNbus (1993) pp. 372-379.

8t readers believe that the speed of qualitative reglacement is irrelevant to their survival,
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Unger’s thought experiment could be run with thmeged parts being too large to secure
survival. They should imagine their entire braimigereplaced by two duplicates of each
hemisphere. First the entire new left hemispheeelded and then a few seconds later, the right
hemisphere is replaced by its duplicate. Readerdgring this are likely to become more
sympathetic to the view that there are limits ofvhmuch, if not how quickly, one’s brain can be

replaced if one is to survive the process.

“Imagine that 98% of the brain is solely responsibienonvoluntary biological processes. Its

destruction and replacement would ensure the Ihiadnbeen destroyed and replaced.
30Just a reminder, | am using “human animal” and “aorarganism” interchangeably.

%1Baker claims that since the organism constitutegp#irson, it is derivatively a person and thus
refers to the person when using first person espas. It would be too much of a digression to

explain here some problems with Baker’s constitusiolution.

32 See Jeff McMahaffihe Ethics of Killing: Problems at the Margins éfwe. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002) pp. 35-39, 60-61, 87-88d Aigmar Perssons’s “Our Identity and the

Separability of Person and Organismialogue,(1999) 38, pp. 525-27.

% McMahan. Op. cit. p. 39

#Locke.An Essay Concerning Human Understandig. cit. p. 342.

®However, it is possible that our reactions heretdodicate anything about identity. Maybe
we fail to mourn not because we think that no pesseere destroyed, but because we see them

as interlopers. They were where they had no righiet So it may be the trespassers’ lack of
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entittement and the harm they were doing to thietfud) owner, not their lack of personhood that
was preventing others from lamenting the loss o$q®s) when psychiatric medicine restores
the original person as the sole occupant. In suggddhis interpretation of multiple personalities
as multiple persons, consider that one of the plelfpersonalities, when ascendant, had a
family, one that loved him even though they saw bty infrequently. They would certainly
lament the psychiatric “cure” which eliminated thibughts and concerns for them. For such
reasons, | find it easier to use the dreaming eXxaagpmy model for explaining away the appeal

of the PAPI account of the two-headed organism.

% Incidentally, what may be the most compelling off?Ahe constitution account of Lynn
Rudder Baker, cannot easily account for the dickeyshaeing two people. This is because she
insists that constitution is a one to one relatigmsThere can’t be two people constituted by one
body/organism. But there are no legitimate biolabgrounds for claiming that the dicephalus is
two organisms which share all the same parts beboems. A cerebrum is not essential for an
organism, an organism can exist without being ci@palthought, so it is hard to see that an
additional cerebrum should produce a second onganis

¥’Perhaps the reader might try to develop other miffees between Socrates and the two-headed
organism. Maybe there is a sense in which the sigegmd waking Socrates share the acquisition
of conceptual resources in a way that the dicepliains do not. Perhaps the response of the
BAPI could involve a being that learns in its sl@spsome people who play cassette tapes at
night believe. Then we would have a parallel tchezicthe two cerebrums acquiring different

bits of knowledge that the other lacked.

% The need to respond to this possibility was imgedsupon me by Anthony O’Hear.
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¥ parfit obviously can do it. But it should be poihigut that he has recently abandoned the view
that he is essentially a person. He believes ‘mertwould be considered a phase sortal. In a
volume dedicated to Sydney Shoemaker’s work, Parftes: “Shoemaker defends a pure
version of the Psychological Criterion, accordiagvhich some future person would be the same
as some present person if and only if these pemgon&l be uniquely psychologically

continuous. Though | once defended this criteriemuldn’t do so now. And Shoemaker
assumes that what we are essentially is personig, Wwhgard it as acceptable to claim wthat
what we are essentially is human beings, treatiagbncept ‘person’ as a phased-sortal, like
‘child’ or ‘chrysalis,” so that we exist before become persons and we continue to exist after
we cease to be persons.” “Experiences, Subject€andeptual Schemed?hilosophical

Topics.Vol. 26, no. 1 & 2 Spring and Fall, 1999, p. 218

% This point is stressed by W.R. Carter in his “D@dtes Become People®lind. vol. XClI,

(1982) pp. 77-95, and Eric Olson in Kishe Human Animal.”Op. cit. pp. 92-94.

*1 Any historical differences could be offset by tieg the person and the organism at the same
time in a futuristic lab. So it is the other projpes listed in the text above that prevent the
organism from being considered identical to thesper

42 would like to thank the editor for his commentsan earlier draft.
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