The Death of a Person



Introduction

James Bernat's definition of death as “the permboessation of the critical functions
of the organism as a whole” has been very inflaimi the medical and legal communities
(Bernat, 1998, 17). Bernat believes that a pers@ssentially alive, thus it survives as long as
vital processes continue and dies when the hungan@m with which it is identical does. In
opposition to Bernat are the many philosophers bdi@ve that each of us is essentially a
thinking being and so a statement of the conditfonsurvival must make reference to mental
capacities rather than life processes.

| am not going to take a stance on whether we ssergially organisms or not. My
thesis is that even if we are not essentially asyas, then, contrary to the claims of Jeff
McMahan and Robert Veatch and others, no chantieeidefinition of “death” must be made
in order for it to be literally true that we dierdving upon Lynne Baker’s work (2000), | argue
that persons spatially coincident with organisms di@ because they derivatively acquire
biological properties from the organisms that cioutst them' | also argue that there are
insufficient grounds to claim that the term “dieh@n applied to the person must only have a
non-biological meaning such as “going out of exise” Philosophers using the word that way
should stop, otherwise, somewhat ironically, th@y'ttadequately describe the state of the

person who exists but is no longer alive in twdéhaf thought experiments commonly used to

! | am using “person” to mean an entity that esséigtpossesses the capacity for self-consciousmesscommon
in the Lockean tradition and reinforced by BakecNi&dhan and Veatch don't believe self-consciousigess
necessary for our survival. Lesser cognitive powalissuffice. The claims made in this paper abpetsons
construed as essentially self-conscious beingsytattill die the same kind of deaths as organisamseasily be

extended to the position that we are essentialihkihg beings but only contingently self-conscious.
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show that persons are not organisms - cerebrurggdiamts and inorganic part replacement.
Another mistake is to infer that different critefta the deaths of persons and their organisms
are required since the timing of their respectigme need not be the same. What are needed
are not different criteria for death but only disti criteria for ceasing to exist. When persons
cease to exist, it will simply follow that they tenger engage in the biological functions
required by the single criterion of death.
Il. Two Alleged Senses of “Death”

“Death,” Bernat insists, “is univocal.... that is, wefer to the same concept and
phenomenon when we describe the death of a dogvthdb when we describe the
death of a human being” (Bernat, 1998, 15). Peraomgach identical to an organism
and they die when that organism dies. Bernat st if one speaks of a person dying
before the organism dies, that is not a literalafseleath” (Bernat, 1998, 15). He
explains:

Death like life always has been fundamentally ddgjical function. Use of the

word “death” or “die” outside of the strict biol@gl context is acceptable but is

metaphorical ... Thus only living organisms can diee .tloncept of death is

only applicable to an organism because death dafunentally a biological

phenomenon. By contrast personhood is a psychésw@airitual concept.

Personhood may be lost, such as, according to soraatient in a permanent

state of unconsciousness, but persons (sic) calimetxcept

metaphorically...(Bernat, 1998, 15-16).

Bernat's target isn't just those who think thagrihexists a death of an
essentially self-conscious person that is disfireeh that of the human organism. He is
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no more sympathetic to claims like Veatch’s thatane creatures whose deaths occur
when we lose the capacity for mere consciousnéissrrinan self-consciousness
(Bernat, 1998, 15). Veatch explains his view:
“Death is the irreversible loss of that which ise&#ially significant to the
nature of humans. Death...is not in any sense adgabstatement of cessation
of cellular respiration or functioning, as the temight be used in referring to
the death of a plant or nonhuman animal...When wakspéhuman death, we
mean something radically different....we may weltfihmore plausible to opt
for a concept focusing on the irreversible losthefcapacity for
experience...rather than the irreversible loss @&grdting capacity of the
body...” (Veatch, 2000, 87, 94).
Bernat believes that Veatch’s account is flawedamby because it denies that
the “death” is univocal, but it fails to captureetlay person’s sense of the term which
any formal attempt to define “death” should do.eAddence of the latter failure, Bernat
points out that Veatch’s account would construdess thousands of patients in
permanent vegetative states (PVS) and other fofpsrmanent unconsciousness.
Bernat adds that Veatch’s definition would givesris practical problems such as
burying the dead PVS patient who was spontanedusbthing (Bernat, 1998, 17). He
claims that stopping this breathing before bungblies we don’t really think the
individual is dead.
Veatch’s account can’t explain what kind of creatrtgmains if you and | were to go
out of existence with the onset of a PVS. McMabhelielbes that his own approach can do so
while avoiding Bernat'’s error of identifying eachus with an organism that could enter and
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linger in a PVS (McMahan, 2002, 423-43;1995, 91)1R4cMahan insists that the person is
just a part of the organisfrin the reader’s chair are two distinct beings tizat each die
different kinds of deaths. He believes this avaidatch’s dilemma of having to declare that an
individual in a PVS is dead. The entity in the PV be the still living organism of which the
deceased person had been a part.

McMahan maintains that since we are distinct foamorganism there is a need for
two concepts of “death” and two concepts of “lif®lcMahan, 2002, 423-26). He insists: “To
say apersonis alive is just to say that she exists” (McMah2002, 425). No reference to the
continuation of life processes is needed. Likewtise,death of the person need not involve
cessation of vital functions of biological integost. McMahan finds evidence for a non-
biological conception of death in the Bible. He lexps:

When Jesus says that “Whosoever liveth and behanane shall never die,” he

doesn’t mean that some human organisms will refiugictionally integrated

forever. He means that believers will never ceasxist (McMahan, 2005,2-3).

However, there may be no need for two senses aithddor it may be that

Jesus is speaking metaphoricéllfthe claim that believers shall never die litgra

2 For problems with McMahan’s view, see Hershen@@§5.

3 Another reason to be skeptical of the support Mciatinds for his interpretation of “death” in therds of
Jesus is due to the fact that Christians belietkardeath and later resurrection of a living bé&typerhaps Jesus’
claim that believers shall never die should berprited as stating that their death won’peemanentather than
that they will never cease to exist. McMahan'’s gsialwill not cohere well with the standard intefation of the
hylomorphic conception of the human being as a/smtter composite when it is applied to the cassonfieone
blown to bits. Such a person has not only diedckased to exist. He does not exist again untifrtmacle of

Resurrection when his soul reconfigures matterwag suitable for life.
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means that that they will never cease to existirtipdicature is that nonbelievers would
cease to exist. But traditional Christianity hasstn rejecting Jesus going to Hell rather
than Heaven, not forever ceasing to exist. Soesdt appear that anyone would pass
permanently out of existence if McMahan'’s interptiein of Jesus’ use of “die” were
correct and thus there would have been no poid¢sus making his statement about
believers. So perhaps we shouldréreput too much weight on the literal
interpretation of Jesus’ words.

However, | don’t want to declare that there couldr® a non-biological sense of
“death” and “life.” As Donald Davidson points omgetaphors can die and become
literal. His example is that mention of the mouthieers and bottles no longer brings
to mind a living creature’s mouths. (1985, 252)f@dhaps when the Bible speaks of the
“Living God” it is not metaphorical but just litdha means the “Existing God.” So | am
open to the possibility that “death” and “life” hrmmnon-biological meanings as well as
biological ones but recommend we change our usagieemove the ambiguity to
avoid confusions that will be discussed at the @rtlis paper. Furthermore, admitting
that such terms can be ambiguous won’t preventrame maintaining my thesis that
persons which aren’t identical to organisms cdhligérally die biological deaths - pace
Bernat, McMahan and others - even if there is atibther sense of “death” that applies
to them?

The reader may be left thinking that if there i$yansingle meaning of “die” and
‘alive,” or if we change any practice to the congrand start to use such terms only in the

biological sense, then wouldn’t Bernat be correcd@dsume that | must be applying the term in

* For an account that even biological uses of “deatth ambiguous, see Shewmon, 2004.
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a metaphorical sense to persons? Otherwise, hold aatnivocal conception of “death” apply
to both those that are essentially alive (organjsand those that aren’t (persons)? | maintain
that | can avoid the metaphorical use by drawingnupynne Baker’s account of constitution in
which people are constituted by organisms and dneigontingently and derivatively
organisms. That will enable me to speak of a péssoieath” in the exact same sense that the
term is used in biological discussions of the evkat is the organism’s death - the transition
from dying to decaying in Bernat’s language (Bera&808, 16). Before outlining how the
constituted person can die a derivative biologieslth, the concepts of “constitution” and
“derivative property” must be clarified.
lll. The Constituted Person

Explanations of constitution frequently begin witie example of the statue and the
lump of clay said to constitute it. The lump anakse are in the same place at the same time
(i.e. spatially coincident), and composed of thmesatoms and physical particles. Every atom
in the statue is also in the clay. Despite beingsjgally no different, it is maintained that they
are distinct entities. The lump could have exidtefbre the statue came into existence. It
wasn’t until the sculptor came along and moldedngp into say the shape of a famous
politician that the statue came into existence. fkedstatue might be destroyed if it loses too
much of its shape but the lump would persist thiotinigit change. However, if the statue has its
hand replaced by a hand composed of a differestdypnaterial or just different clay, the
statue would survive the “repairs” but the origihahp of clay would not. There would then be
a different lump constituting the statue. So fartsteasons it is argued that the statue and the

lump of clay are distinct.



The lump is said to constitute the statue rathen thce versa because it could exist
without having given rise to the statue (or anyghahse). That is, if it wasn’t in the right
circumstances, intentionally molded by the sculpiwd displayed, then the statue would never
have come into existence. The constituted entiuinexample, the statue, can't exist without
being constituted. But that statue, as we have isettie case of the hand replacement, need not
always be constituted by the same entity. (Bakgd2243-5).

Baker claims that when one entity is constitungonstituted by another, each can
borrow properties from the other. The entity which borsaavproperty has derivatively the
other has ihonderivatively The constituted entity can have properties nandgvely if the
object constituting it couldn’t have those samepprties without constituting it. For example,
the statue is nonderivatively beautiful and valeaihile the lump wouldn’t possess such
properties if it didn’t constitute the statue. e tump is beautiful and valuable derivatively.
The constituting entity, on the other hand, cowdsiha property nonderivatively if it could
possess that property even when it didn’t constituother object. For example, the lump of
clay nonderivatively possesses the property of nmegtwo thousand pounds. It would have
that weight if it had never been shaped by thepsoul And if the constituted entity (the statue)
has a property that the constituting entity (thapy could have without constituting anything,
then the former has it derivatively. Th&atue’spossession of weight is an example of such a
derivative property. There are two things, theusatnd the lump, but they don’t each weigh a
separate ton forcing the scale to register founshad pounds when the clay statue is placed
upon it. The lump and the statue share the sanghtv@ihey possess the same token property

of weighing two thousand pounds.



Lest the reader think | am engaging in speciadlileg on the part of the constitution
relation, let me point out that something simikatrue for certain overlapping objects that do
not stand in a constitution relation to each ot@emsider embedded entities such as someone’s
elbow and arm. When the elbow acquires a bruigeatim obtains one and the same bruise.
There aren’t two bruises, one in the embedded elomithe other in the embedding arm.
Instead there are just two things with the samequéar bruise. The single property token of
being bruised is shared by the elbow and the®arm.

Baker believes that the constitution relation testwpersons and bodies is analogous to
that of statues and lumps. A person is distinguidheher capacity for self-consciousness,
what Baker calls the “first-person perspecti¥®bssession of such a perspective entails a
consciousness of oneself as a being with belieldasires. Baker believes that you and | are
essentially persons. The organism that constiufgrson doesn’t have the property of
personhood essentially (and nonderivatively). it ezist without being self-conscious. When

the organism was an embryo it was not a personinY@drtain circumstances, the organism

® This conclusion can’t be avoided by denying tharé are really two independent things when omenlsedded
in the other. It seems possible for my identicahtand | to undergo an elbow swap. My bruised ell®w
exchanged for his unblemished elbow. The capaéitigeelbow to exist independently of the arm ibigyinally
embedded in suggests that the elbow is a real thingal part of the arm, unlike say the lowerdf/gy arm. That
alleged spatial part couldn’t be separated fromanmy and thus is for that reason perhaps not gpegail Such
spatial parts fail an independence test for thelfity. For even if my arm was partially amputatind lower one
third would still exist, it would just consist offfkrent segments of bones, tissue and flesh etc.

® The existence of a constitution relation betwesganisms and us will be unaffected if we are esakynsentient

beings and only contingently self-conscious.



constitutes a person. When a person emerges)ot & phase of the organism but a substance
in its own right’

Baker maintains that when the organism constititeperson there do not arise two
fully separate thinking beings, each with its ommanand mental properties that are duplicates
of the other’s. Both the organism and person hagesame mind and share the same desire and
belief properties. It is just that one of them wi#lve certain of these properties derivatively and
the other will have those same properties nondevelgt. Baker argues that the organism is
also a person when it comes to constitute the peBuat this doesn’t mean that there are two
persons in the same place, one essentially a pargbthe other contingently. There is only
one person. The property of personhood is derightipossessed by the organism while held
nonderivatively by the being which is essentiallyesison. Baker protests that those who think
that there are two persons are conceiving of tinst@ating organism and the constituted
person as if they were fully separate entities jinstthappen to be in the same place at the same
time. Such a perspective overlooks the intimatatieiship that a constituted object has to that
which constitutes it. There is more to constitutiban just spatial coincidence, i.e., being in the
same place at the same time. While constitutiomtsdentity, it is not full separateness either.
Baker insists that when one thing constitutes therahat makes it possible for two things with
different essences, such as an organism and anpéoseach be contingently the same as the
other. But they are not identical. The organismvaively acquires the property of being a
person from the person who is nonderivatively asgkatially a person; and the person

derivatively acquires the property of being an argia from the entity that is nonderivatively

" There can be persons that aren’t constituted ggrosms. We will consider persons constituted liyasi or

some other inorganic material later. And God wdagda person that is not constituted by anything.
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and essentially an organism. So according to Bagealaim that two things are the same is to
say either they are in a constitution relation like person and the organism or that they are
strictly identical like Samuel Clemens and Mark TmwgBaker, 2000, 174).

There are likely to be points in the above disaurs#iat some readers will contest. But |
can't devote this paper to defending Baker antimtiilsue the implications of her view for the
definition and criterion for death. I'll just asserthat she has resolved the problems that she has
tackled, or can with further tinkering, thus peting me to move on and explore in the next
section how a person that is not identical to @aoism can still die a biological death and do so
without ceasing to exist.

IV. Derivative Deaths

If the person is constituted by an organism, tiex person is derivatively alive and can
die. It sometimes happens that a person dies witHeyprocesses slowing down, ceasing, and
then a corpse appearing. The absence of both g gyacess and a corpse when a person loses the
capacity for consciousness and dies may be redperisr the belief that persons can't die unless
“death” is interpreted as “ceasing to exist.” Inthihis is a mistake. To help readers see thid] we’
first look at the fissioning of amoebas becausd sune-cell creatures have also been
misrepresented as living entities that go out @terce without dyin§lt is erroneous to maintain
that if something dies a biological death thenuisiieave a corpse. If the living one-cell amoeba
didn’t die when it divided, then that entails titas either still alive or, at best, in an indetenate
state of neither being determinately alive nor aeieately dead. Since it is admitted that amoebas
cease to exist when they divide, it sounds absusay that they are not also dead. Likewise,

when a person ceases to exist because of cerelnalge that leaves the spatially coincident

8 McMahan asserts that amoebas don't die (2002, 426n Kass makes a similar claim (1997, 22).
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organism still alive, the correct judgment is tte person has died even though vital organs such
as the lungs, heart, liver, spleen and brainstera hat failed and no corpse has been produced.
There was a living person, he ceased to existt@fp he is no longer alive. If someone is no
longer alive, then that person is dead. If somesudead, then that person has died, even if that
event took place in the blink of an eye. It migbthto consider that someone instantly vaporized
by a nuclear explosion did not undergo anythingmasding a dying process and there would
obviously be no corpse; nevertheless, we wouldtdytsay of the unfortunate person that not
only does he no longer exist but that he died énetkplosion.

What might be bothering the reader is the clainh &haerson could die when the very
organism constituting him doesn't. If the propestybeing alive is derivatively borrowed from
the organism, how then could there be the deatheoperson at one time and then the death of
the organism at a much later time? According tadnets sketched in the previous section,
there should be only one life property that twatesst share, just as there is only a single ton of
weight that the lump and statue share. This waarylme removed if the reader comes to
appreciate that when the person ceases to shanatitsr with the organism, it ceases to borrow
its properties and processes. With spatially cdiexi entities, there are not two “lives” but one
shared life, one shared metabolic process, onedmmeostatic system possessed
derivatively by one object and nonderivatively bg pbther. Since the organism constitutes the
person, it is not the case that a property inherese object and then there is a second
property possessed by the other in the way thatthder has the property of being alive and |
have that property as well. The same type of ptgman have different tokens (instances), one
in you and another in me. In the case of constitytihere is but one token of a type of property
shared by two entities.
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Still, the reader may not accept my claim thatdbath of the person involves the same
processes as the death of the organism. Such er mgght think that since the person ceases
to exist when certain parts of the upper braind@stroyed but the organism can survive the
loss of those brain parts, then the death of tbaresm and the death of the person can’t
involve the same loss of biological life proces$Bsitt this is not the case. We need to
distinguish biological processes essential toftiben biological events that may cause those
processes to stop. While | admit that the deswaadi cells in the person’s cerebrum can play a
causal role in the human person’s death withousioguthe human organism’s demise, that
doesn’t mean the loss of different life processedravolved in the death of the person than the
death of the organism. The only difference is iratvdre the (more distant) causes that bring it
about that the person goes out of existence arsg aliel not in the nature, definition and
criterion of the death.

We can see more clearly that the destruction @rat brain cells should not be part of
the definition or criterion of the person’s deathitmagining the case of a cerebrum transplant.
The person’s upper brain (cerebrum) will be remdvenrh his body and then later put in the
cerebrumless body of an identical twin. When thes@es cerebrum is removed from the body,
machines take over and do what the brainstem, landgseart did, thus enabling the cerebrum
to continue to be able to give rise to thought famdhe person to continue to exist — though in
much smaller form. In the interim period, i.e., thee after the person has left its original body
behind but has not yet obtained the new body afléatical twin, the person would still exist
but would have ceased to be alive since it doesighge in life processes in the absence of a

living body. The person when constituted by an nigfa was alive because the constituting

° This was a challenge issued by an anonymous review
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organism was alive. The person’s life was a redultderivatively possessing the properties of
the organism that enable it to metabolize foodnakge oxygen, excrete waste, maintain
homeostasis etc. It is the borrowing of these ptagsefrom the organism that constituted it
that rendered the person alive. The person wowdect derive those properties from the
organism when it ceased to be constituted by itvemad then no longer be alive.

The person in the transplant scenario is constitbyethe detached cerebrum and able
to think because of the still intact and functianbrain cells (and the mechanical apparatus)
though it is no longer alive. So the lesson is gesons can die without undergoing any upper
brain cell death. However, if enough of the brastiscof the removed cerebrum were later
destroyed, then the small, bodiless, cerebrum-gieesbn would cease to exist but the cellular
destruction wouldn’t be theéeathof the person because the person had alreadywted it
earlier lost its organic body. The loss of thes@llthe upper brain caused the pared down,
bodiless person to ceaseadstbut not to die. Life had already left it at thestimoment it was
no longer constituted by an organism and derivbtigerrowing, in Bernat’s language, the
critical functions of the organism as a wh8l&o while the continued functioning of brain
cells may be required for keeping persons with mighrains in existence, the destruction of
such cells is not aecessaryspect of the process of a person’s death. Tdérerehe
destruction of cells in the upper brain should@tdart of the meaning or criterion of the death
of a person and thus the reader should accepathereclaim that the death of the person and

organism involve the same processes.

9 The organism back in the operating room is aliveib a persistent vegetative state since its carethas been

removed.
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V. Persisting Through Death

If death in the case of a person means just thaeases to exist, then there would be no
biologically plausible way to explain what happémshe person’s life processes during two
thought experiments commonly used to establishtkigaperson is not the organism. The first is
the brain transplant thought experiment which imeslsomeone’s cerebrum being removed and
placed in the cerebrumless skull of an identicahtWone of the cerebrum’s capacities have been
lost. Since the person during the transplant isttrted only by the cerebrum and not the
organism, it has then ceased to be derivativelgalithout ceasing to exist. So if “die” means
“cease to exist” when said of a person, then waakaccurately explain what transpires in the
transplant scenario.

It might be charged that personhood is realizetidne than just the cerebruthThe
brainstem is needed for there to be any conscifusSlo the transplant of just the cerebrum is
insufficient to transplant a person. My respondhas the brainstem is not needed in the same
way as the cerebrum to preserve identity. The btain is more like the power source for the
computer. Different electrical outlets and battegan all serve equally well so we won't say the
computer and its files aren’t the same as a re$altchange in power source. The cerebrum is
special in that the person’s biography and capdaityational thought is realized there. Surgeons
poking around in someone’s cerebrum can elicit m&s®r desires but nothing comparable
occurs with probing the brainstem. If a personi®baum is rewired, it would completely change
his mental life. The brainstem makes a very difieiend of contribution to our mentality. It is
more of an all or nothing contribution to conscioess. We need a brainstem to be conscious but

a mechanical surrogate would do since what isritie about our mental life seems to be

| am here indebted to an anonymous reader whaosgtigns made me add the response in the text.
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realized in the upper brain. If one replaced thelmeim with a duplicate it seems as if the
resulting person would also be a duplicate.

However, even if personhood depends upon othen Btaictures than just the cerebrum,
my main point about persons but not organisms bieamgplanted can still go throudh.
Additional brain structures can be transplantedhwhe person’s cerebrum and the person still
won'’t be alive but will exist during the transplgrbcedure when the cerebrum and those attached
structures have been removed from one body angehqiut in another. As long as the
transplanted parts of the brain aren’t sufficientdmpose a pared down organism, then the person
could be transplanted and separated from the angeleift behind or destroyed. Some
philosophers, like van Inwagen (1990, 172-81) atsb@®(1997, 44-46, 132-34), think a whole
brain transplant is the transplant of a very smjhnism because the controls of vital biological
processes are there in the brainstem even if tteega attached to any organs that they can
control. So to avoid this threat of a pared dowgaarsm being transplanted thus undermining the
claim of person/organism nonidentity, we must imaghat if parts of the brainstem are
transplanted with the cerebrum, only the capacifdabe brainstem necessary for thought remain
intact while those structures required for inteigrabf the bodily life processes are irreparablely
damaged and thus lost.

The other thought experiment involves the persorganic parts being replaced with
functionally equivalent inorganic matter. The perseases to be composed of cells and other
organic parts. Since the thought experiment asstima¢she person’s mental capacities have

not been altered, there is a strong intuitive putieclare that the person survives the

12 An anonymous reviewer points out that autism stsi@how defects in cerebellum as well and theutetic

formation in the brainstem is responsible for awass.
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procedure. Support for this speculative conclugsaitrawn from the actual fact that throughout
the life of an organic person all the cells exabdpse of the brain are replaced, and even those
brain cells eventually come to be composed of elgtimew atoms. This complete natural
change in material composition doesn’t lead useleetre that the person has been replaced. |
suspect the basis for our belief in the personrsigence is the presence of gaemecognitive
functions. If the person can survive such orgaait peplacement in the regular course of
events, then there is reason to believe that hédwguvive the acquisition of inorganic parts if
they too were functionally equivalent to their predssors. If readers find it is too farfetched to
imagine that our cognitive capacities could be angfed if we ceased to have a brain
composed of neurons, a less extensive part repideran be used to make the same point.
Imagine that while the person’s natural cerebruchsome other parts of the brain like the
cerebellum are left unchanged, so many of the p&rsital organ systems are replaced by
inorganic substitutes that there is no longer gamism present. But if we imagine that the
organic cerebrum and other brain structures doesate to realize consciousness when the
work of the heart, lungs, kidneys, stomach, liver are accomplished by mechanical
substitutes, the person would apparently contiowexist though without any longer being
alive. Therefore, if “death” when applied to persqust means ceasing to exist, the persistence

of the lifeless mostly inorganic person cannot tecmiately expresséd.

13 Someone might argue that “death” is ambiguoukan thepersoncould die in either sense — loss of life or
cessation of existence. That would enable oneytovghout contradiction that the person died bilt ekisted.
But it would be very confusing for then it would tvae that Smith died (biologically) and didn’t digo out of
existence.)
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Some readers might protest that full inorganic pggtacement is not possible because
too much of what we are — our emotions and evdityata think clearly — is tied up to overall
interactions of the nervous system. | disagree siith reader¥' | don’t think enough is
known enough about what inorganic materials arsiptesto make such a negative claim.
These readers need to be able to say not onlytdénené such materials, but there could not
possibly be any such materials. That is, they roastommitted to it being metaphysically
impossible for us to survive inorganic part reptaeat. My position is, that for all we know,
there could very well be some materials that dapdiour inorganic capacities. And | don’t see
any reason why there couldpossiblybe such materials even if they doactually exist. | do
admit that it seems plausible that things withedi#ht physical properties have to manifest
some different physical causal powers, so inorgpaits wouldn’t be perfect causal duplicates
of organic parts. But what causal differences tlagecbetween the two physically different
things realizing our thought need not have to affegnition or don’t have to do so in a way
that would lead us to doubt that identity has heserved. We survive immense changes in
emotions due to hormonal changes that occur bettireetime we are infants and senior
citizens so it is possible that a slight changetdueplacement with inorganic parts wouldn’t
be identity threatening. And all | need for my argant to go through is that enough organic
matter is lost that so there aren’t any groundl@ming an organism is present any longer.
We could also imagine that the cerebrum remaingstadrganic chemicals needed to preserve
our cognitive and affective life are provided bydiwal interventions rather than an organic

body.

4 One such reader is an anonymous reviewer. | agbied to that person for making me respond ineke t
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So | think such readers should at most be agnalstat the possibility of inorganic
structures preserving our emotional and cognitifee And against such a background, all |
need to do is then show that our beliefs aboutedvegs are such that if there were such
inorganic materials that could preserve our thougktwould survive the part replacement
without any longer being alive. So even if, unbeknst to us, there are in fact no such
materials and there couldn’t be any such that wpuderve our identity through a change in
composition, given what we do have grounds to thiok, our reactions to such thought
experiments in which cognition and emotion haveaiewed qualitatively the same (or nearly
s0) show that we are more committed to the béiliaf we aren’t essentially organisms than are.
So it seems that at the present time there is reason to maintain that it is possible for us to
survive inorganic part replacement than not.

VI. The Criterion for the Death of a Person

McMahan suggests that not only do we need two s of “death,” but two criteria
as well® Persons die in the sense of ceasing to exist Wiegnhave lost the capacity for
thought. When the upper brain (cerebrum) is destipthought is no longer possible, and this
provides the criterion for the person’s deathshdree. There is no more of a need for the
person to have a criterion of death distinct frdwat of the organism then there is for two
definitions of “death.” While it is a very underatiable mistake to claim that an upper brain
criterion is appropriate for the death of a persimce the person’s going out of existence
entails his death, what is actually needed isguditferent criterion for persons passing out of

existenceghan organisms doing so. Persons cease to exest thie organ of thought - or more

15 A definition gives us the meaning of “death” whike criterion provides necessary and sufficiemiitions

that indicate that death has occurred.
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precisely, the parts that make self-consciousnessilgle - are destroyed. So the onset of an
irreversible coma or permanent vegetative statddvmean that the person has ceased to exist.
And when persons go out of existence, they ceabe #dive. They no longer exist, a fortiori,
they no longer instantiate life processes. Thu<tiierion of death for organisms does not
need to be altered to apply to persons that areadieely alive. The cessation of whichever
vital organ systems indicate that the criteriomlefth has been met for an organism can be
extended to persons. The criterion could be carelpiratory cessation or whole brain and
brainstem failure. It doesn’t matter for the pugmsf this article. When a person ceases to
exist, whatever criterion is chosen for death héll’e been met. It is the criterion for our
ceasing teexistthat is really interesting since whatever it ifl @ntail that the criterion for the
person’s death has been met.
VII. Conclusion

We have seen that if persons are derivativelyeativen they can die. Their deaths involve
the same loss of biological processes that occtiv@meath of organisms. Thus we can allow that
we’re not essentially organisms and yet can sglivdthout having to admit that there are two
concepts and criteria of death as McMahan and Vieddc Furthermore, Bernat can defend his
definition of death without having to insist tharpons are organisms or that persons can only die

metaphorical deaths.

16 | would like to thank two anonymous reviewers éatremely helpful comments.
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