Merrick’s Identification of the Person and Organism



Introduction

Trenton Merricks argues for the eliminativism @égey kind of composite object except
for one on the basis of some familiar and somamalgrguments (2001).The older arguments
arise from the well known objections to spatialyrcident entities. If there are lumps co-
located with statues, there is the problem of actiog for their different modal properties given
their identical microphysical structures. MoreouBere would be a needless multiplication of
objects as far as causal explanations go. Whatbeestatue causes, the lump arranged
statuewise would seem to as well. Merricks alseaetes some familiar arguments against
person/organism spatial coincidence: there woidd the two thinkers where we prefer just one
and consequently epistemic problems would arissaal thinker had no reason to believe she
was the organism rather than the person.

Merricks also provides a fascinating, originallangnt against there even existing just
one composite object that is not spatially coinctdeith another. This argument is based on the
overdetermination that would arise if the compostigect has causal powers for it would seem
not to cause anything that wasn’t already beingeduy the microphysical objects composing
it. The “atoms arranged statuewise” seem to beatiguable to produce anything that the statue
does. Merricks doubts that there is pervasive @terchination involvingevery composite object
and its microphysical components. If there is anlgrophysical causation, that would mean any
existing composite object would be epiphenomenateSMerricks insists that every existing
physical object should have causal powers, he adeslthat we ought to eliminate all but one
kind of composite object on the grounds that thaytddo any causal work. His exception is
thinking beings. They possess nonredundant cansans. The person’s conscious powers

don’t supervene on the properties and relatiorikeif microphysical parts and so their effects



aren’t overdetermined. He believes persons exidtlagy are organisms though not necessarily
organisms. He is open to the possibility that a@ercould exist without being biologically alive
if its cognitive capacities were preserved wherogits organic parts were gradually replaced
with inorganic parts.

While Merricks believes that we persons are oigganj his arguments eliminate mindless
organisms like protozoa and plants, as well as tleatyany of us were ever once mindless early
embryos. However, he mentions that he is openg@dssibility that unthinking organisms may
avoid the eliminativism of the overdeterminatiogwament. | will argue that they do, in fact,
avoid elimination by Merricks’s overdeterminatiogament but that their existence is not
something that he can be so nonchalant about; Recdmly add mindless organisms to his
ontology without making amendments elsewhere inthiesry. Readers shall see that because of
the existence of mindless organisms Merricks cam@htain that identity is what matters
(2001: 125), organisms can be transplanted if thrains are (2001: 52) and that it is possible for
living persons to undergo part replacement andrbedaorganic (2001: 86-87), while also
insisting that there is not a human person co-&ztatith a distinct human organism. The root of
the problem is that persons can survive if justg@ies of the brain needed for realizing thought
do and these parts are not needed for organismwg\ove. The result is that organisms and
persons can be separated and found in differeogpland can each survive events the other
can’t. An obvious consequence of this is the n@mitly of persons and organisms.

If my above claims survive scrutiny, | see Mersds then having a pair of options,
neither of which will be welcome to him. His firgption is to accept co-location and any causal
overdetermination it brings. And if he accepts ecattion in the case of persons and organisms,

then it might become harder to resist it elsewlretbe cases of statues and lumps, flags and



cloths and so on. However, | will suggest that &g still has some grounds to resist
widespread co-location and pervasive causal ovemad@tation and thus can sustain much of his
eliminativist project. | will add that the co-loga of persons and organisms may not be as bad
as he thinks for he exaggerates the epistemic gmubbf self-reference and thus the
counterintuitiveness of the two co-located thinkénsd | will also point out that there are
bizarre cases of conjoined twins that are bestriiestas two organisms possessing the same
cerebrum and thus sharing the same thoughts. Ajththese thinking entities overlap rather
than are spatially coincident, they provide anaésgof the problems of co-located thinkers that
cannot be avoided by those, like Merricks, whoeyadithat organisms are identical to persons.

Merricks’s second option is to abandon his adregéa the three related positions that
organisms and persons can be transplanted, thadnsecan possibly survive inorganic part
replacement, and that it is identity that matterag in our survival. Abandoning these three
positions would involve embracing a position mareilsr to van Inwagen (1990) and Olson’s
(2997) full fledged animalist views. If persons ooty are identified with organisms but are
understood to be essentially alive, then they waulake able to survive inorganic part
replacement or be transplanted if their cerebrurddasvever, Merricks will then have to explain
away our intuitions about being transplanted whancerebrum has been and our surviving
inorganic part replacement. He most likely will @aeghat we are misled by the belief that
identity matters. To do so, he must defend thercthat what matters is not that we survive but
our psychology does. But the costs of this movecarsiderable because it's difficult to believe
that the continuation of our psychology in someelse offsets our becoming mindless or

ceasing to exist.



Causal Overdetermination and Eliminativism

Let’s begin with Merricks’s argument against théseance of most composite entities
and his explanation of why the sentient are n@wise eliminated. What he finds problematic
about macroscopic objects such as baseballs ish#natvould appear to be causally
inefficacious. They fall prey to what he calls tlserdetermination Argument” (2001: 56). The
first premise of this argument is that if a basksilsted, it would be causally irrelevant to its
atoms acting in concert as they break the wind®to(ns” is just his placeholder for the
building blocks of composite material things. Itynstand for electrons and quarks or some yet
unknown subatomic particle.) The shattering ofwiedow is an event composed of many micro
events of the atoms causing the scattering of &ines pf the window. The second premise is that
the atoms acting in concert break the window. Timel fpremise is that the shattering of the
window is not overdetermined. Merricks concludest ththe baseball exists, then it does not
cause the shattering of the window. The moral bevdiis that there are no such things as
baseballs.

Merricks’s reasoning is that if there were to biedbk like baseballs, they would have to
be causally efficacious, and to allot them causalgys would be to accept overdetermination.
And such causal redundancy wouldn’t be limiteddsdballs; there would be countless
analogues amongst the objects of folk ontologys batuld cause the same effects that their
atoms arranged batwise did, rocks would causeaime £vents that their atoms arranged
rockwise do, and so on. Since Merricks doesn’tklirere is such pervasive overdetermination,
and given that there is independent evidence foraphysical atoms causing things to happen
when they are not arranged baseballwise, that $elneecomposite object epiphenomenal.

Skeptical that physical objects can be epiphenombtaricks endorses eliminativism. He



maintains that it is better to eliminate such otgelan to accept either such pervasive
overdeterminism or epiphenomenal objects.

We persons escape the eliminativist moral of ther@stermination Argument because
our minds, though casually efficacious, do not deesrmine our actions. Merricks is not a
substance dualist. He believes we are composedbalpms (2001: 85). Nevertheless, we are
neither identical to the sum of those atoms noowlomental attributes supervene upon their
intrinsic properties and causal and spatial retetiips to each other. Merricks rejects the
following account of microphysical supervenienddetessarily, if some atoms AA, compose
a conscious object, then any atoms intrinsicallg Ky...A,, interrelated by all the same
spatiotemporal and causal interrelations asA,, compose a conscious object. (Merricks: 2001,
94). Since consciousness does not supervene upbmsaroscopic atoms and their properties
and relations, then we shouldn’t expect whateveiral causes to be also caused by certain
atoms acting in concert.

The basis for Merricks’s claim that consciousnessschot supervene upon
microphysical states is that the atoms composipgrson at one moment may have been in the
exact same states vis a vis each other a momédietr egithout composing a person. Composing
a conscious person aj ik an aggregate of atoms, call it “A-,” that egtsin the exact same
physical state previously at Embedded in an aggregate one atom larger. Cdttber
aggregate “A.” But the atoms of A-, even with theirinsic properties and spatio-temporal and
causal interrelations remaining unchanged frantoTT,, didn’t compose a person at. Tf they
had, then there would have been two thinking persdmere commonsense tells us there was just
one. In fact, there would be far more than two peopder the reader’s clothes since the same

kind of step from A to A- can be repeated many siniebeing a person with a consciousness



supervened upon the atoms of A- when they wereraoged with the powers that they
possessed, then anytime they were so arrangediitiwenecessary that they composed a
person. So if consciousness is an intrinsic prgpeand Merricks emphasizes that he is not
talking about contentful states - then consciousdegs not supervene and microphysical
supervenience is false. Moreover, if consciougstate causally efficacious, then it would
appear that conscious states cause physical eébhantso microphysical states do. This doesn’t
mean that physical states don’t have a role inalquecesses, they are obviously involved in
neural firings and muscular contraction. But atgtest of the chain is a conscious cause that
can’'t be accounted for by an arrangement of migysigal objects. That is, there would be times
that the atoms of A- don’t cause a certain subsgquigysical state that a conscious being would
initiate when composed of atoms intrinsically ltkese of A- and interrelated by all the same
spatial and causal interrelationships. Merrickerpitets these possibilities as evidence for

downward, nonredundant mental causation.

A reply to Merricks, one that | put forth quite tatively, is to claim that what makes somethingaet pf an
organism rather than a foreign body is that itegessarily caught up in certain causal life processes such as
metabolizing food, maintaining homeostasis, exngetaste, assimilating oxygen, repairing damagtiing
infection and so on. If an object is not involvedsuch processes, it is not part of the organignit ®ay be
necessary that if a microscopic part of the organis removed, doing so will immediately have afeefon some
other atoms in the organism, changing how theyalgumteract to each other. For instance, remavelactron
from a membrane and you instantly change its changepermeability. So it may be that any atom taat be
destroyed or removed without affecting some of ¢h@snaining was never part of the same life and thrganism
as the latter. Therefore the existence of a consadnganism would be necessarily dependent upoarthagement
and powers of its microphysical parts. If this meamerdetermination, then so be it, for it makes@wse to

eliminate us. However, | will proceed in the rekthe article as if Merricks’s thesis escapes thitcism.



A Biological Form of Downward and Non-Redundant Cagation

What I'm interested in is showing that the sameiargnt that Merricks’s uses to protect
us from eliminativism provides grounds for resigtthe elimination of all living beings, even
those that are devoid of cognitive capacities. @iggas have various metabolic and homeostatic
properties. For example, an organism’s internalitoosimay recognize the need to break down
more of the sugar in the bloodstream. The orgatiisthhas such a property of sugar regulation
is composed by atoms that do netessarily entail the existence of such an entity whenever
they are so arranged. They could have been encam@@nts earlier in a slightly larger
organism. They wouldn’t have then composed a méthg organism within a larger
metabolizing organism. So the property of beinggas-regulating organism doesn’t supervene
on certain microphysical atoms and the causal patiad relations between them. Since
maintaining sugar levels is a causally efficaciptggperty of unthinking organisms, it would
appear that they have nonredundant propertiekeasi if the analogous argument that organisms
have the causally nonredundant property of beimga@ous is sound. The organism’s property
of sugar regulation doesn’t overdetermine chengbahges, causing the same effects that the
atoms arranged organism-wise do. Those very atdmes\wmbedded within an aggregate just a
few atoms larger did not maintain and monitor sugeels in every part of the larger organism
except in the region where those few extra atonre ¥eeind. If atoms so arranged did of
necessity compose one organism, and were paraof@ organism, there would then be two
overlapping sugar-regulating organisms only a femma different in size, where folk ontology
and biological theory tells us there should be qust. What has been said about the abilities of

organisms to metabolize sugar can be extendedh& bite processes including maintaining



homeostasis, assimilating oxygen, excreting wasteldéey don’t supervene on their
microphysical components, if they did there woutddoganisms embedded within organisms

Merricks would seem not to mind this conclusioe. &tknowledges in another place
(2001: 114-15) that he does not know whether otimeie are any mindless organisms but sees
no threat to his general eliminativist project dmatting their existence. His thinking may be that
he can add a new kind of object and still rejegt@tlocation and deny existence to artifacts
and other things thought to populate the nonliviagural world like mountains and rivers.
However, my contention is that matters are actuadlyas favorable for Merricks’s project as
they may first look. The same argument that widlgarve the thinking person now prevents the
elimination of mindless organisms. So there wasralless organism that existed before thought
emerged in the course of human development. iid to imagine that the organism goes out of
existence when the property of personhood is itist&x. No problem, you might say, Merricks
can just identify the two. The person existed eamithout having a mind and later acquired
one. However, we shall see in the next sectionttieproblem with that move is that the same
intuitions that suggest the transplant of the oisgarwill support the transplant of a person that
is not an organism thus ruling out the identificatof persons and organisms.

Cerebrum Transplants: Leaving the Organism Behind

Merricks believes that if he couldn’t account o intuition that we move from one
body to the another when our brain is transplattted it would be better to recognize the
brain’s existence and to identify each of us pesseith our brain. He writes: “I agree that the
view that we are brains is more plausible ceteai#ypis, than any view that denies either that
one ‘goes with the brain’ or that each human persenthinking being” (2001: 136). Merricks

doesn’t want to grant that the organism and thanlpath exist for then there would be too many



thinkers. He would rather eliminate the brain anesprve the organism. But he can endorse the
converse, although that would involve giving up sasommonsense beliefs that one can see and
hold persons (2001: 136). However, Merricks iswiotried that he has to adopt the view that

the only composite human entities that exist amdmubrains and that we are identical to them
because he believes he can capture the intuiti@srtotivate the view that we are thinkers and
can be transplanted. He explains:

Suppose my ‘brain’ is put into a new ‘body.’ | kesle | go with my ‘brain.’ Yet |

also, believe that | am organism, not a braininkhhe best way to render these

beliefs consistent is to interpret a case of ‘bteansplant’ in the following way

(van Inwagen 1990: 169-81). | am whittled down taib size. This is the logical

extreme of amputation and the resultant shrinkirtp@ amputee. When put in a

new body, | grow rapidly as new parts are addedeaoThis is the logical

extreme of receiving transplants and the resufieowth of the recipient (2001:

52).

Van Inwagen (1990: 172-81), and apparently Mertithisk a whole brain transplant is
the transplant of a very small organism becausedh#&ols of vital biological processes
are there in the brainstem even if they are nath#d to any organs that they can
control?

The problem for Merricks is that one can makeamwilar transplant argument for just a a
part of the brain, the cerebrum, rather than thelevhrain. And if organisms can exist without
their cerebrum, then the organism is left behin@nvthe person is transplanted, so identifying
the person with the cerebrum will not be identifythe organism with the person. The organism

cannot become pared down to the size of the trantgd part of the brain for the detached

2 A similar view of the pared down (brain size) arigan can be found in Olson 1997: 44-46, 132-34.
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cerebrum is an organ and not an organism 1997: Gig¢n that we saw in the earlier quote that
Merricks believes it is prima facie more plausithiat we are the transplanted brain then to deny
that one goes with the transplanted brain of &th@being, analogous reasoning suggests that
we are the cerebrum and not the organism.

Merricks might respond in either of two ways: Hiist option is just to treat the
identification of persons with cerebrums in the sarmanner in which he said he could accept
identifying the person with the whole brain. He agten that that if compelled to adopt the
claim that we were brains and not organisms:

that gestures more at friendly amendment than ateshle refutation. For it

grants that we exist and think. It grants that wveec@mposite macrophysical

objects. And it poses no threat to my argumentsagatatues nor to our

surviving those arguments by, for example, non-neldntly causing things in

virtue of our mental properties. (2001:135)

Merricks didn’t think he had to accept the idecafion of the brain with the person because
organisms can become whittled down to the sizé®fthole brain. But since organisms can’t
become cerebrum-size, he doesn’'t here have thearaiip option. However, identifying the
person with part of the brain might not appearito to be any more of a wholesale refutation
than was the prospect of identifying the persomwhe whole brain.

The second move Merricks might make is to ass#rthat person was always identical
to the transplanted cerebrum but that the pers@anarganism which has ceased to be alive
when whittled down to the size of the cerebrumc8iNlerricks believes we are only
contingently organisms there would be no more neéssay during the cerebrum transplant that

the person in transit won'’t be the organism thamettwould be to say that a fifteen year old
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adolescent won't be a middle aged man in thirtg-frears. Just as normal aging doesn’t cause
the adolescent to go out of existence or be ldfirfakas a distinct entity, the transplant of the
organism’s cerebrum does not destroy or leave tipenessm behind and separated from the
transplanted person. The adolescent moves intiuthes, though without the pubescent and
other properties that characterize adolescentewige, the organism could be transplanted but
loses the properties of being alive that charaggdrit. “Organism” would be in Wiggins’s
language, a phase sortal (Wiggins 2001: 30-38).dtterm that picks us out in virtue of a
property we have at one time rather than necegsdwhys have. Elsewhere, Merricks admits
the possibility that we could become inorganic #ng no longer alive. He writes “our
currently being organisms might be consistent withlater undergoing gradual replacement of
our cells by circuits until we are not longer bgilmal entities” (2001: 86-87). So this possibility
would also supply a reason to say “organism” was guphase sortal.

However, neither option is open to Merricks beeaws have independent reasons, as we
saw in the last section, for granting the existarfagrganisms in the absence of thought.
Merricks could have taken the first of the abovears only if there didn’t exist an organism
that the cerebrum was a part of. And the secombr=® would have been possible only if the
organism doesn’t survive the loss of the cerebmumnmindless state but rather persists as a
transplanted person who no longer engages in baabfynctions like homeostasis and
metabolism. But if a mindless but living organisreft behind when the cerebrum is
transplanted, then that means there were two didtigings before the transplant. For surely a
new organism didn’t just come into existence reiplathe one which had just lost its cerebrum.
So if persons are not organisms, then they woulkplagally located with organisms - or if they

were cerebrum-size, then they would be parts cdraggns. And the result would be two
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thinkers, the organism and the person, where wédlike there to be just orfeTo avoid this,
Merricks needs to deny that transplanted cerebaansupport thought. Then persons and
organisms couldn’t come apart and thus the argufoetiieir being non-identical would be

weakened.

It might be claimed that personhood is realizethore than just the cerebrum. So
transplanting a cerebrum isn’t a threat to Merrgkmsition even if organisms can exist before they
can think. Since the brainstem is needed for tteebe any conscious life, Merricks can argue that
the transplant of just the cerebrum is insufficientransplant a person. Only a whole brain, and
thus a whittled down organism, can think and begpéanted. My response is that the brainstem is
not required in the same way as the cerebrum dete® realize thought and preserve identity. The
brainstem is more like the power source for the mater. Different electrical outlets and batteries
can all serve equally well so we wouldn’t say tbenputer and its files aren’t the same as a result
of a change in power source. The cerebrum is dpadiaat the person’s biography and capacity for
rational thought is realized there. Surgeons pokigind in someone’s cerebrum can elicit

memories or desires but nothing comparable occiibsprobing the brainstem. If a scientist

% Merricks states that if folk ontology was corraat brains did exist then “I think the brain is thest candidate for
being the thinker. The organism seems to think anly derivative sense (2001: 136 nt. 10).” | hdwabts that this
account of derivative thought as presented by Miksrivill avoid the problems of too many thinkeiSeé
McMahan 2002 and Persons 1999 for support of thisvdtive thought approach and Hershenov 2005 for
criticism.) This move isn’t as harmless as sayiag @re noisy because their horns are. It is traiethere aren’t two
noisemakers there. But if the person thinks “| aseatially a person” or “I am the size of my ceugbt then if the
organism thought such thoughts derivatively it vabloé having false thoughts. Since a single thooghtt express
a single proposition that is both true and falsthatsame time, then there must be two thoughtsenlie would
want just one. More later will be said about whitten tinkering would be needed for the idea of @vaéve thinker

to work. )
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replaced one’s cerebrum with a duplicate it seesnbthe resulting person would also be a
duplicate. If a person’s cerebrum is rewired, ithdocompletely change his mental life. The
brainstem, on the other hand, makes a very diffddad of contribution to our mentality. It is more
of an all or nothing contribution to consciousnésg.were rewired but still worked, this wouldn’t
be a threat that we’'ve been replaced as in thdrere“scramble.” We need a brainstem to be
conscious but a mechanical surrogate would do suleg is distinctive about our mental life seems
to be realized in the upper brain.

However, if 'm wrong, even if personhood dependsmately upon other brain structures
than just the cerebrum, my main point about pergensy transplanted without being living beings
can still go through. Additional brain structuresde transplanted with the person’s cerebrum and
the person still won't be alive but will exist dogi the transplant procedure when the cerebrum and
those attached structures have been removed frerbady and not yet put in another. As long as
the transplanted parts of the brain aren’t sufficte compose a whittled down organism, then the
person could be transplanted and separated fromrgfamism left behind or destroyed. As we have
mentioned, some philosophers, like van Inwagen@1292-81) and Olson (1997: 44-46, 132-34),
think a whole brain transplant is the transplar @ery small organism because the controls of vita
biological processes are there in the brainstem #they are not attached to any organs that they
can control. So to avoid this threat of a paredmovganism being transplanted thus undermining
the claim of person/organism nonidentity, we muosgine that if parts of the brainstem are
transplanted with the cerebrum, only the capactifdbe brainstem necessary for thought remain
intact while those structures required for inteigrapf the bodily life processes are irreparably

damaged and thus lost.
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Merricks might then claim that since he isn’t cortied to our being essentially
organisms, he can accept that such a transplaritiwelof a person that used to be a living
organism, rather than spatially coincident with.dverricks might claim that my modified brain
transplant thought experiment only works againsséhlike Olson and van Inwagen who claim
that we areessentially organisms. He, on the other hand, doesn’t haaedept that the remains
of an organism would be left behind if the persathwhe damaged brainstem ceased to be a
living organism during the transplant procedurewNdhink it is very odd to maintain that
organisms can survive the loss of all their capeitio metabolize food, maintain homeostasis,
assimilate oxygen etc. when they are whittled dawd transplanted (Olson 1997: 118). But if
organisms are only contingently organisms, as adel#@s are only contingently adolescents,
then survival through such a change is not objeatite giverthose assumptions. However,
even if these costs are acceptable, | will usehanatiaim of Merricks’s about our not being
essentially organisms to undermine the proposalkiieaperson transplanted with the impaired
brainstem is the very same being that was earligima organism.

Merricks presents another thought experiment tpstghis claim that we might be just
contingently organisms that involves the personganic parts being replaced with functionally
equivalent inorganic parts. He writes:

It is not because | endorse a biological critevbpersonal identity that | can

identify each person with an organism. Rather | erthie identification because |

oppose co-location. There is no co-location. Seetiseexactlyone thing where

we truly believe there to be a human person anghaah organism. Obviously

this implies the person is identical with the origam But it does not — at least not

obviously — imply that we have biological persistertonditions. For example,
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our currently being organisms might be consistatit aur later undergoing

gradual replacement of our cells by circuits uwgl are no longer biological

entities (2001: 86-87).

This possible scenario involves the person cedsibig composed of any organic parts
like cells. Since the thought experiment assumassttie person’s mental capacities have not
been altered, there is a strong intuitive pullécldre that the person survives the procedure.
Support for this speculation is drawn from the atfact that throughout the life of an organic
person all the cells except those of the braingptaced, and even those brain cells eventually
come to be composed of entirely new atoms. Thisptet@ natural change in material
composition doesn’t lead us to believe that thegehas been replaced. | suspect the basis for
our belief in the person’s persistence is the presef thesame cognitive functions. So if the
person can survive such organic part replacemeheinegular course of events, then there is
reason to believe that he would survive the actjoisof inorganic parts if they too were
functionally equivalent to their predecessors.

We can now fulfill our earlier promise. We consieléthe possibility that Merricks
would claim a cerebrum was insufficient for thoyghe brainstem’s reticular formation,
responsible for awareness, was needed. So evan lifrdinstem that was included in the
transplant of the cerebrum was no longer capabbeioly the biological autonomic control
center for an organism, Merricks could claim tlin 6rganism wasn’t destroyed by the
transplant but persisted without being alive amgkr. “Organism” would be construed as a
phase sortal. But now that we have seen that Marattiows for the possibility of a person
surviving inorganic part replacement, we can imaghe entire organic brainstem being left

behind, preserving the organism in one place aagéhnson in the other. This would occur when
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an inorganic brainstem substitute would be (grdguattached to an inorganic substitute
cerebrum while the organic brainstem was left ing@werning the autonomic processes of the
organism. The inorganic and now much smaller pevaauid be separated from the organism
that existed both before and after the loss dhitsking capabilities. That means prior to the
inorganic part replacement the person and the @awere co-locateddSo Merricks can not
pull off identifying the organism and person andntein that we are contingently organisms
since the being that is the organism appears to &gée separable from the entity that is the
person.
The Asymmetry Problem and Whole Brain Transplants

| want to raise one other problem for Merricks’s@mt of brain transplants. | don’t
think he — nor van Inwagen, whom he credits asgotkia source of the idea - should claim that
the transplantation of the whole brain (includihg brainstem) is the transplant of an organism.
There is an asymmetry problem in the account thatigks and van Inwagen offer. This is also
a problem that plagues the contemporary criteroritfe death of the organism being the death
of the whole brain and brainstem (Hershenov 200@ylighan 2002: 426-33). Van Inwagen
believes the organism comes into existence a fegksvafter fertilization (1990: 154). But there
is no brain at that time. It strikes me as very tidd the brain is essential at one time and not at
another. If the human organism could have existex evithout a brain as an embryo, though
dependent upon its mother’s body, | don’t see wieyltuman organism could not exist later in

life in an Intensive Care Unit (ICU) in a “braina# state though dependent upon machines. It

“ Or if we're just located where the brain (or pairit) is, there would still be co-location betwetde person and the
brain (or its part) since the person can surviweganic part replacement but the brain can’t. Tihpsrsons can

become inorganic in composition they can’t be i with the brain or any part of it.
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shouldn’t matter that the support is artificialhat than organic since in either case the embryo is
a distinct object from its support.

Van Inwagen'’s position, which Merricks relies upensummarized by Olson as
“biology tells us that the result of cutting awagnan’s head is not the headless living organism,
but a mere heap of flesh, a headless corpse (veagkn 1991: 173-177). The heap is composed,
for the time being, of living cells; but those sedire unable to coordinate their activities in the
way that the parts of a living organism coordirthtgrs” (Olson 1997: 132). The neurologist
Alan Shewmon offers what seems almost like a tailade response to those who approach the
brain dead body as if it was just a heap of fléhwrites: “If anything, the idea that the non-
brain body is a mere ‘collection of organs’ in &ylud skin seems to entail a throwback to a
primitive atomism that should find no place in thenamical-systems-enlightened biology of the
1990s and twenty-first century” (2001: 473). Shewraogues that there is integrated
functioning characteristic of organism in thosaiclally diagnosed as brain dead. He insists that
the role of the brain has been overstated. Tha lsaa modulator and enhancer rather than an
integrator. He concludes that somatic integratsonat localized to any single ‘critical’ organ but
is a holistic phenomenon involving mutual interantof all the parts (Shewmon 2001: 473).

Shewmon describes how the brain dead patient’s tsodyolved in “the homeostasis of
countless variety of mutually interacting chemicatsicromolecules, and physiological
parameters, through the functions of especiallgr]ikidneys, cardiovascular and endocrine
systems, but also of other organs and tissues i@estines, bone and skin in calcium
metabolism; cardiac atrial natriuretic factor affieg the renal secretion of rennin, which
regulates blood pressure by acting on vascular 8mmoascle” (2001: 467). He also points out

how the brain dead eliminate, detoxify and recygelkular wastes throughout the body. While
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the brain dead can not keep their body temperatumermal, the mere addition of blankets can
keep it a few degrees below normal; but blanketsonisly won't accomplish this with a corpse
(2001: 471). The brain dead fight infection andrthunds heal. When incisions in the brain
dead are made to obtain transplantable organsitharase in blood pressure and heart rate.
Perhaps most startling is that a brain dead preégmaman can carry a child to term. Shewmon
rebukes those who speak of the brain dead womaatgesa baby as a mere “human incubator”
for that phrase does an “injustice to the comptiebeological, organism-level physiological
changes of pregnancy (weight gain, internal re@istion of blood flow favoring the uterus,
immunologic tolerance towards the fetus, etc.) Whdccur despite the absence of brain
function.”

So if the organism could exist without a functianimhole brain and brainstem, | don’t
see how Merricks and van Inwagen can claim thathalevbrain transplant is the transplant of an
organism. Or they, at least, have no grounds fgingdahat the whole brain is a better candidate
than the headless body for being the original degarthat was once a brainless embtjichus
not only have we seen arguments for the transplahie person and not the organism when an
organ (the cerebrum) is transplanted, but it iBadift for those who believe persons are
organisms to insist that the transplant of thegrersccurs when the whole brain and thus
allegedly the organism is transplanted. There aoelgeasons to believe that even whole brain
transplants may not be transplants ofdihganism and that makes it much harder to for those

who believe we are organisms to capture the transpituition that a person goes where the

® Hershenov (2002) considers the possibility thatdbtached whole brain and brainstem and the kessirdody to
both be organisms. This may actually be a casedoiced fission. Shewmon also seems open to thssilpitity
(2001: 474, nt. 6). | think it is best to say tHa detached head is an organism that buddedtfrerariginal (and

surviving) organism rather than is one of two fis&d descendants, neither of which is identic#théooriginal..
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physical basis for their thought does. If a humaganism didn’t once need a brain, then it is
hard to believe that the brain can become an eabpatt of it that will determine if and where it
exists in the future. So while transplanting younoke brain seems likely to be moving you (a
person) from one body to another, there isn’t agrathelming case that can be made that has the
organism moved. The organism has stayed behirmdng though very dependent organism, in a
state much like it was in as a very young embryo.

Merricks’s Alternatives

It appears that if organisms and persons are eatichl, then they are co-located. If co-
location is possible, it would seem to bring usrdegermination since the person and organism
would each seem to be causing what the other @mewhat can Merricks do? One option is to
accept co-location and allow that persons areapatioincident with organisms. Merricks
would understandably be reluctant to do this. Rentwhy not elsewhere? But maybe he can
eliminate his artifacts and other nonliving and thamking entities and just grant co-location and
“‘downward overdeterminism” where the only overdet@ism is “from above.” That is, person
and organism co-location is acceptable, while perswhraicrophysical overdetermination as
well as organism and microphysical overdetermimasice not. Merricks can avoid statue/lump
spatial coincidence since both the statue anduting Wwould suffer microphysical
overdetermination and thus there are grounds fonreting both.

It may also be that person/organism co-locatiarotsas bad as Merricks envisions. It
may not involve, as Merricks seems to hold, twakbis each ignorant of whether she is the
organism or the person (2001: 50). It may be tb#t the organism and the person refer to the
person by the first person pronoun. Merricks seabaait to recognize this in his response to

Noonan, but then he makes a claim that | don’ttifiaiows. He imagines an objector saying
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“I" can only have a person as a referent” (200Q). But his response is “that only makes things
worse because one can't tell whether your | thaagifer to you or the other...” However, if “I”
can only refer to the person, then the organisnit passibly be confused about self-reference
for it can’t refer to itself. To ask which of tw@imgs one is, is already to refer to oneself, it is
just not to know what type of being one is. Theamigm can’t do this if the person is the only
entity that can refer to itself. So there can’the errors Merricks’s hypothesizes. His mistake is
not to realize that the content and referent ofdl’the organism is the same as for the person.
The organism is always thinking of the person wtienco-located person uses “I”. One could
say as Baker does (2002: 42-43), that the orgadesiaatively thinks the person’s thoughts,
referring to the person when the person does. 8@ ibrganism can’t refer by the first person
pronoun to itself, then it can’t wonder which beitgs. Since direct self-reference is impossible
(the organism can refer to itself only in the therson when the person entertains thoughts
about the person’s body), there is no problem fefreatial error. The organism can’'t even pose
the question of whether it is the person or thewigm. If a metaphysically confused person
wonders whether or not she is a person, the ongansnders whether that person is a person.
Perhaps also mitigating the problem of too manykthis is the recognition that those
who believe we are organisms will have to sufferilsir problems in a bizarre case of conjoined
twins where there are two organisms sharing a cemebl hey have different brainstems and
share no organs or limbs beneath their shared enédf the human organism is the subject of

thought, then there will be two thinkers. And siige conjoined thinking organisms share a

® For a description sedltrasound in Obstetrics and Gynecology. 18, 2001, pp. 289-290. A picture of a relateulki
of conjoined twins (Craniothoracopagus), one cengband possibly two organisms, can be found afathe@wing

website: http://www.conjoined-twins.i-p.com/
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cerebrum they would appear to have the same prebiéiself-reference that the spatially
coincident organism and person will have as ennesicby Merricks. Whatever thought one has
in virtue of its cerebrum, the other will have asliwif the two conjoined organisms can each
succeed in referring to themselves by the firssgempronoun, so can the person and the
organism in the spatially coincident case. If tbgjoined twins cannot know whether the first
person pronoun refers to the individual on thedefthe right but that must be accepted, there is
less reason to object in the case of person/ongespatial coincidence to their being unable to
know which kind of entity each is. So it seems thase who identify persons and organisms, in
part to avoid the problems of spatially coinciddritkers, will still have to allow that there are
scenarios where there occur the same problemsfeterence, though less oftéhus either
each organism can’t know which one it is, or thejocimed organisms constitute a single person
and only that person can engage in direct selfeafee as we speculated in the discussion of
Merricks’s remarks about Noonan. The two conjoiosghnisms may think derivatively, each

LLIH

referring by “I” to the person when the person does

Merricks’s second option is to become a full-fled@mimalist like van Inwagen and
Olson® That involves giving up the notion that we carvawe brain transplants and complete
inorganic part replacement. But then one has ttagéxpway what appears to be the acquisition

of a new body in the scenarios involving cerebrtangplants and inorganic part replacement.

The standard move is to claim that identity doesrdtter. But Merricks is on record as saying it

" And we shouldn’t forget that there could be wonldsere every person is such a twin so | don’t beeopponent
of co-location obtaining much support from the reess of the phenomena. Metaphysics is concernéd wit
necessary truths, so being free of a problem iratteal world but not others isn’t a great plusddheory.

8 The animalist believes that we are essentiallnafs. The capacity for thought is irrelevant to parsistence. We

can survive the loss of cognition but not the losmvolvement in life processes.
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does, thus he must abandon that claim (2001: 1295:1993-995). The standard argument for
rejecting the claim that identity doesn’t matteratves the case of cerebral fissioning. This story
is probably is well-known to readers so | will béeb recapitulating it (Parfit 1983: 253-66;
Olson 1997: 46-72). If a person can survive imaiished state with one cerebral hemisphere
after say a stroke destroys the other, then thahsog hemisphere could be transplanted and
she would go with it if she would go with an intéieghdivided) cerebrum. But if the cerebral
hemispheres are divided and transplanted intordiftebodies, it is arbitrary to think she is one
and not the other resulting person. And she canlidth post-fission persons on pain of
violating the transitivity of identity since theyeanot identical to each other. So it would appear
persons don’t survive cerebral division and doukdasplantation. But it doesn’t seem as bad as
death. In fact, Parfit finds it hard to see whyduld be worse than one hemisphere surviving.
He actually calls it a “double success.” He conehluthat what matters to us is that our
psychology goes on, not that we do. The animatsist famously Olson, then claims that we
don’t switch bodies when there’s the transplargvadn an undivided cerebrum into a single
skull, but are misled into thinking we do. What teed to us has switched bodies, but we
haven’'t. So just as what matters to us surviveshbnain split and double transfer, though we do
not, Olson argues that in the whole cerebrum tdlanspvhat matters to us is transplanted and
thus continues though we do not. A similar mordl be extended to the case of inorganic body
replacements. What matters to us is continuing.en,our physically based desires and beliefs
etc., but we do not.

This second option preserves the identificationrghnisms and persons and can still
rule out other composite objects since those wbaldge redundant causal powers as a result of

their macro properties supervening on the propedigheir microphysical parts. It will allow
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non-thinking organisms to exist while granting ttie¢ overdetermination argument still rules
out the possibility of statues and mountains etmweéler, it isn’t easy to give up the claim that
identity doesn’t matter. | haven’t been able tatdbdon't think cerebral fission and a double
transplant is as good as survival. | would care &mut the persons, each with one of my
cerebral hemispheres, than | would in the stroke @awhich only one of my hemisphere
survives and | continue in a diminished state dutae loss of the other cerebral hemisphere.
The difference is that it IBIE in the latter scenario. | believe that this sugg#sat identity
matters more and | don’t have reason to give upihe that in transplant scenarios my concern
is tracking identity. Moreover, it is very hardlielieve that a new entity, a person, came into
existence when the cerebrum of the earlier persmremoved in the transplant scenario. It will
have apparently all the same psychology but it Béllwrong to believe it did any of the things it
seems to recall doing.

| think readers can see that neither of the twaaoptwill be easy to defend. And both

involve major changes in Merricks’s account of passand organisms.
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